
File Code 120.03 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 

FINANCE COMMITTEE 

MEETING AGENDA 
 
DATE: May 3, 2016 Gregg Hart, Chair 
TIME: 12:30 P.M.  Bendy White  
PLACE: David Gebhard Public Meeting Room Jason Dominguez 
 630 Garden Street  

 
Paul Casey  Robert Samario 
City Administrator Finance Director 

         
 

ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED: 
 
 

1. Subject:  Finance Committee Review Of The Fiscal Year 2017 Recommended 
Budget 
 
Recommendation:  That Finance Committee hear a report from staff regarding 
General Fund non-departmental revenues and assumptions contained in the Fiscal 
Year 2017 Recommended Budget, and an updated multi-year financial forecast of 
the General Fund. 
 



 

File Code No.  120.03 

 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 

FINANCE COMMITTEE AGENDA REPORT 
 
 

 
AGENDA DATE: May 3, 2016 
 
TO: Finance Committee 
 
FROM: Administration Division, Finance Department 
 
SUBJECT:  Finance Committee Review Of The Fiscal Year 2017 Recommended 

Budget 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Finance Committee hear a report from staff regarding General Fund non-
departmental revenues and assumptions contained in the Fiscal Year 2017 
Recommended Budget, and an updated multi-year financial forecast of the General Fund. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On April 26, 2016 the Finance Committee approved a schedule for their review of certain 
elements of the Fiscal Year 2017 Recommended Budget. These elements include 
General Fund revenue assumptions and projections, General Fund reserves and citywide 
fees. The proposed Finance Committee review schedule is included as an attachment to 
this report.  
 
At this meeting, staff will be presenting the assumptions and proposed non-departmental 
revenues contained in the recommended budget. Non-departmental revenues primarily 
consist of taxes, including sales taxes, property taxes and transient occupancy taxes. In 
addition, staff will present the latest version of the General Fund multi-year financial 
forecast through Fiscal Year 2018. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT: Finance Committee Review Schedule 
 
PREPARED BY: Robert Samario, Finance Director 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Robert Samario, Finance Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator’s Office 
 



ATTACHMENT 
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 

Finance Committee Review Schedule 
Mid-Cycle Budget for Fiscal Year 2017 

 
Please Note: Meeting dates and times are subject to change on short notice 

Meeting Date and Time Department 
 
Tuesday, April 26, 2016 
12:00 p.m. – 1:45 p.m. 
 

 
 Proposed Finance Committee Budget Review 

Schedule 
 

 Additional Topics for Review Identified by the 
Committee 

 
 March 31st Quarterly Investment Report (Non-Budget 

Item) 
 

 Streets Fund Budget Considerations (Non-Budget 
Item) 
 

 
Tuesday, May 3, 2016 
12:30 p.m. – 1:45 p.m. 

 
 General Fund non-departmental revenues  and 

assumptions  
 

 General Fund Multi-Year Forecast  
 

 
Tuesday, May 10, 2016 
12:00 p.m. – 1:45 p.m. 
 

 
 General Fund departmental proposed fee changes 

 
 General Fund Unfunded Infrastructure Needs  

(Non-Budget Item) 
 

 
Tuesday, May 17, 2016 
12:30 p.m. – 1:45 p.m. 
 

 
 Enterprise Fund proposed fee changes (excluding 

utility rates) 
 

 Funding Requests from Community Organizations 
 

 Pension Information 

 
Tuesday, May 24, 2016 
12:30 p.m. – 1:45 p.m. 
 

 
 Follow up on items requested by Finance 

Committee, if any 
 
 Staff recommended adjustments to recommended 

budget, if any 
 

 Finance Committee Decisions for Recommendation 
to Council 

 
 FY 2016 Third Quarter Review (Non-Budget Item) 

Note: No Finance Committee meeting on May 31, 2016. 



Agenda Item No.  1 

File Code No.  410.01 
 

 

 CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 3, 2016 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: City Administrator’s Office 
 
SUBJECT: Employee Recognition – Service Award Pins 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council authorize the City Administrator to express the City’s appreciation to 
employees who are eligible to receive service award pins for their years of service through 
May 31, 2016. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The City appreciates the loyalty to the community and the dedication to public service that 
are demonstrated by City employees throughout the organization every day.  Since 1980, 
the City Employees’ Recognition Program has recognized length of City Service.  Service 
award pins are presented to employees for every five years of service.  Those employees 
achieving 25 years of service or more are eligible to receive their pins in front of the City 
Council. 
 
Attached is a list of those employees who will be awarded pins for their service through 
May 31, 2016. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT: May 2016 Service Awards 
 
PREPARED BY: Nicole Grisanti, City Administrator’s Office Supervisor 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Kristine Schmidt, Administrative Services Director 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
 



 
ATTACHMENT 

 

May 2016 SERVICE AWARDS 

 
May 3, 2016, Council Meeting 

 
 

5 YEARS 

Michael McNeil, Senior Electronics/Communication Technician,  
      Public Works Department 

Madeline Ward, Water Conservation Coordinator, Public Works Department 

Carson Wollert, Project Engineer II, Public Works Department 

 

10 YEARS 

Justin Berman, Parking Coordinator, Public Works Department 

Graciela Reynoso, Human Resources Analyst II,  
      Administrative Services Department 

Johny Salas, Assistant Parking Coordinator, Public Works Department 

Elizabeth Stotts, Community Development Program Specialist,  
      Community Development Department 

 

15 YEARS  

Bryan Jensen, Police Sergeant, Police Department 

Christina Ortega, Police Officer, Police Department 

Kevin Rhyne, Police Officer, Police Department 

 

20 YEARS  

Susan Gantz, Planning Technician II, Community Development Department 

Susan Gray, Community Development Business Manager 
      Community Development Department 

 

 

 



 
ATTACHMENT 

 

25 YEARS  

Onalisa Hoodes, Police Services Coordinator, Police Department 

Ed Olsen, Police Lieutenant, Police Department 

Paul Rodriguez, Senior Airport Maintenance Worker, Airport Department 

 

30 YEARS  

Steven Berman, Fire Captain, Fire Department 

Michael Gordon, Water Distribution Operator Technician II,  

Public Works Department 

Brian Porter, Fire Captain, Fire Department 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
 

REGULAR MEETING 
April 5, 2016 

COUNCIL CHAMBER, 735 ANACAPA STREET 
 
 
The regular meeting of the City Council, scheduled for 2:00 p.m. on April 5, 2016, was 
cancelled by the Council on November 24, 2015. 
 
The next regular meeting of the City Council is scheduled for April 12, 2016, at 
2:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber. 
 
 
SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA 
  CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 
 
 
 
  ATTEST:       
HELENE SCHNEIDER  SUSAN TSCHECH, CMC 
MAYOR  DEPUTY CITY CLERK 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
 

SPECIAL MEETING 
April 7, 2016 

DAVID GEBHARD PUBLIC MEETING ROOM, 630 GARDENSTREET 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mayor Helene Schneider called the meeting to order at 9:39 a.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
Mayor Schneider.  
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Councilmembers present:  Jason Dominguez, Frank Hotchkiss, Bendy White, Mayor 
Schneider. 
Councilmembers absent:  Gregg Hart, Cathy Murillo, Randy Rowse. 
Staff present:  City Administrator Paul Casey, City Attorney Ariel Pierre Calonne, 
Deputy City Clerk Susan Tschech. 
 
The Planning Commission meeting was called to order, and the meeting continued in 
joint session. 
 
Planning Commissioners present:  Michael Jordan, Sheila Lodge, June Pujo, Deborah 
Schwartz, Addison Thompson, Chair John Campanella. 
Planning Commissioners absent:  Jay Higgins. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Speakers:  Bill LaVoie, representing the Historic Landmarks Commission. 
 
NOTICES 
 
The City Clerk has on Wednesday, March 30, 2016, posted this agenda in the Office of 
the City Clerk, on the City Hall Public Notice Board on the outside balcony of City Hall, 
and on the Internet. 
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WORK SESSIONS 
 
Subject:  Joint City Council And Planning Commission Work Session: Planning 
Division Workload And Program Activities (650.01) 
 
Recommendation:  That Council hold a joint work session with the Planning 
Commission to receive status reports and discuss major Planning Division work 
program activities, and provide direction to staff on major work efforts and regular 
Division activities. 
 
Documents: 

- April 7, 2016, report from the Community Development Director. 
- PowerPoint presentation prepared and made by Staff. 
- March 24, 2016, memorandum from the Historic Landmarks Commission. 
- April 4, 2016, e-mail from the Allied Neighborhoods Association. 

 
Speakers: 

Staff:  City Planner Renee Brooke, Principal Planner Debra Andaloro, Senior 
Planner Jaime Limόn, City Attorney Ariel Calonne, Community Development 
Director George Buell. 
 

Discussion: 
Staff began their presentation with an overview of the Planning Division’s major 
work efforts, either completed, in progress, or to be undertaken in the future.  
They then provided information about the following topics:  1) housing 
development activity, with focus directed to the Average Unit-Size Density 
Incentive Program; 2) implementation of the Housing Element, including 
development of Multi-Unit Design Guidelines; 3) the status of the Historic 
Preservation Work Program; and 4) the schedule for completion of a draft of a 
new Zoning Ordinance.  Councilmembers and Planning Commissioners made 
comments, and their questions were answered. 
 

The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 11:35 a.m. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Mayor Schneider adjourned the meeting at 11:35 a.m. 
 
 
SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA 
  CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 
 
 
 
  ATTEST:       
HELENE SCHNEIDER  SUSAN TSCHECH, CMC 
MAYOR  DEPUTY CITY CLERK  



 1 MAY 03 2016 #3 
540.10 

ORDINANCE NO. ____ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF SANTA BARBARA AUTHORIZING THE 
APPROVAL AND EXECUTION BY THE CITY OF 
THE FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE WATER 
SUPPLY AGREEMENT 

WHEREAS, the Central Coast Water Authority (CCWA) and the City of Santa Barbara 
(City) entered into the Original Water Supply Agreement pursuant to which the City 
assigned to the CCWA its contractual rights to receive water from the State Water 
Project and to provide for the construction, operation and financing of the Project, for 
the sale by the CCWA to the City of the City’s Project Allotment and certain other 
matters;  
 
WHEREAS, subsequent to the execution of the Original Water Supply Agreement, the 
City established a Water Rate Stabilization Fund into which the City deposits and 
withdraws certain amounts to be included as revenues of the City Water System and 
which is available to make payments on Bonds and Contracts which are payable from 
such revenues on a parity with the Original Water Supply Agreement;   
    
WHEREAS, in connection with the issuance of the CCWA’s Refunding Revenue Bonds 
(State Water Project Regional Facilities) Series 2016A (the “2016 Bonds”), which 2016 
Bonds constitute CCWA Bonds under the Water Supply Agreement and are being 
issued to refund in full all currently outstanding CCWA Bonds, the City and the CCWA 
seek to amend the Original Water Supply Agreement to incorporate the Water Rate 
Stabilization Fund into the Original Water Supply Agreement;  
 
WHEREAS, Section 25(d) of the Original Water Supply Agreement allows the parties to 
make changes and modifications to the Original Water Supply Agreement without the 
consent of the Trustee for CCWA Bonds as necessary and appropriate in connection 
with the issuance of CCWA Bonds; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City (the “City Council”) has been presented with the 
form of the First Amendment to the Water Supply Agreement (“First Amendment”) and 
the City Council has examined and approved such document by ordinance as required 
by Charter Section 521 and desires to authorize and direct the execution of such 
document. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1.  All of the recitals herein contained are true and correct and the City Council 
so finds. 
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Section 2.  The form of First Amendment, on file with the City Clerk, is hereby approved, 
and the City Administrator of the City and the Finance Director of the City, and any such 
other officer of the City as such City Administrator or Finance Director may designate 
(the “Authorized Officers”), are each hereby authorized and directed, for and in the 
name and on behalf of the City, to execute and deliver the First Amendment in 
substantially said form with such changes therein as the Authorized Officer executing 
the same may require or approve, such approval to be conclusively evidenced by the 
execution and delivery thereof. The Authorized Officers are hereby authorized and 
directed, jointly and severally, to do any and all things which they may deem necessary 
or advisable in order to consummate the transactions herein authorized and otherwise 
to carry out, give effect to and comply with the terms and intent of this Ordinance. All 
actions heretofore taken by the officers, employees and agents of the City with respect 
to the transactions set forth above are hereby approved, confirmed and ratified. 

Section 3.  The Mayor shall sign and the City Clerk shall attest to the passage of this 
Ordinance.  The City Council hereby orders that, in lieu of the publication of this 
Ordinance once in the official newspaper of the City within 15 days after its adoption, 
this Ordinance shall be published by title only once in the official newspaper of the City 
within 15 days after its adoption, provided that the full text shall be available to the 
public at the City Clerk’s Office, and such publication by title only shall so state.  This 
Ordinance shall become effective 30 days from and after the date of its adoption. 

 
 

 



 1 MAY 03 2016 #4 
330.03 

ORDINANCE NO.______________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA 
BARBARA APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY 
ADMINISTRATOR TO EXECUTE THE LAND PURCHASE 
AGREEMENT, ESCROW INSTRUCTIONS, AND GRANT DEED 
FOR THE SALE OF CERTAIN CITY EXCESS LAND LOCATED AT 
536 BATH STREET TO NGC FUND 1, LLC, A DELAWARE 
LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, IN THE AMOUNT OF $579,000.  
 

WHEREAS, at its meeting of April 9, 2013, the City Council approved by adoption of 
resolution the property acquisitions for 221 West Cota and 536 Bath Streets related to 
the Cota Street Bridge Replacement Project;   
 
WHEREAS, at its meeting of July 14, 2015, the City Council declared the properties at 
221 and 230 West Cota Street, and 536 Bath Street to be excess to the City’s needs 
and subject to disposal by public auction, and to negotiate final terms in accordance 
with the Santa Barbara City Charter Section 520 and Chapter 4.28 of the Santa Barbara 
Municipal Code subject to the review and approval by the City Attorney; 
 
WHEREAS, on April 7, 2016, the City of Santa Barbara having duly noticed and 
conducted a public auction in the City Public Works Main Conference room pursuant to 
Santa Barbara Municipal Code Chapter 4.28; 
  
WHEREAS, NGC FUND 1, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, having been the 
successful bidder at said auction, has executed and delivered a Land Purchase 
Agreement and Escrow Instructions for the purchase of said excess City land; and  
 
WHEREAS, City Charter Section 520 requires the approval of the disposal of this 
excess City land by Council’s adoption of an approving ordinance.  
             
NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA DOES 
ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.  The Land Purchase Agreement and Escrow Instructions between the City 
of Santa Barbara and NGC FUND 1, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 
regarding the sale of certain City excess land located at 536 Bath Street, is hereby 
approved, and the City Administrator is authorized to execute any documents related to 
said escrow 
 
SECTION 2.  Upon the successful completion of escrow, and upon the effective date of 
this Ordinance, First American Title Co. Inc., is authorized to record the Grant Deed for 
said excess City land in the Official Records, in the office of the County Recorder, Santa 
Barbara County; and  
 
SECTION 3.  This Ordinance shall be subject to referendum. 



Agenda Item No.  5 
 

File Code No.  350.08 
 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 3, 2016 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Risk Management Division, Finance Department 
 
SUBJECT: Increase In Appropriations In The Self-Insurance Fund To Cover 

Increased Workers’ Compensation Costs  
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council approve an increase in appropriations in the amount of $700,000 in the 
Self-Insurance Fund from reserves to cover the cost of workers' compensation claims in 
the current fiscal year. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The budget adopted for Fiscal Year 2016 includes $2,200,000 in appropriations to pay for 
workers' compensation claim costs. The payments issued for workers' compensation claim 
costs total $1,860,123 as of April 15, 2016, leaving an available balance of $339,877 for 
payments through the end of the fiscal year.   
 
Staff believes that the actual workers' compensation claim costs payments will approach 
$2,900,000 at the end of Fiscal Year 2016, resulting in a shortfall of $700,000. This is 
primarily due to a large settlement, which Council approved on October 6, 2015, for a 
safety employee that sustained a major injury. 
  
Staff recommends increasing appropriations in the Self-Insurance Fund (SIF) to cover the 
additional costs. The City uses the services of an actuary to determine its funding needs to 
operate, including the amount required to meet payment obligations during the current 
fiscal year and cash reserves for future claim payments. Total assets, including cash, are 
$2.2 million below total liabilities based on the projected costs calculated by the actuary. 
The SIF currently has a negative fund balance, which will increase to $2.9 million based on 
the recommended Council action. However, the SIF has sufficient cash to meet its 
obligation in the next few years; and the City has a plan to address the negative fund 
balance over the next few years.    
 
Approval of the appropriation allows the Self-Insurance Fund to continue paying 
benefits to injured workers through the end of the fiscal year without interruption.   
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PREPARED BY: Mark W. Howard, Risk Manager  
 
SUBMITTED BY: Robert Samario, Finance Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 



Agenda Item No.  6 
File Code No.  330.05 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 3, 2016 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Patrol Division, Police Department 
 
SUBJECT: Donation Of Equipment For The Police Department  
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council accept a donation of three covered shields with upgraded ballistic plates 
valued at $4,600 from the Santa Barbara Police Foundation for placement in the three 
Police Department marked supervisor patrol vehicles. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The mission of the Police Department is the protection and preservation of life in 
incidents of a critical or high-risk nature. Currently the marked supervisor patrol units 
are equipped with either an older hard ballistic shield or a ballistic shield with rifle-rated 
ballistic plates.  As ballistic protection technology has advanced, the ability for 
manufacturers to make lighter options that provide the same or better ballistic protection 
has advanced.  The shields the Police Foundation are donating are able to be folded up 
to a configuration that resembles a messenger bag for ease of carrying and 
deployment. 
 
The Santa Barbara Police Foundation is pleased to offer to purchase this life-saving 
equipment.  These upgraded ballistic shields will greatly increase the safety of police 
officers and citizens in situations where an armed individual or group poses a threat to 
officers and citizens.   
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
Funding will be provided completely through this generous donation and no City funds 
will be necessary. 
 
PREPARED BY: Lorenzo Duarte, Lieutenant/LSP 
 
SUBMITTED BY: John Crombach, Chief of Police 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 



Agenda Item No.  7 
 

File Code No.  540.13 
 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 

COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 
 
 

 
AGENDA DATE: May 3, 2016 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Water Resources Division, Public Works Department 
 
SUBJECT: Introduction Of Ordinance For Rayne Santa Barbara, Inc., Brine 

Discharge Agreement 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council introduce and subsequently adopt, by reading of title only, An Ordinance of 
the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Approving a Ten-Year Agreement with Two 
Consecutive Five-Year Options with Rayne Santa Barbara, Inc., for Salt Brine 
Conveyance at the El Estero Wastewater Treatment Plant, Effective June 9, 2016. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The El Estero Wastewater Treatment Plant (El Estero) processes approximately seven 
million gallons of wastewater each day.  Treated wastewater is discharged into the 
ocean under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  Prior 
to discharge, and when the Desalination Plant is in operation, desalination brine water is 
commingled with El Estero’s wastewater effluent at the brine mixing box. The brine 
mixing box is located on the southwestern corner of El Estero. 
 
Rayne of Santa Barbara, Inc., (Rayne) is a private corporation that provides water 
conditioning (softening) services to customers in Santa Barbara County area.  The 
water conditioning process results in a sodium chloride salt brine by-product that 
requires disposal.  Currently, the brine is trucked to the South San Luis Obispo County 
Sanitation District's Waste Water Treatment Plant, located in Oceano, California.  
 
Staff has been working with Rayne to coordinate installation of a new Salt Brine 
Conveyance System at El Estero.   Rayne has obtained an NPDES permit, allowing 
Rayne to discharge its salt brine into the Pacific Ocean via the City’s ocean outfall 
conveyance system.  The brine would be discharged at the brine mixing box, where the 
ocean outfall conveyance system has the hydraulic capacity to accept brine from Rayne 
and potential future water conditioning companies. 
 
Per the proposed ten-year Agreement, Rayne would construct the necessary 
improvements for the Salt Brine Conveyance System, which generally includes 
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installation of a four-inch diameter stainless steel discharge pipe with hose adaptor at 
the northern wall of the brine mixing box. Trucks would connect to and discharge brine 
into the brine mixing box via the hose adaptor.  A new three-foot square concrete basin 
would be constructed beneath the hose adaptor to catch any spills during discharge.  A 
small sampling line would be installed underground to facilitate sampling, which is 
required by Rayne per their NPDES permit.   
 
Once constructed, ownership of the Salt Brine Conveyance System will be transferred 
to the City.  The City will have full right to allow other entities to discharge brine into the 
Salt Brine Conveyance System.  Potential future third party dischargers would be 
responsible for their own state, county and federal permits. 
 
On March 3, 2016, the Project was issued a Coastal Development Permit by the City 
Planning Commission.  The project was found to be exempt from further environment 
review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15303, 
which allows new construction of new, small facilities or structures. 
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
Per the proposed Agreement, Rayne will construct the Salt Brine Conveyance System 
at its sole cost and expense, including all planning, design, construction and permitting 
fees (Project Cost).  The City will offset payment of the salt brine fee ($0.02 per gallon) 
for a period not to exceed nine years to reimburse Rayne for its investment.  Once 
Rayne fully recoups the Project Cost, or at the end of the nine-year offset period, 
whichever comes first, Rayne shall pay $0.02 per gallon of salt brine liquid delivered 
into the Salt Brine Conveyance System.  If, for reasons unrelated to its construction or 
operation, the Salt Brine Conveyance System is decommissioned by the City before 
Rayne fully recoups the project costs, Rayne is entitled to a refund of any unused 
payment credits. 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:   
 
Rayne’s salt-water brine does not require treatment prior to ocean discharge; however, 
it is unsuitable for discharge into the wastewater collection system.  The increased salt 
in the brine water elevates the total dissolved solids concentration in treated wastewater 
effluent, which causes recycled water quality issues. By installing a Salt Brine 
Conveyance System at El Estero, Rayne and other water softening companies will have 
a local facility to dispose of their salt-water brine, thereby eliminating the need to truck it 
to San Luis Obispo County or discharge it into the wastewater collection system. 
 
A copy of the agreement is available for public review in the City Clerk’s Office and for 
City Council review in the Council reading file. 
 
PREPARED BY: Lisa Arroyo, Wastewater System Manager/mh 
SUBMITTED BY: Rebecca J. Bjork, Public Works Director 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator’s Office 
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ORDINANCE NO. ____ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SANTA BARBARA APPROVING A TEN-YEAR 
AGREEMENT WITH TWO CONSECUTIVE FIVE-YEAR 
OPTIONS WITH RAYNE SANTA BARBARA, INC., FOR 
SALT BRINE CONVEYANCE AT THE EL ESTERO 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT, EFFECTIVE 
JUNE 9, 2016 

WHEREAS, Rayne of Santa Barbara, Inc. (Rayne) is a private corporation which 
provides residential and commercial water conditioning services to customers in the 
Santa Barbara County area; 

WHEREAS, water conditioning equipment causes a sodium chloride (NaCl) salt brine to 
be produced as a byproduct of the water conditioning process;  

WHEREAS, the City owns and operates the El Estero Wastewater Treatment Plant (El 
Estero), located at 520 East Yanonali Street, Santa Barbara, California, which, as part 
of its treatment processes, utilizes an ocean outfall to dispose of the treated wastewater 
effluent;  

WHEREAS, the ocean outfall conveyance system utilized by El Estero has additional 
hydraulic capacity to accept salt brine waste;  

WHEREAS, Rayne has, at its sole cost and expense, obtained a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Discharges with Low Threat 
to Water Quality (General Permit), issued by the State of California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and is now authorized by that agency to discharge its salt brine 
into the Pacific ocean through the El Estero ocean outfall by means of a salt brine 
conveyance system;  

WHEREAS, Rayne must comply with the General Permit, and all waste discharge 
requirements contained therein, in order to discharge its salt brine through a 
conveyance system into the Pacific Ocean at El Estero;  

WHEREAS, the City and Rayne desire to enter into an Agreement to allow Rayne to 
discharge salt brine through a salt brine conveyance system, to be constructed by 
Rayne at El Estero in accordance with the terms and conditions hereof, and, once 
accepted by the City, said conveyance will be assumed by the City and, thereafter, 
Rayne and other similar salt brine producers will be allowed to utilize the conveyance to 
discharge salt brine subject to payment of a City fee, per the Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Santa Barbara (the “City Council”) has been 
presented with the form of the Agreement, and the City Council has examined and 
approved such document and desires to authorize and direct the execution of such 
document. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. All of the recitals herein contained are true and correct and the City 
Council so finds. 

SECTION 2. The form of the Agreement, on file with the City Clerk, is hereby approved, 
and the Public Works Director of the City, or any such other officer of the City as the 
Public Works Director may designate (the “Authorized Officers”), are hereby authorized 
and directed, for and in the name and on behalf of the City, to execute the Agreement in 
substantially said form. 

 



Agenda Item No.  8 
File Code No.  530.04 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 3, 2016 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Facilities Division, Public Works Department 
 
SUBJECT: Approval Of Emergency Purchase Order For Eastside Lighting 

Repairs 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
That Council approve an emergency purchase order, pursuant to Santa Barbara Municipal 
Code Section 4.52.080, to Imperial Electric Co. in the amount of $55,000 for emergency 
repairs to a failed high-voltage street light system on Lou Dillon Lane. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The failure of a high-voltage street lighting system on Lou Dillon Lane in February 
resulted in loss of street lighting for the surrounding streets in the neighborhood (see 
Attachment). The failed system supplies power to nine street lights on the circuit.  Due 
to the need to restore lighting to the area as soon as possible, the City issued an 
emergency purchase order.  Imperial Electric Co. (Imperial), one of the few companies 
in the area qualified to repair this high-voltage system, was available to troubleshoot 
and repair the circuit.   
 
Upon inspection, it was determined that the damage to the circuit was substantial, 
requiring the replacement of circuit wiring and conduit. To date, $49,985.95 has been 
spent on the repairs, and further work is necessary to complete the project.  Staff 
estimates that the total repair costs from Imperial will be $55,000. 
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
There are sufficient appropriated funds in the Streets Capital Fund to cover the cost of 
this Emergency Purchase Order. 
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ATTACHMENT: Map of failed street light on the Lou Dillon Circuit 
 
PREPARED BY: James Dewey, Facilities and Energy Manager/mh 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Rebecca J. Bjork, Public Works Director 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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Agenda Item No.  9 
 

File Code No.  520.02 
 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 

COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 3, 2016 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Facilities Division, Public Works Department 
 
SUBJECT: Contract For Installation Of Radio Equipment On University Of 

California, Santa Barbara, Property To Serve City Beach Areas 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
That Council authorize the City Administrator to enter into a four-year license agreement 
with the Regents of the University of California, Santa Barbara, for the installation and 
operation of radio equipment on University of California, Santa Barbara, property. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The City’s Facilities and Energy Management Division is seeking to install and operate 
additional communications equipment to enhance radio communications along City 
beaches and at the Airport.  Currently, radio communications along our beaches do not 
have a direct path to the existing equipment.  As such, VHF communications utilized by 
the City’s Fire Department during rescue situations along the beaches are less than 
optimal.  This system would greatly enhance coverage and provide for clearer and more 
reliable communications between fire fighters and the Combined Communications 
Center. In addition, the system will provide better coverage inside the Airport terminal. 
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
The ongoing cost for this agreement is $180 per year, which will be paid out of the 
Facilities, Electronic Communications Program.  The agreement to install and operate 
the equipment requires the City to indemnify UCSB for any loss or damage that may 
result due to the City’s use of UCSB’s building.  Therefore, due to the very remote 
possibility that loss or damage resulting from this agreement may exceed the staff 
approval limit of $35,000, this matter is being brought to Council for approval. 
 
 
PREPARED BY: James Dewey, Facilities and Energy Manager/AG/mh 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Rebecca J. Bjork, Public Works Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator’s Office 



Agenda Item No.  10 
File Code No.  290.00 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 3, 2016 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Fire Prevention Division, Fire Department 
 
SUBJECT: Set A Date For Public Hearing Regarding Renewal Of Levy For 

Fiscal Year 2017 For The Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of the Council of the City of Santa 
Barbara Declaring Its Intention to Continue the Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment 
Within the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones; Declaring the Work to Be of More Than 
General or Ordinary Benefit and Describing the District to be Assessed to Pay the Costs 
and Expenses Thereof; Preliminarily Approving the Updated Engineer’s Report; Stating 
Intention to Continue Assessments for Fiscal Year 2017; and Establishing a Time of 
2:00 P.M. on Tuesday, May 17, 2016, in the City Council Chambers for a Public Hearing 
on the Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On July 11, 2006, the City Council adopted Resolution 06-064 which declared the 
Council’s intention to order expansion of vegetation road clearance, implementation of a 
defensible space inspection and assistance program, and implementation of a vegetation 
management program within the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones. The Resolution 
described the special benefit to be assessed and approved an Engineer’s Report, 
confirmed the diagram and assessment, and ordered levy of the Wildland Fire 
Suppression Assessment District for Fiscal Year 2007. As required by the Resolution, the 
Assessment must be renewed annually by the Council. The City has renewed the 
Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment each year since it was first approved. This year, in 
cooperation with the BREN School of Environmental Science and Management at the 
University of California, Santa Barbara, we have worked with graduate students in a study 
of the relative effectiveness of the program and expect the final report in the coming 
weeks.  
 
Assessment funds continue to reduce the risk and severity of wildland fires through the 
reduction of flammable vegetation. The assessment provides three primary services: 
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Vegetation Road Clearance: Each year the assessment provides approximately 14 miles 
of road clearance in the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones. The frequency is such that 
most roads in the District are cleared of impeding vegetation every three years. Clearing 
vegetation from the roadways is required of property owners by law and allows for safer 
egress of residents and ingress of first responders during an emergency. In Fiscal Year 
2016 we cleared 11.3 Miles of roadways, deferring 2.7 miles of State Route 192 to next 
season, when we expect a greater ability to effect a necessary traffic plan with Cal Trans.   
 
Defensible Space Inspection and Assistance: This element of the assessment provides 
assistance to property owners in creating defensible space around their homes. 
Defensible space is a key element in preventing the ignition of homes during a wildfire by 
reducing the exposure of the home to burning vegetation. Defensible space assistance will 
again involve scores of site visits to assist homeowners. In addition, the assessment 
provides chipping services to residents of the District after the vegetation has been cut. 
Chipping services provides a cost effective way for homeowners to dispose of cut material. 
The chipped vegetation may be reused as a ground cover in landscaping. As of this report 
the Fire Department has chipped 100 tons of material and by the end of the chipping 
season in mid-June, the Fire Department will have chipped approximately 250 tons of 
material for district properties.  
 
Vegetation Management: Vegetation management is the selective removal of flammable 
vegetation in open land outside of property owner’s defensible space. The goal is to lessen 
the severity of a fire, in the event that one occurs, by depriving the fire of a large amount of 
fuel. This is accomplished by preferentially removing exotic plants, thinning, pruning and 
limbing vegetation to remove fire ladders, limbing up the canopy and pruning out dead 
material. Vegetation management retains the overall look of wildland areas and minimizes 
impacts to natural resources while reducing the amount of flammable vegetation. 
Vegetation management was successfully completed on 6 acres in Fiscal Year 2015. 
These projects require staff to strengthen the public-private relationship by working with 
multiple, individual property owners and contract crews to link individual parcels across 
larger areas of adjacent land. Working in cooperation with multiple property owners, there 
is a greater impact on reducing the community threat from wildfire. In addition to 
vegetation removal, this project also accomplished education, protection of natural 
resources unique to the area and outlined individual maintenance programs. The project 
areas are identified in the Wildland Fire Plan.  
 
ANNUAL LEVY: 
 
The Wildland Fire Assessment may be annually increased by the Consumer Price Index 
(CPI) in an amount not to exceed 4% per year. In adjusting for the Consumer Price Index, 
the allowable increase is calculated using the CPI from the past year plus any deferred 
increases from previous years. For Fiscal Year 2017, staff and the Assessment Engineer 
propose a CPI increase of 2.03%. The rate for Fiscal Year 2017 as suggested in the 
Engineer’s Report will therefore be set at $77.82 per single family home in the Foothill 
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Zone and $96.50 per single family home in the Extreme Foothill Zone. The total revenues 
from the assessment will be $257,403 for 2017. 
 
The Fiscal Year 2016 rates were $76.27 and $94.57 respectively, for a total assessment of 
$252,046. The increase for Fiscal Year 2017 will allow us to continue to provide the same 
level of service in all three areas. 
 
As required in Resolution 06-064, an updated Engineer’s Report has been prepared and 
includes the proposed budget and assessment rate. The updated Engineer’s Report must 
be considered by the City Council at a noticed public hearing and serves as the basis for 
the continuation of the assessments. The updated Engineer’s Report is available for 
review at Fire Department Administration, 925 Chapala Street and the City Clerk’s Office 
at City Hall at 735 Anacapa Street. 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:   
 
Vegetation removed through vegetation road clearance and the defensible space chipping 
assistance program is chipped and spread back on to the ground or in areas of local parks 
where feasible. The goal is reuse at least 80% of all chipped material locally avoiding the 
cost of disposal fees, extra vehicle trips and landfill use. Non-native pest plants are not 
chipped, but rather hauled off-site to be disposed of properly. In 2016 we exceeded that 
goal, achieving 99% reuse. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW: 
 
On May 4, 2004, the City Council adopted the City’s Wildland Fire Plan and certified the 
corresponding Environmental Impact Report (EIR) making the required CEQA findings.  
The proposed assessment will fund activities that implement the Wildland Fire Plan and 
which were analyzed within the Wildland Fire Plan EIR.  City staff have reviewed the 
scope of the proposed work effort to be funded by the proposed assessment and 
concluded that the work will cause no new effects on the environment or require any new 
mitigation measures.  Therefore, no additional environmental review is required.      
 
 
PREPARED BY: Joe Poiré, Fire Marshal 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Patrick McElroy, Fire Chief 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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RESOLUTION NO. _____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SANTA BARBARA DECLARING ITS INTENTION TO 
CONTINUE THE WILDLAND FIRE SUPPRESSION 
ASSESSMENT WITHIN THE FOOTHILL AND EXTREME 
FOOTHILL ZONES; DECLARING THE WORK TO BE OF 
MORE THAN GENERAL OR ORDINARY BENEFIT AND 
DESCRIBING THE DISTRICT TO BE ASSESSED TO PAY 
THE COSTS AND EXPENSES THEREOF; 
PRELIMINARILY APPROVING THE UPDATED 
ENGINEER’S REPORT; STATING INTENTION TO 
CONTINUE ASSESSMENTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017; 
AND ESTABLISHING A TIME OF 2:00 P.M. ON TUESDAY, 
MAY 17, 2016, IN THE CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS FOR A 
PUBLIC HEARING ON THE WILDLAND FIRE 
SUPPRESSION ASSESSMENT  

 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Santa Barbara is authorized, pursuant to the authority provided 
in California Government Code Section 50078 et seq. and Article XIIID of the California 
Constitution, to levy assessments for fire suppression services;  
 
WHEREAS, an assessment for fire suppression has been given the distinctive 
designation of the “Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment” (“Assessment”), and is 
primarily described as encompassing the Foothill and Extreme Foothill zones as defined 
in the Wildland Fire Plan of 2004;  
 
WHEREAS, the Assessment was authorized by an assessment ballot proceeding 
conducted in 2006 and approved by 51% of the weighted ballots returned by property 
owners, and such assessments were levied by the City of Santa Barbara City Council 
by Resolution No. 06-064 passed on July 11, 2006; and 
 
WHEREAS, although the methodology by which the assessments are applied to 
properties in the District does not change from year to year, a new Engineer’s Report is 
prepared each year in order to establish the CPI adjustment for that year; the new 
maximum authorized assessment rate for that year; the budget for that year; and the 
amount to be charged to each parcel in the District that year, subject to that year’s 
assessment rate and any changes in the attributes of the properties in the District, 
including but not limited to use changes, parcel subdivisions, and/or parcel 
consolidations. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SANTA BARBARA AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.  SCI Consulting Group, the Engineer of Work, has prepared an engineer’s 
report in accordance with Article XIIID of the California Constitution.  The Report has 
been made, filed with the City Clerk and duly considered by the Council and is hereby 
deemed sufficient and preliminarily approved.  The Report shall stand as the Engineer's 
Report for all subsequent proceedings under and pursuant to the foregoing resolution. 
 
SECTION 2.  It is the intention of this Council to continue to levy and collect 
assessments for the Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment for fiscal year 2016-17.  
Within the Assessment District, the proposed services to be funded by the assessments 
(“Services”) are generally described as including but not limited to, the following: (1) 
continuation of the vegetation road clearance program to cover all public roads within 
the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones (continuing this program will reduce fuel, 
enhance evacuation routes, and decrease fire response times); (2) enhancing the 
defensible space fire prevention inspection and assistance program for all properties in 
the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones; and (3) implementation of a vegetation 
management program in the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones. As applied herein, 
“vegetation road clearance” means the treatment, clearing, reducing, or changing of 
vegetation near roadways in the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones where vegetation 
poses a fire hazard and does not meet Fire Department Vegetation Road Clearance 
Standards within the high fire hazard area (as provided in Santa Barbara Municipal 
Code Section 8.04.020.M). “Defensible space” is a perimeter created around a structure 
where vegetation is treated, cleared or reduced to slow the spread of wildfire towards a 
structure, reduce the chance of a structure fire burning to the surrounding area, and 
provides a safe perimeter for firefighters to protect a structure (as provided in Chapter 
49, Section 4907  "Requirements For Wildland-Urban Interface Areas, Defensible 
Space" as adopted by the City of Santa Barbara pursuant to Santa Barbara Municipal 
Code Section 8.04.010). “Vegetation management” means the reduction of fire hazard 
through public education, vegetation hazard reduction, and other methods as needed to 
manage vegetation in areas with unique hazards such as heavy, flammable vegetation, 
lack of access due to topography and roads, and/or firefighter safety. 
 
SECTION 3.  The estimated fiscal year 2016-17 cost of providing the Services is 
$257,403.  This cost results in a proposed assessment rate of SEVENTY SEVEN 
DOLLARS AND EIGHTY-TWO CENTS ($77.82) per single-family equivalent benefit unit 
in the Foothill Zone and NINETY SIX DOLLARS AND FIFTY CENTS ($96.50) in the 
Extreme Foothill Zone for fiscal year 2016-17.  The Assessments include a provision for 
an annual increase equal to the change in the Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County 
Area Consumer Price Index (“CPI), not to exceed 4% (four percent) per year without a 
further vote or balloting process.  The total allowable CPI adjustment for 2016-17 is 
2.03% and the rates have been adjusted, accordingly. 
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SECTION 4.  The public hearing shall be held, before the City Council in the City of 
Santa Barbara City Council Chambers, located at 735 Anacapa Street, Santa Barbara, 
CA 93101 as follows: on Tuesday, May 17, 2016 at the hour of 2:00 p.m. for the 
purpose of this Council’s determination whether the public interest, convenience and 
necessity require the Services and this Council’s final action upon the Report and the 
assessments therein. 
 
SECTION 5.  The clerk of the council shall cause a notice of the hearing to be given by 
publishing a notice, at least ten (10) days prior to the date of the hearing above-
specified, in a newspaper circulated in the City. 
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0BINTRODUCTION 

The City of Santa Barbara is located about 100 miles northwest of Los Angeles, largely on 
the slopes between the Pacific Ocean and the Santa Ynez Mountains. The City of Santa 
Barbara provides fire services throughout the City limits. Fire services include fire 
suppression, protection, prevention, evacuation planning, and education. 
 
Due to topography, location, climate and infrastructure, the Santa Barbara community has 
a relatively high inherent risk of wildland fires. Listed below are some of the major wildland 
fires that have occurred in Santa Barbara County since 1970: 
 

FIGURE 1 – WILDLAND FIRE HISTORY IN SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

Year Fire Name Acres Homes Lost 

1971 Romero Canyon Fire 14,538 4 

1977 Sycamore Canyon Fire 805 234 

1977 Hondo Canyon Fire 10,000 0 

1979 Eagle Canyon Fire 4,530 5 

1990 Painted Cave Fire 4,900 524 

1993 Marre Fire 43,864 0 

2002 Sudden Fire 7,160 0 

2004 Gaviota Fire 7,440 1 

2007 Zaca Fire 240,207 0 

2008 Gap Fire 9,443 0 

2008 Tea Fire 1.940 210 

2009 Jesusita Fire 8,733 80 

 
In response to the considerable wildland fire risk in the area, the City of Santa Barbara Fire 
Department prepared a Wildland Fire Plan in January, 2004, in which it identified four High 
Fire Hazard Zones: The Coastal Zone, the Coastal Interior Zone, the Foothill Zone, and 
the Extreme Foothill Zone. The two Zones with the highest wildland fire risk are the Foothill 
and Extreme Foothill Zones (the “Zones”), and these are the Zones that are included in 
this assessment.  
 
These Zones are at a high risk of wildland fires due to the following factors: 

 Climate. The climate consists of cool, moist winters and hot, dry summers. The 

low humidity and high summer temperatures increase the likelihood that a spark 

will ignite a fire in the area, and that the fire will spread rapidly. 

 Topography. Periodic wind conditions known as “Sundowner” and “Santa Ana” 

winds interact with the steep slopes in the Santa Ynez Mountains and the ocean 

influence, resulting in an increase in the speed of the wind to severe levels. These 

two types of wind conditions increase the likelihood that fires will advance 
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downslope towards the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones. In addition, these 

winds can greatly increase the rate at which a fire will spread. 

 Chaparral. Much of the undeveloped landscape is covered with chaparral. 

Chaparral sheds woody, dead, and organic materials rich in flammable oils, which 

accumulate over time. Areas covered with chaparral typically experience wildland 

fires which burn the accumulated plant materials, and renew the chaparral for its 

next cycle of growth. Therefore, areas of chaparral which are not thinned, and 

from which the dead plant materials are not removed or burned off in prescribed 

fires, provide ample opportunities for wildland fires to occur and to spread. 

 Road Systems. Many of the roads in the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones do 

not meet current Fire Department access and vegetation road clearance 

standards, and many are made even more narrow due to the encroachment of 

vegetation. A number of the bridges have weight requirements that are below Fire 

Department weight standards. In addition, many driveways are long and steep, 

posing a safety hazard. All of these factors make it more difficult and more 

hazardous for the Fire Department to provide fire suppression services in these 

areas. 

 Water Supply. In the Extreme Foothill Zone, the City water supply is limited in 

some areas, and not available in others. These factors increase the risks 

associated with fires, due to the reduced availability of water to fight any fires that 

occur. 

 Fire Response Time. Much of the Extreme Foothill Zone, and some of the Foothill 

Zone, is outside the City’s 4 minute Fire Department response time. As a result, 

fires in these areas may have more time to spread and to increase in severity 

before fire suppression equipment can reach them. 

 Proximity to the Los Padres National Forest. The Los Padres National Forest 

(LPNF) is a large forest to the north of the Foothill and Extreme Foothill zones.  

The LPNF provides a great deal of potential fuel for any wildland fire in the area. 

Wildland fires that start in the LPNF have the potential to move south toward the 

Foothill and Extreme Foothill zones. 
 
This Engineer’s Report (the "Report") was prepared to: 1) contain the information required 
by Government Code Section 50078.4, including  a) a description of each lot or parcel of 
property to be subject to the assessment, b) the amount of the assessment for each lot or 
parcel for the initial fiscal year, c) the maximum amount of the assessment which may be 
levied for each lot or parcel during any fiscal year, d) the duration of the assessment, e) 
the basis of the assessment, f) the schedule of the assessment, and g) a description 
specifying the requirements for protest and hearing procedures for the assessment 
pursuant to Section 50078.6; 2) establish a budget to provide services to reduce the 
severity and damage from wildland fires (the "Services") that will be funded by the 2016-17 
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assessments; 3) determine the benefits received from the Services by property within the 
City of Santa Barbara Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment District (the "Assessment 
District") and; 4) assign a method of assessment apportionment to lots and parcels within 
the Assessment District. This Report and the assessments have been made pursuant to 
the California Government Code Section 50078 et. seq. (the "Code") and Article XIIID of 
the California Constitution (the “Article”). 
  
In Fiscal Year 2006-07, the City of Santa Barbara City Council (the “Council”) by 
Resolution called for an assessment ballot proceeding and public hearing on the then-
proposed establishment of a wildland fire suppression assessment. 
 
On May 5, 2006 a notice of assessment and assessment ballot was mailed to property 
owners within the proposed Assessment District boundaries. Such notice included a 
description of the Services to be funded by the proposed assessments, a proposed 
assessment amount for each parcel owned, and an explanation of the method of voting on 
the assessments. Each notice also included a postage prepaid ballot on which the property 
owner could mark his or her approval or disapproval of the proposed assessments as well 
as affix his or her signature. 
 
After the ballots were mailed to property owners in the Assessment District, the required 
minimum 45 day time period was provided for the return of the assessment ballots. 
Following this 45 day time period, a public hearing was held on June 20, 2006 for the 
purpose of allowing public testimony regarding the proposed assessments. At the public 
hearing, the public had the opportunity to speak on the issue. After the conclusion of the 
public input portion of the hearing, the hearing was continued to July 11, 2006 to allow time 
for the tabulation of ballots. 
 
With the passage of Proposition 218 on November 6, 1996, The Right to Vote on Taxes 
Act, now Article XIIIC and XIIID of the California Constitution, the proposed assessments 
could be levied for fiscal year 2006-07, and continued in future years, only if the ballots 
submitted in favor of the assessments were greater than the ballots submitted in 
opposition to the assessments. (Each ballot is weighted by the amount of proposed 
assessment for the property that it represents). 
 
After the conclusion of the public input portion of the Public Hearing held on June 20, 
2006, all valid received ballots were tabulated by the City of Santa Barbara Clerk. At the 
continued public hearing on July 11, 2006, after the ballots were tabulated, it was 
determined that the assessment ballots submitted in opposition to the proposed 
assessments did not exceed the assessment ballots submitted in favor of the assessments 
(weighted by the proportional financial obligation of the property for which ballots are 
submitted). 
 
As a result, the Council gained the authority to approve the levy of the assessments for 
fiscal year 2006-07 and to continue to levy them in future years. The Council took action, 
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by a Resolution passed on July 31, 2006, to approve the first year levy of the assessments 
for fiscal year 2006-07. 
 
The authority granted by the ballot proceeding was for a maximum assessment rate of 
$65.00 per single family home, increased each subsequent year by the Los Angeles Area 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) not to exceed 4% per year. In the event that the annual 
change in the CPI exceeds 4%, any percentage change in excess of 4% can be 
cumulatively reserved and can be added to the annual change in the CPI for years in 
which the CPI change is less than 4%. 
 
In each subsequent year for which the assessments will be continued, the Council must 
preliminarily approve at a public meeting a budget for the upcoming fiscal year’s costs and 
services, an updated annual Engineer’s Report, and an updated assessment roll listing all 
parcels and their proposed assessments for the upcoming fiscal year.   A new Engineer’s 
Report is prepared each year in order to establish the CPI adjustment for that year; the 
new maximum authorized assessment rate for that year; the budget for that year; and the 
amount to be charged to each parcel in the District that year, subject to that year’s 
assessment rate and any changes in the attributes of the properties in the District, 
including but not limited to use changes, parcel subdivisions, and/or parcel consolidations. 
At this meeting, the Council will also call for the publication in a local newspaper of a legal 
notice of the intent to continue the assessments for the next fiscal year and set the date for 
the noticed public hearing. At the annual public hearing, members of the public can provide 
input to the Council prior to the Council’s decision on continuing the services and 
assessments for the next fiscal year. 
 
If the assessments are so confirmed and approved, the levies will be submitted to the 
Santa Barbara County Auditor/Controller for inclusion on the property tax roll for Fiscal 
Year 2016-17. The levy and collection of the assessments will continue year-to-year until 
terminated by the City Council. 
 
If the City Council approves this Engineer's Report for fiscal year 2016-17 and the 
assessments by Resolution, a notice of assessment levies must be published in a local 
paper at least 10 days prior to the date of the public hearing. Following the minimum 10-
day time period after publishing the notice, a public hearing will be held for the purpose of 
allowing public testimony about the proposed continuation of the assessments for fiscal 
year 2016-17. 
 
A Public Hearing is scheduled for May 17, 2016.  At this hearing, the Council will consider 
approval of a resolution confirming the assessments for fiscal year 2016-17. If so 
confirmed and approved, the assessments will be submitted to the Santa Barbara County 
Auditor/Controller for inclusion on the property tax rolls for Fiscal Year 2016-17. 
 
The Assessment District is narrowly drawn to include only properties that benefit from the 
additional fire protection services that are provided by the assessment funds. The 
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Assessment Diagram included in this report shows the boundaries of the Assessment 
District. 
 
In 2008 per California Public Resource Code 4201-4204 and Government Code 51175 -
89, the Office of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM) completed an analysis to identify Local 
Responsibility Area areas of Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) within the 
City of Santa Barbara. Discussions between OSFM and the City of Santa Barbara Fire 
Department were concluded in 2010. As a result additional parcels have been added to the 
2004 City of Santa Barbara high fire hazard area, Foothill Zone. These additional parcels 
are not included in the Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment District at this time, and 
Services provided to these parcels are not funded from this assessment. 
 

PROPOSITION 218 

This assessment was formed consistent with Proposition 218, The Right to Vote on Taxes 
Act, which was approved by the voters of California on November 6, 1996, and is now 
Article XIIIC and XIIID of the California Constitution. Proposition 218 provides for benefit 
assessments to be levied to fund the cost of providing services, improvements, as well as 
maintenance and operation expenses to a public improvement which benefits the 
assessed property.    
 
Proposition 218 describes a number of important requirements, including a property-owner 
balloting, for the formation and continuation of assessments, and these requirements were 
satisfied by the process used to establish this assessment. 
 

SILICON VALLEY TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, INC. V SANTA CLARA COUNTY OPEN SPACE 

AUTHORITY 

In July of 2008, the California Supreme Court issued its ruling on the Silicon Valley 
Taxpayers Association, Inc. v. Santa Clara County Open Space Authority (“SVTA vs. 
SCCOSA”) case.  This ruling is the most significant legal decision clarifying Proposition 
218.  Several of the most important elements of the ruling included further emphasis that: 
 

 Benefit assessments are for special, not general benefit 
 The services and/or improvements funded by assessments must be clearly 

defined 
 Special benefits are directly received by and provide a direct advantage to 

property in the Assessment District 
 
This Engineer’s Report is consistent with the SVTA vs. SCCOSA decision and with the 
requirements of Article XIIIC and XIIID of the California Constitution because the Services 
to be funded are clearly defined;  the Services are available to all benefiting property in the 
Assessment District, the benefiting property in the Assessment District will directly and 
tangibly benefit from improved protection from fire damage, increased safety of property 
and other special benefits and such special benefits provide a direct advantage to property 
in the Assessment District that is not enjoyed by the public at large or other property. 
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There have been a number of clarifications made to the analysis, findings and supporting 
text in this Report to ensure that this consistency is well communicated. 
 

DAHMS V. DOWNTOWN POMONA PROPERTY 

On June 8, 2009, the Court of Appeal for the Second District of California amended its 
original opinion upholding a benefit assessment district for property in the downtown area 
of the City of Pomona.  On July 22, 2009, the California Supreme Court denied review and 
the court's decision in Dahms became binding precedent for assessments.  In Dahms, the 
court upheld an assessment that conferred a 100% special benefit to the assessed parcels 
on the rationale that the services and improvements funded by the assessments were 
provided directly and only to property in the assessment district over and above those 
services or improvements provided by the city generally.   
 

BONANDER V. TOWN OF TIBURON 

On December 31, 2009, the 1st District Court of Appeal overturned a benefit assessment 
approved by property owners to pay for placing overhead utility lines underground in an 
area of the Town of Tiburon.  The Court invalidated the assessments on the ground that 
the assessments had been apportioned to assessed property based, in part, on relative 
costs within sub-areas of the assessment district instead of proportional special benefits.     
  

BEUTZ V. COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

On May 26, 2010 the 4th District Court of Appeals issued a decision on the Steven Beutz 
v. County of Riverside (“Beutz”) appeal.  This decision overturned an assessment for park 
maintenance in Wildomar, California, primarily because the general benefits associated 
with improvements and services were not explicitly calculated, quantified and separated 
from the special benefits.   
 

GOLDEN HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION V. CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

On September 22, 2011, the San Diego Court of Appeal issued a decision on the Golden 
Hill Neighborhood Association v. City of San Diego appeal.  This decision overturned an 
assessment for street and landscaping maintenance in the Greater Golden Hill 
neighborhood of San Diego, California. The court described two primary reasons for its 
decision. First, like in Beutz, the court found the general benefits associated with services 
were not explicitly calculated, quantified and separated from the special benefits. Second, 
the court found that the City had failed to record the basis for the assessment on its own 
parcels.  
 

COMPLIANCE WITH CURRENT LAW 

This Engineer’s Report is consistent with the requirements of Article XIIIC and XIIID of the 
California Constitution and with the SVTA decision because the Services to be funded are 
clearly defined; the Services are available to and will be directly provided to all benefiting 
property in the Assessment District; and the Services provide a direct advantage to 
property in the Assessment District that would not be received in absence of the 
Assessments.   
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This Engineer’s Report is consistent with Dahms because, similar to the Downtown 
Pomona assessment validated in Dahms, the Services will be directly provided to property 
in the Assessment District.  Moreover, while Dahms could be used as the basis for a 
finding of 0% general benefits, this Engineer’s Report establishes a more conservative 
measure of general benefits.   
 
The Engineer’s Report is consistent with Bonander because the Assessments have been 
apportioned based on the overall cost of the Services and proportional special benefit to 
each property. Finally, the Assessments are consistent with Buetz because the general 
benefits have been explicitly calculated and quantified and excluded from the 
Assessments. 
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1BDESCRIPTION OF SERVICES 

The City of Santa Barbara Fire Department provides a range of fire protection, prevention, 
and educational services to the City and its residents. 
 
The following is a description of the wildland fire suppression Services that are provided for 
the benefit of property within the Assessment District.  Prior to the passage of the 
assessment in 2006, the baseline level of service was below the standard described in the 
City’s 2004 Wildland Fire Plan.  Due to inadequate funding, the level of service continued 
to diminish and would have diminished further had this assessment not been instituted.  
With the passage of this assessment, the services were enhanced significantly.  The 
formula below describes the relationship between the final level of improvements, the 
baseline level of service (pre 2006) had the assessment not been instituted, and the 
enhanced level of improvements funded by the assessment. 
 

 

Baseline level of service is pre-2006. 

 
The services (the “Services”) undertaken by the City of Santa Barbara Fire Department 
and the cost thereof paid from the levy of the annual assessment provide special benefit to 
Assessor Parcels within the Assessment District as defined in the Method of Assessment 
herein.  In addition to the definitions provided by the California Government Code Section 
50078 et. seq., (the “Code”) the Services are generally described as follows: 
 

 Expansion of the vegetation road clearance program to cover all public roads 

within the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones. This program reduces fuel, 

enhance evacuation routes, and decrease fire response times 

 Implementation of a defensible space and fire prevention inspection and chipping 

assistance program for all properties in the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones 

 Implementation of a vegetation management program in the Foothill and Extreme 

Foothill Zones 
 
As applied herein, “vegetation road clearance” means the treatment, clearing, reducing, or 
changing of vegetation near roadways in the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones where 
vegetation poses a fire hazard and does not meet Fire Department Vegetation Road 
Clearance Standards within the high fire hazard area (As provided in Santa Barbara 
Municipal Code Section 8.04).  
 
“Defensible space” is a perimeter created around a structure where vegetation is treated, 
cleared or reduced to slow the spread of wildfire towards a structure, reduce the chance of 
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a structure fire burning to the surrounding area, and provides a safe perimeter for 
firefighters to protect a structure (As provided in Chapter 49 of the California Fire Code, as 
adopted by the City of Santa Barbara pursuant to Santa Barbara Municipal Code Section 
8.04). 
 
“Vegetation management” means the reduction of fire hazard through public education, 
vegetation hazard reduction, and other methods as needed to manage vegetation in areas 
with unique hazards such as heavy, flammable vegetation, lack of access due to 
topography and roads, and/or firefighter safety. 
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2BCOST AND BUDGET 

FIGURE 2 - COST AND BUDGET FY 2016-17 

Total

Budget

Services Costs

Evacuation Planning - Evacuation Roadway Clearing
Staffing $49,000
Materials $4,000
Project Costs $45,000

Defensible Space
Staff $38,000
Materials $6,000
Chipping Program $36,000

Vegetation Management
Staffing $41,433
Project $49,000

Totals for Installation, Maintenance and Servicing $268,433

Less: District Contribution for General Benefits ($20,675)

Net Cost of Installation, Maintenance and Servicing to Assessment District $247,758

Incidental Costs:
District Administration and Project Management $6,150
Allowance for County Collection $3,495

Subtotals - Incidentals $9,645

Total Wildland Fire Suppression District Budget $257,403
(Net Amount to be Assessed)

Assessment District Budget Allocation to Parcels
Total Assessment Budget $257,403
            Single Family Equivalent Benefit Units in District 3,308                
Assessment per Single Family Equivalent Unit (SFE) 77.82$              

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment

Estimate of Costs
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2BMETHOD OF APPORTIONMENT 

METHOD OF APPORTIONMENT 

This section includes an explanation of the special benefits derived from the Services, the 
criteria for the expenditure of assessment funds and the methodology used to apportion 
the total assessments to properties within the Assessment District. 
 
The Assessment District area consists of all Assessor Parcels within the Foothill and 
Extreme Foothill zones of the High Fire Hazard Area as defined by the 2004 Wildland Fire 
Plan. The method used for apportioning the assessment is based upon the proportional 
special benefits from the Services derived by the properties in the assessment area over 
and above general benefits conferred on real property or to the public at large.  Special 
benefit is calculated for each parcel in the Assessment District using the following process: 
 

1. Identification of all benefit factors derived from the Improvements 
2. Calculation of the proportion of these benefits that are general 
3. Determination of the relative special benefit within different areas within the 

Assessment District 
4. Determination of the relative special benefit per property type 
5. Calculation of the specific assessment for each individual parcel based upon 

special vs. general benefit; location, property type, property characteristics, 
improvements on property and other supporting attributes 

 

DISCUSSION OF BENEFIT 

California Government Code Section 50078 et. seq.  allows agencies which provide fire 
suppression services, such as the City of Santa Barbara Fire Department, to levy 
assessments for fire suppression services. Section 50078 states the following: 
 

“Any local agency which provides fire suppression services directly or by 
contract with the state or a local agency may, by ordinance or by 
resolution adopted after notice and hearing, determine and levy an 
assessment for fire suppression services pursuant to this article.”  

 
In addition, California Government Code Section 50078.1 defines the term “fire 
suppression” as follows: 
 

“(c) "Fire suppression" includes firefighting and fire prevention, including, 
but not limited to, vegetation removal or management undertaken, in 
whole or in part, for the reduction of a fire hazard.” 

 
Therefore, the Services provided by the Assessment District fall within the scope of 
services that may be funded by assessments under the Code. 
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The assessments can only be levied based on the special benefit to property.  This benefit 
is received by property over and above any general benefits. Moreover, such benefit is not 
based on any one property owner’s specific use of the Services or a property owner’s 
specific demographic status. With reference to the requirements for assessments, Section 
50078.5 of the California Government Code states: 
 

"(b) The benefit assessment shall be levied on a parcel, class of 
improvement to property, or use of property basis, or a combination 
thereof, within the boundaries of the local agency, zone, or area of 
benefit.” 
“The assessment may be levied against any parcel, improvement, or use 
of property to which such services may be made available whether or not 
the service is actually used." 

 
Proposition 218, as codified in Article XIIID of the California Constitution, has confirmed 
that assessments must be based on the special benefit to property: 
 

"No assessment shall be imposed on any parcel which exceeds the 
reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit conferred on that 
parcel." 

 
Since assessments are levied on the basis of special benefit, they are not a tax and are 
not governed by Article XIIIA of the California Constitution. 
 
The following section describes how and why the Services specially benefit properties.  
This benefit is particular and distinct from its effect on property in general or the public at 
large. 
 

BENEFIT FACTORS 

In order to allocate the assessments, the Engineer identified the types of special benefit 
arising from the Services that are provided to property in the Assessment District.  These 
benefit factors confer a direct advantage to the assessed properties; otherwise they would 
be general benefit.  
 
The following benefit categories have been established that represent the types of special 
benefit conferred to residential, commercial, industrial, institutional and other lots and 
parcels resulting from the services to reduce the severity and damage from wildland fires 
that are provided in the Assessment District. These categories of special benefit are 
derived from the statutes passed by the California Legislature and other studies, which 
describe the types of special benefit received by property from the Services of the 
Assessment District. These types of special benefit are summarized as follows: 
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INCREASED SAFETY AND PROTECTION OF REAL PROPERTY ASSETS FOR ALL PROPERTY OWNERS 

WITHIN THE ASSESSMENT DISTRICT. 

As summarized previously, properties in the Assessment District are currently at higher 
risk for wildland fires. Uncontrolled fires would have a devastating impact on all properties 
within the Assessment District. The assessments fund an increase in services to mitigate 
the wildland fire threat, and thereby can significantly reduce the risk of property damage 
associated with fires. Clearly, fire mitigation helps to protect and specifically benefits both 
improved properties and vacant properties in the Assessment District. 
 

"Fire is the largest single cause of property loss in the United States. In 
the last decade, fires have caused direct losses of more than $120 billion 
and countless billions more in related cost."D

1 

“Over 140,000 wildfires occurred on average each year, burning a total of 
almost 14.5 million acres. And since 1990, over 900 homes have been 
destroyed each year by wildfires.”D

2 
“A wildfire sees your home as just another fuel source. The survivable 
space you construct around your home will keep all but the most ferocious 
wildfires at bay.”D

3 
“A reasonably disaster-resistant America will not be achieved until there is 
greater acknowledgment of the importance of the fire service and a 
willingness at all levels of government to adequately fund the needs and 
responsibilities of the fire service.”D

4 
“The strategies and techniques to address fire risks in structures are 
known. When implemented, these means have proven effective in the 
reduction of losses.” 

D

5 
“Statistical data on insurance losses bears out the relationship between 
excellent fire protection…and low fire losses.” 

D

6 
 
PROTECTION OF VIEWS, SCENERY AND OTHER RESOURCE VALUES, FOR PROPERTY IN THE 

ASSESSMENT DISTRICT 

The Assessment District provides funding for the mitigation of the wildland fire threat to 
protect public and private resources in the Assessment District. This benefits even those 
properties that are not directly damaged by fire by maintaining and improving the 
aesthetics and attractiveness of public and private resources in the community, as well as 
ensuring that such resources remain safe and well maintained. 
 

“Intensely burned forests are rarely considered scenic.” 
D

7 
“Smoke affects people…for example; in producing haze that degrades the 
visual quality of a sunny day…The other visual quality effect is that of the 
fire on the landscape. To many people, burned landscapes are not 
attractive and detract from the aesthetic values of an area.” D

8 
 “A visually preferred landscape can be the natural outcome of fuels 
treatments.”D

9 
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ENHANCED UTILITY AND DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPERTIES IN THE ASSESSMENT DISTRICT. 

The assessments fund Services to reduce the severity and damage from wildland fires in 
the Assessment District. Such Services enhance the overall utility and desirability of the 
properties in the Assessment District. 
 

“Residential satisfaction surveys have found that having nature near one’s 
home is extremely important in where people choose to live…This is 
especially true at the wildland-urban interface where some of the most 
serious fuels management must occur.” 

D

10 

“People are coming to the [Bitterroot] valley in part because of its natural 
beauty which contributes to the quality of life that so many newcomers are 
seeking.”D

11 
 

BENEFIT FINDING 

In summary, real property located within the boundaries of the Assessment District 
distinctly and directly benefits from increased safety and protection of real property, 
increased protection of scenery and views, and enhanced utility of properties in the 
Assessment District.  These are special benefits to property in much the same way that 
sewer and water facilities, sidewalks and paved streets enhance the utility and desirability 
of property and make them more functional to use, safer and easier to access.  
 

GENERAL VERSUS SPECIAL BENEFIT 

Article XIIIC of the California Constitution requires any local agency proposing to increase 
or impose a benefit assessment to “separate the general benefits from the special benefits 
conferred on a parcel.”  The rationale for separating special and general benefits is to 
ensure that property owners subject to the benefit assessment are not paying for general 
benefits. The assessment can fund special benefits but cannot fund general benefits.  
Accordingly, a separate estimate of the special and general benefit is given in this section. 
 
In other words: 
 

 
 
There is no widely-accepted or statutory formula for general benefit.  General benefits are 
benefits from improvements or services that are not special in nature, are not “particular 
and distinct” and are not “over and above” benefits received by other properties. SVTA vs. 
SCCOSA provides some clarification by indicating that general benefits provide “an 
indirect, derivative advantage” and are not necessarily proximate to the improvements.   
 
The starting point for evaluating general and special benefits is the pre 2006 baseline level 
of service, had the assessment not been approved by the community.  The assessment 
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will fund Services “over and above” this general, baseline level and the special benefits 
estimated in this section are over and above the baseline.   
 
A formula to estimate the general benefit is listed below: 
 

 
 
Special benefit, on the other hand, is defined in the state constitution as “a particular and 
distinct benefit over and above general benefits conferred on real property located in the 
district or to the public at large.”  The SVTA v. SCCOSA decision indicates that a special 
benefit is conferred to a property if it “receives a direct advantage from the improvement 
(e.g., proximity to a park).”   In this assessment, as noted, the improved Services are 
available when needed to all properties in the Assessment District, so the overwhelming 
proportion of the benefits conferred to property is special, and are only minimally received 
by property outside the Assessment District or the public at large. 
 
Proposition 218 twice uses the phrase “over and above” general benefits in describing 
special benefit.  (Art. XIIID, sections 2(i) & 4(f).)  Arguably, all of the Services being funded 
by the assessment would be a special benefit because the Services particularly and 
distinctly benefit the properties in the Assessment District over and above the baseline 
benefits. 
 
Nevertheless, arguably some of the Services benefit the public at large and properties 
outside the Assessment District.  In this report, the general benefit is conservatively 
estimated and described, and then budgeted so that it is funded by sources other than the 
assessment. 
 
(In the 2009 Dahms case, the court upheld an assessment that conferred a 100% special 
benefit to the assessed parcels on the rationale that the services and improvements 
funded by the assessments were provided directly and only to property in the assessment 
district over and above those services or improvements provided by the city generally. 
Similarly, the Assessments described in this Engineer’s Report fund wildland fire services 
directly and only to the assessed parcels located within the assessment area.  Moreover, 
every property within the Assessment District will receive the Services. While the 
Dahms decision would permit an assessment based on 100% special benefit and zero or 
minimal general benefits, in this report, the general benefit is estimated and described and 
budgeted so that it is funded by sources other than the Assessment.) 
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CALCULATING GENERAL BENEFIT 

This section provides a measure of the general benefits from the assessments 
 
BENEFIT TO PROPERTY OUTSIDE THE ASSESSMENT DISTRICT 

Properties within the Assessment District receive almost all of the special benefits from the 
Services because the Services will be provided solely in the Assessment District 
boundaries.  Properties proximate to, but outside of, the boundaries of the Assessment 
District receive some benefit from the Services due to some degree of indirectly reduced 
fire risk to their property. These parcels that are proximate to the boundaries of the 
Assessment District are estimated to receive less than 50% of the benefits relative to 
parcels within the Assessment District because they do not directly receive the improved 
fire protection resulting from the Services funded by the Assessments.  
 
At the time the Assessment District was formed, there were approximately 550 of these 
“proximate” properties.  
 

 
 
Although it can reasonably be argued that properties protected inside, but near the 
Assessment District boundaries are offset by similar fire protection provided outside, but 
near the Assessment District’s boundaries, we use the more conservative approach of 
finding that 6.7% of the Services may be of general benefit to property outside the 
Assessment District. 
 
BENEFIT TO PROPERTY INSIDE THE DISTRICT THAT IS INDIRECT AND DERIVATIVE 

The “indirect and derivative” benefit to property within the Assessment District is 
particularly difficult to calculate. A solid argument can be presented that all benefit within 
the Assessment District is special, because the Services are clearly “over and above” and 
“particular and distinct” when compared with the pre-2006 baseline level of Services, had 
the assessment district not passed. 
 
In determining the Assessment District boundaries, the District has been careful to limit it 
to an area of parcels that will directly receive the benefit of the improved Services.  All 
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parcels will directly benefit from the use of the improved Services throughout the 
Assessment District in order to achieve the desired level of wildland fire suppression and 
protection throughout the Assessment District.  Fire protection and suppression will be 
provided as needed throughout the area.   
 
The SVTA vs. SCCOSA decision indicates that the fact that a benefit is conferred 
throughout the Assessment District area does not make the benefit general rather than 
special, so long as the Assessment District is narrowly drawn and limited to the parcels 
directly receiving shared special benefits from the service.  This concept is particularly 
applicable in situations involving a landowner-approved assessment-funded extension of a 
local government service to benefit lands previously not receiving that particular service.  
The Fire Department therefore concludes that, other than the small general benefit to 
properties outside the Assessment District (discussed above) and to the public at large 
(discussed below), all of the benefits of the Services to the parcels within the Assessment 
District are special benefits and it is not possible or appropriate to separate any general 
benefits from the benefits conferred on parcels in the Assessment District. 
 
BENEFIT TO THE PUBLIC AT LARGE 

With the type and scope of Services provided to the Assessment District, it is very difficult 
to calculate and quantify the scope of the general benefit conferred on the public at large.  
Because the Services directly serve and benefit all of the property in the Assessment 
District, any general benefit conferred on the public at large would be small.  Nevertheless, 
there may be some indirect general benefit to the public at large. 
 
The public at large uses the public highways and other regional facilities when traveling in 
and through the Assessment District and they may benefit from the services without 
contributing to the assessment. Although the protection of this critical infrastructure is 
certainly a benefit to all the property within the Assessment District, it is arguably “indirect 
and derivative” and possibly benefits people rather than property. A fair and appropriate 
measure of the general benefit to the public at large therefore is the amount of highway, 
and regional facilities within the Assessment District relative to the overall land area.  An 
analysis of maps of the Assessment District shows that less than 1.0% of the land area in 
the Assessment District is covered by highways and regional facilities.  This 1.0% 
therefore is a fair and appropriate measure of the general benefit to the public at large 
within the Assessment District 
 
SUMMARY OF GENERAL BENEFITS 

Using a sum of the measures of general benefit for the public at large and land outside the 
Assessment District, we find that approximately 7.7% of the benefits conferred by the 
Assessment District may be general in nature and should be funded by sources other than 
the assessment. 
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The Assessment District’s total budget for 2016-17 is $268,433. The Assessment District 
must obtain funding from sources other than the assessment in the amount of at least 
$20,669 ($268,433*7.7%) to pay for the cost of the general benefits. This is because the 
assessments levied by the Fire Department may not exceed the special benefits provided 
by the Services, and the Assessment Engineer concluded that a combined total of 7.7% of 
the cost of Services provide a general benefit to properties outside the Assessment District 
and a benefit to the public at large. For Fiscal Year 2016-17, the City will contribute at least 
$20,669, or 7.7% of the total Assessment District budget, to the Assessment District from 
sources other than this assessment. This contribution constitutes more than the 7.7% 
general benefits estimated by the Assessment Engineer. 
 

ZONES OF BENEFIT 

Initially, the Fire Department evaluated the geographic area within and around the City 
limits (including the City of Santa Barbara, Santa Barbara County, Montecito and National 
Forest lands) based upon three fire hazard risk variables: vegetation (fuel), topography 
and weather. This analysis was used to narrowly determine the boundaries of the “high fire 
hazard area.”  Further, zones were narrowly drawn within the high fire hazard area and 
graded “extreme,” “high,” “moderate” or “low”. Next, the Fire Department evaluated the roof 
type, proximity of structures, road systems, water supply, fire response times and historic 
fire starts within the high fire hazard area and developed 4 specific zones: 
 

 Extreme Foothill Zone 

 Foothill Zone 

 Coastal Zone  

 Coastal Interior Zone 
 
These zones were used to apply appropriate policies and actions based upon hazard and 
risk. The results of this analysis were tabulated and presented in Tables 2 through 4 in the 
2004 Wildland Fire Plan. 
 
Accordingly, “Zones of Benefit” corresponding to the fire risk zones are used to equitably 
assign special benefit, and are used for the basis of the “Fire Risk Factors” discussed 
below. Each zone was narrowly drawn, and has been given a score, based upon the 
evaluated risk criteria, as shown in Figure 3. (The assessment provides Services in the 
Extreme Foothill Zone and the Foothill Zone only.) 
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FIGURE 3 - RELATIVE HAZARD/RISK SCORING FOR HIGH FIRE HAZARD AREA ZONES 

Hazard/Risk 
Attribute 

Extreme 
Foothill 
Zone 

Foothill 
Zone 

Coastal 
Zone 

Coastal 
Interior 
Zone 

Combined Hazard 
Assessment - 
vegetation (fuel), 
topography, 
weather* 

40 30 20 10 

       
Roof Type** 1 2 2 3 
Proximity 1 3 1 3 
Road 3 3 1 1 
Water 3 1 1 1 
Response 3 2 2 2 
Ignitions 1 1 1 1 
       
Total Score 52 42 28 21 

* The Hazard Assessment element of this analysis is the most significant. Scores have been “weighted” 
by a factor of 10. 

** In the Extreme Foothill Zone fire retardant roofing materials are more prevalent, resulting in lower risk 
in this area. 

 
Figure 4 shows the numeric scoring system used to develop the relative total scores. 
 

FIGURE 4 - SCORING SYSTEM 

Qualititative 

Score

Numeric 

Score

Very High 4

High 3

Moderate 2

Low 1  
 
The total relative scores for each zone are tabulated and normalized, based up the Foothill 
Zone, and shown in Figure 5. 
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FIGURE 5 - WILDLAND FIRE RISK FACTORS 

Zone Raw Score Wildland Fire Risk Factor 

Extreme Foothill Zone 52 1.24 

Foothill Zone 42 1.00 

Coastal Zone** 28 .67 
Coastal Interior Zone** 21 .50 

**Coastal Zone and Coastal Interior Zone are included in this analysis for clarity; however these zones 
are not included in the Assessment District. 

 

ASSESSMENT APPORTIONMENT 

In the process of determining the appropriate method of assessment, the Assessment 
Engineer considered various alternatives. For example, an assessment only for all 
residential improved property was considered but was determined to be inappropriate 
because vacant, commercial, industrial and other properties also receive special benefits 
from the assessments. 
 
Moreover, a fixed or flat assessment for all properties of similar type was deemed to be 
inappropriate because larger commercial/industrial properties and residential properties 
with multiple dwelling units receive a higher degree of benefit than other similarly used 
properties that are significantly smaller. For two properties used for commercial purposes, 
there clearly is a higher benefit provided to the larger property in comparison to a smaller 
commercial property because the larger property generally supports a larger building and 
has higher numbers of employees, customers and guests that benefit from reduced 
wildland fire risk. This benefit ultimately flows to the property. Larger parcels, therefore, 
receive an increased benefit from the assessments. 
 
The Assessment Engineer determined that the appropriate method of assessment should 
be based on the type of property, the relative size of the property and the potential use of 
property by residents and employees. This method is further described below. 
 

METHOD OF ASSESSMENT 

The next step in apportioning assessments is to determine the relative special benefit for 
each property. This process involves determining the relative benefit received by each 
property in relation to a "benchmark" property, a single family detached dwelling on one 
parcel of one acre or less in the Foothill Zone (one “Single Family Equivalent Benefit Unit” 
or “SFE”). This SFE methodology is commonly used to distribute assessments in 
proportion to estimated special benefits and is generally recognized as providing the basis 
for a fair and appropriate distribution of assessments. In this Engineer’s Report, all 
properties are assigned an SFE value, which is each property’s relative benefit in relation 
to a single family home on one parcel. 
 
The relative benefit to properties from fire related Services is: 
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EQUATION 1 – RELATIVE BENEFIT TO PROPERTIES 

≈ ∑ ∗ ∑ 

 
That is, the benefit conferred to property is the “sum” the risk factors multiplied by the 
“sum” of the structure values factors. 
 
FIRE RISK FACTORS 

Typical fire assessments (non-wildland) are evaluated based upon the fire risk of a certain 
property type. These evaluations consider factors such as use of structure (e.g. used for 
cooking), type of structure (centralized heating), etc. 
 
Wildland fires, on the other hand, are initiated largely from external ignitions and are far 
less affected by structural, mechanical and electrical systems inherent to the building 
(except roof type). The principle Wildland fire risk factors are: 
 

 Vegetation (fuel) 

 Topography 

 Weather 

 Roof type 

 Proximity of Structure 

 Road Systems 

 Water Supply  

 Response 

 Ignitions 
 
These factors were fully evaluated in the 2004 Wildland Fire Plan and are manifested in 
the relative zone scores as shown in Figures 3, 4 and 5, above. Hence, the Fire Risk 
Factor for all properties within the Foothill Zone is 1.00 and the Fire Risk Factor for all 
properties in the Extreme Foothill Zone is 1.24. 
 
STRUCTURE VALUE FACTORS 

The relative value of different property types was evaluated within the high fire hazard area 
to determine the Structure Value Factor according to the following formula: 
 

EQUATION 2 - STRUCTURE VALUE FACTORS 

∑ 
≈ ∗ ∗ ∗ ∗  
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Where: 

“Structure Weight Factor” = 10 to “weight” relative importance of structure over land. 

“Average Improved Value” is average of value of all improvements (e.g. structures), per property type, 
as provide by County Assessor records.   

Land Weighting Factor = 1  

“Average Total Value” is average of value of all land + improvements (e.g. structures), per property type, 
as provide by County Assessor records.  County assessor land values were not used directly because 
experience has shown total values to be more comprehensive.  

Unit Density Factor corresponds values with units (i.e. “per residential unit” or “per acre”) based upon 
effective density of structure on parcel. 

 
Figure 6 below is a tabulation of the Structure values for each property type as defined by 
Equation 2, above. 

 

FIGURE 6 – STRUCTURE VALUE FACTORS 

Property Type Structure Value Factor Unit 

Single Family 1.0000 per each* 
Multi-Family 0.3683 per res. unit 
Commercial/Industrial 0.8187 per acre 
Office 0.7058 per acre 
Institutional 0.3841 per each 
Storage 0.0952 per acre 
Agricultural 0.0809 per acre 
RangeLand 0.0181 per acre 
Vacant 0.0324 per each 

*for homes on an acre or less. For homes on more than one acre, the Structure Value Factor is 
increased by 0.0809 per acre 

 
RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES 

All improved residential properties with a single residential dwelling unit on one acre or 
less are assigned one Single Family Equivalent or 1.0 SFE in the Foothill Zone. In the 
Extreme Foothill Zone, all improved residential properties on one acre or less are 
assessed 1.24 SFEs (See Table 5). Residential properties on parcels that are larger than 1 
acre receive additional benefit and are assigned additional SFEs on a “per acre” basis. 
Detached or attached houses, zero-lot line houses and town homes are included in this 
category. 
 
Properties with more than one residential unit are designated as multi-family residential 
properties. These properties benefit from the Services in proportion to the number of 
dwelling units that occupy each property. The relative benefit for multi-family properties 
was determined as per Equation 1 to be 0.3683 SFEs per residential unit in the Foothill 
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Zone and 0.4567 per residential unit in the Extreme Foothill Zone. This rate applies to 
condominiums as well. 
 
COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL & OFFICE PROPERTIES 

Commercial and industrial properties are assigned benefit units per acre, since there is a 
relationship between parcel size, structure size and relative benefits. The relative benefit 
for commercial and industrial properties was determined as per Equation 1 to be 0.8187 
SFEs per acre in the Foothill Zone and 1.0151 per acre in the Extreme Foothill Zone. The 
relative benefit for office properties was determined as per Equation 1 to be 0.7058 SFEs 
per acre in the Foothill Zone and 0.8751 per acre in the Extreme Foothill Zone. 
 
VACANT/UNDEVELOPED, OPEN SPACE AND AGRICULTURAL PROPERTIES 

The relative benefit for vacant properties was determined as per Equation 1 to be 0.0324 
SFEs per parcel in the Foothill Zone and 0.04012 per parcel in the Extreme Foothill Zone. 
Open space and agricultural land have minimal improvements and few, if any; structures 
that require defensible space, and are assigned benefit “per acre.” The relative benefit for 
open space properties was determined as per Equation 1 to be 0.0181 SFEs per acre in 
the Foothill Zone and 0.0224 per acre in the Extreme Foothill Zone. The relative benefit for 
agricultural properties was determined as per Equation 1 to be 0.0809 SFEs per acre in 
the Foothill Zone and 0.1002 per acre in the Extreme Foothill Zone. 
 
OTHER PROPERTIES 

Institutional properties, such as publicly owned properties (and are used as such), for 
example, churches, are assessed at 0.3841 per parcel in the Foothill zone and 0.4762 per 
Parcel in the Extreme Foothill zone. The relative benefit for storage properties was 
determined as per Equation 1 to be 0.0952 SFEs per acre in the Foothill Zone and 0.1180 
per acre in the Extreme Foothill Zone. 
 
Article XIIID, Section 4 of the California Constitution states that publicly owned properties 
shall not be exempt from assessment unless there is clear and convincing evidence that 
those properties receive no special benefit. 
 
All public properties that are specially benefited are assessed. Publicly owned property 
that is used for purposes similar to private residential, commercial, industrial or institutional 
uses is benefited and assessed at the same rate as such privately owned property. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF BENEFITS FOR EACH PROPERTY TYPE 

Figure 7 summarizes the relative benefit for each property type. 
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FIGURE 7 - RELATIVE BENEFIT FACTORS FOR FOOTHILL AND EXTREME FOOTHILL ZONES 

Foothill Zone
Extreme Foothill 

Zone

Property Type
Benefit Factors 

(SFEs) Unit
Benefit Factors 

(SFEs) Unit
Single Family 1.0000 per each 1.2400 per each

Multi-Family 0.3683 per unit 0.4567 per unit
Commercial/Industrial 0.8187 per acre 1.0152 per acre

Office 0.7058 per acre 0.8752 per acre
Institutional 0.3841 per each 0.4763 per each

Storage 0.0952 per acre 0.1181 per acre
Agricultural 0.0809 per acre 0.1003 per acre
RangeLand 0.0181 per acre 0.0225 per acre

Vacant 0.0324 per each 0.0402 per each
 
 
APPEALS OF ASSESSMENTS LEVIED TO PROPERTY 

Any property owner who feels that the assessment levied on the subject property is in error 
as a result of incorrect information being used to apply the foregoing method of 
assessment may file a written appeal with the Fire Chief of the City of Santa Barbara Fire 
Department or his or her designee. Any such appeal is limited to correction of an 
assessment during the then current fiscal year. Upon the filing of any such appeal, the 
Chief or his or her designee will promptly review the appeal and any information provided 
by the property owner. If the Chief or his or her designee finds that the assessment should 
be modified, the appropriate changes shall be made to the assessment roll. If any such 
changes are approved after the assessment roll has been filed with the County for 
collection, the Chief or his or her designee is authorized to refund to the property owner 
the amount of any approved reduction. Any dispute over the decision of the Chief or his or 
her designee shall be referred to the City Council and the decision of the Council shall be 
final. 
 
ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ON RELATIVE BENEFIT 

In essence, when property owners are deciding how to cast their ballot for a proposed 
assessment, each property owner must weigh the perceived value of the Services 
proposed to them and their property with the proposed cost of the assessment to their 
property. If property owners of a certain type of property are either opposed or in support 
of the assessment in much greater percentages than owners of other property types, this 
is an indication that, as a group, these property owners perceive that the proposed 
assessment has relatively higher or lower “utility” or value to their property relative to 
owners of other property types. One can also infer from these hypothetical ballot results, 
that the apportionment of benefit (and assessments) was too high or too low for that 
property type. In other words, property owners, by their balloting, ultimately indicate if they 
perceive the special benefits to their property to exceed the cost of the assessment, and, 
as a group, whether the determined level of benefit and proposed assessment (the benefit 
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apportionment made by the Assessment Engineer) is consistent with the level of benefits 
perceived by the owners of their type of property relative to the owners of other types of 
property. 
 
DURATION OF THE ASSESSMENT 

The duration of the assessment is one year, and may be continued each year by a vote of 
the City Council. The assessment cannot be increased in future years without approval 
from property owners in another assessment ballot proceeding, except for an annual 
adjustment tied to the change in the Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County Area 
Consumer Price Index, not to exceed 4% per year. 
 

CRITERIA AND POLICIES 

This sub-section describes the criteria that shall govern the expenditure of assessment 
funds and ensures equal levels of benefit for properties of similar type. The criteria 
established in this Report, as finally confirmed, cannot be substantially modified; however, 
the Council may adopt additional criteria to further clarify certain criteria or policies 
established in this Report or to establish additional criteria or policies that do not conflict 
with this Report. 
 
ASSESSMENT FUNDS MUST BE EXPENDED WITHIN THE FOOTHILL AND EXTREME FOOTHILL 

ZONES 

The net available assessment funds, after incidental, administrative, financing and other 
costs, shall be expended exclusively for Services within the boundaries of the Assessment 
District, namely, the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones. 
 
EXISTING GENERAL FUNDS 

Prior to formation, Wildland Fire Services were funded with approximately $200,000 from 
the City of Santa Barbara general fund. The intent of the program is that this general fund 
revenue will be maintained by the City to the extend feasible and the assessment will 
augment the current funding and services. Further, a portion of the  general fund revenue 
is needed to pay for any and all general benefits from the wildland fire Services, as 
described above. 



CITY OF SANTA BARBARA   
WILDLAND FIRE SUPPRESSION ASSESSMENT 
PRELIMINARY ENGINEER’S REPORT, FY 2016-17 

PAGE 26 

    

 

4BASSESSMENT 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Santa Barbara is proceeding with the proposed 
levy of assessments under California Government Code sections 50078 et seq. (the 
“Code”) and Article XIIID of the California Constitution (the “Article”); 
 
WHEREAS, the undersigned Engineer of Work has prepared and filed a report presenting 
an estimate of costs, a diagram for the Assessment District and an assessment of the 
estimated costs of the Services upon all assessable parcels within the Assessment 
District; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, the undersigned, by virtue of the power vested in me under said 
Code and Article and the order of the Council of said City, hereby make the following 
assessment to cover the portion of the estimated cost of said Services, and the costs and 
expenses incidental thereto to be paid by the Assessment District. 
 
The amount to be paid for said Services and the expense incidental thereto, to be paid by 
the Assessment District for the fiscal year 2016-17 is generally as follows: 
 

SUMMARY COST ESTIMATE FY 2016-17 

Evacuation Planning – Evacuation Roadway Clearing $98,000
Defensible Space $80,000
Vegetation Management $90,433
Total for Installation, Maintenance and Servicing $268,433

Less: Contribution for General Benefits ($20,675)

Incidental Costs:
  Administration and Project Management $6,150
  Allowance for County collection $3,495
    Subtotal – Incidentals $9,645

Total Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment Budget $257,403

Budget

 
U 
 
An Assessment Diagram is hereto attached and made a part hereof showing the exterior 
boundaries of said Assessment District. The distinctive number of each parcel or lot of land 
in said Assessment District is its Assessor Parcel Number appearing on the Assessment 
Roll. 
 
I do hereby assess and apportion said net amount of the cost and expenses of said 
Services, including the costs and expenses incident thereto, upon the parcels and lots of 
land within said Assessment District, in accordance with the special benefits to be received 
by each parcel or lot, from the Services, and more particularly set forth in the Cost 
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Estimate and Method of Assessment hereto attached and by reference made a part 
hereof. 
 
The assessment is subject to an annual adjustment tied to the annual change in the 
Consumer Price Index for the Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County Area as of January of 
each succeeding year, with the maximum annual adjustment not to exceed 4%. 
 
In the event that the actual assessment rate for any given year is not increased by an 
amount equal to the maximum of 4% or the yearly CPI change plus any CPI change in 
previous years that was in excess of 4%, the maximum authorized assessment shall 
increase by this amount. In such event, the maximum authorized assessment shall be 
equal to the base year assessment as adjusted by the increase to the CPI, plus any and all 
CPI adjustments deferred in any and all prior years. The CPI change above 4% can be 
used in a future year when the CPI adjustment is below 4%. For 2016-17, the allowable 
CPI increase is 2.03%. 
 
Hence, the proposed rates for 2016-17 will increase by 2.03% from the 2015-16 rates – 
from $76.27 to $77.82 per single family home in the Foothill Zone and from $94.57 to 
$96.50 per single family home in the Extreme Foothill Zone.  The total revenue derived 
from the assessment is $257,403 for 2016-17. 
 
Each parcel or lot of land is described in the Assessment Roll by reference to its parcel 
number as shown on the Assessor's Maps of the City of Santa Barbara for the fiscal year 
2016-17. For a more particular description of said property, reference is hereby made to 
the deeds and maps on file and of record in the office of the County Recorder of Santa 
Barbara County. 
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I hereby place opposite the Assessor Parcel Number for each parcel or lot within the 
Assessment Roll, the amount of the assessment for the fiscal year 2016-17 for each parcel 
or lot of land within the said Assessment District. 
 
Dated: May 3, 2016 
 Engineer of Work 

 
 
 
 By      
  
      John W. Bliss, License No. C052091 
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5BASSESSMENT DIAGRAM 

The Assessment District includes all properties within the boundaries of the Wildland Fire 
Suppression District.  The boundaries of the Assessment District are displayed on the 
following Assessment Diagram. The lines and dimensions of each lot or parcel within the 
Assessment District are those lines and dimensions as shown on the maps of the 
Assessor of the County of Santa Barbara, for fiscal year 2016-17, and are incorporated 
herein by reference, and made a part of this Diagram and this Report. 
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5BAPPENDICES 

APPENDIX A – ASSESSMENT ROLL, FY 2016-17 

The Assessment Roll is made part of this report and is available for public inspection 
during normal office hours. Each lot or parcel listed on the Assessment Roll is shown and 
illustrated on the latest County Assessor records and these records are, by reference, 
made part of this report. There records shall govern for all details concerning the 
description of the lots of parcels. 
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APPENDIX B – CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 50078 ET. SEQ. 

50078. Any local agency which provides fire suppression services directly or by contract 
with the state or a local agency may, by ordinance or by resolution adopted after notice 
and hearing, determine and levy an assessment for fire suppression services pursuant to 
this article. The assessment may be made for the purpose of obtaining, furnishing, 
operating, and maintaining fire suppression equipment or apparatus or for the purpose of 
paying the salaries and benefits of firefighting personnel, or both, whether or not fire 
suppression services are actually used by or upon a parcel, improvement, or property.  
 
50078.1. As used in this article:  
 
(a) "Legislative body" means the board of directors, trustees, governors, or any other 
governing body of a local agency specified in subdivision (b).  
 
(b) "Local agency" means any city, county, or city and county, whether general law or 
chartered, or special district, including a county service area created pursuant to the 
County Service Area Law, Chapter 2.2 (commencing with Section 25210.1) of Part 2 of 
Division 2 of Title 3.  
 
(c) "Fire suppression" includes firefighting and fire prevention, including, but not limited to, 
vegetation removal or management undertaken, in whole or in part, for the reduction of a 
fire hazard.  
 
50078.2. (a) The ordinance or resolution shall establish uniform schedules and rates 
based upon the type of use of property and the risk classification of the structures or other 
improvements on, or the use of, the property. The risk classification may include, but need 
not be limited to, the amount of water required for fire suppression on that property, the 
structure size, type of construction, structure use, and other factors relating to potential fire 
and panic hazards and the costs of providing the fire suppression by the district to that 
property. The assessment shall be related to the benefits to the property assessed.  
 
(b) The benefit assessment levies on land devoted primarily to agricultural, timber, or 
livestock uses, and being used for the commercial production of agricultural, timber, or 
livestock products, shall be related to the relative risk to the land and its products. The 
amount of the assessment shall recognize normal husbandry practices that serve to 
mitigate risk, onsite or proximate water availability, response time, capability of the fire 
suppression service, and any other factors which reflect the benefit to the land resulting 
from the fire suppression service provided. A benefit assessment shall not be levied for 
wildland or watershed fire suppression on land located in a state responsibility area as 
defined in Section 4102 of the Public Resources Code. This subdivision is not applicable to 
any benefit assessment levied prior to January 1, 1984, on land devoted primarily to 
agricultural, timber, or livestock uses.  
 
50078.3. Any ordinance or resolution adopted by a local agency pursuant to this article 
establishing uniform schedules and rates for assessments for fire suppression services 
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which substantially conforms with the model ordinance which the State Fire Marshal is 
authorized to adopt pursuant to Section 13111 of the Health and Safety Code shall be 
presumed to be in compliance with the requirements of Section 50078.2.  
 
50078.4. The legislative body of the local agency shall cause to be prepared and filed with 
the clerk of the local agency a written report which shall contain all of the following:  
 
(a) A description of each lot or parcel of property proposed to be subject to the 
assessment.  
 
(b) The amount of the assessment for each lot or parcel for the initial fiscal year.  
 
(c) The maximum amount of the assessment which may be levied for each lot or parcel 
during any fiscal year.  
 
(d) The duration of the assessment.  
 
(e) The basis of the assessment.  
 
(f) The schedule of the assessment.  
 
(g) A description specifying the requirements for protest and hearing procedures for the 
proposed assessment pursuant to Section 50078.6.  
 
50078.5. (a) The legislative body may establish zones or areas of benefit within the local 
agency and may restrict the imposition of assessments to areas lying within one or more of 
the zones or areas of benefit established within the local agency.  
 
(b) The benefit assessment shall be levied on a parcel, class of improvement to property, 
or use of property basis, or a combination thereof, within the boundaries of the local 
agency, zone, or area of benefit. The assessment may be levied against any parcel, 
improvement, or use of property to which such services may be made available whether or 
not the service is actually used.  
 
50078.6. The clerk of the local agency shall cause the notice, protest, and hearing 
procedures to comply with Section 53753. The mailed notice shall also contain the name 
and telephone number of the person designated by the legislative body to answer inquiries 
regarding the protest proceedings.  
 
50078.13. The local agency shall pay the county for costs, if any, incurred by the county in 
conducting the election. An election called by a legislative body pursuant to this article is 
subject to all provisions of the Elections Code applicable to elections called by the local 
agency. The local agency may recover the costs of the election and any other costs of 
preparing and levying the assessment from the proceeds of the assessment.  
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50078.16. The legislative body may provide for the collection of the assessment in the 
same manner, and subject to the same penalties as, other fees, charges, and taxes fixed 
and collected by, or on behalf of the local agency. If the assessments are collected by the 
county, the county may deduct its reasonable costs incurred for that service before remittal 
of the balance to the local agency's treasury.  
 
50078.17. Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 860) of Title 10 of Part 2 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure applies to any judicial action or proceeding to validate, attack, review, set 
aside, void, or annul an ordinance or resolution levying an assessment or modifying or 
amending an existing ordinance or resolution. If an ordinance or resolution provides for an 
automatic adjustment in an assessment, and the automatic adjustment results in an 
increase in the amount of an assessment, any action or proceeding to attack, review, set 
aside, void, or annul the increase shall be commenced within 90 days of the effective date 
of the increase. Any appeal from a final judgment in the action or proceeding brought 
pursuant to this section shall be filed within 30 days after entry of the judgment.  
 
50078.19. This article does not limit or prohibit the levy or collection of any other fee, 
charge, assessment, or tax for fire suppression services authorized by any other 
provisions of law.  
 
50078.20. Any fire protection district may specifically allocate a portion of the revenue 
generated pursuant to this article to pay the interest and that portion of the principal as will 
become due on an annual basis on indebtedness incurred pursuant to Section 8589.13 of 
this code and Section 13906 of the Health and Safety Code.  
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APPENDIX C – ARTICLE XIIID OF THE CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION 

Proposition 218 was approved by voters as a Constitutional Amendment on November 6, 
1996.  It became Article XIIIC and Article XIIID of the California State Constitution and has 
imposed additional requirements for assessment districts.  Following is a summary of the 
Article. 
 
SEC.1. Application.  Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the provisions of this 
article shall apply to all assessments, fees and charges, whether imposed pursuant to 
state statute or local government charter authority. Nothing in this article or Article XIIIC 
shall be construed to:  
 
(a) Provide any new authority to any agency to impose a tax, assessment, fee, or charge.  
 
(b) Affect existing laws relating to the imposition of fees or charges as a condition of 
property development.  
 
(c) Affect existing laws relating to the imposition of timber yield taxes.  
 
 
SEC. 2. Definitions.  As used in this article:  
 
(a) "Agency" means any local government as defined in subdivision (b) of Section 1 of 
Article XIIIC.  
 
(b) "Assessment" means any levy or charge upon real property by an agency for a special 
benefit conferred upon the real property. "Assessment" includes, but is not limited to, 
"special assessment," "benefit assessment," "maintenance assessment" and "special 
assessment tax."  
 
(c) "Capital cost" means the cost of acquisition, installation, construction, reconstruction, or 
replacement of a permanent public improvement by an agency.  
 
(d) "District" means an area determined by an agency to contain all parcels which will 
receive a special benefit from a proposed public improvement or property-related service.  
 
(e) "Fee" or "charge" means any levy other than an ad valorem tax, a special tax, or an 
assessment, imposed by an agency upon a parcel or upon a person as an incident of 
property ownership, including a user fee or charge for a property related service.  
 
(f) "Maintenance and operation expenses" means the cost of rent, repair, replacement, 
rehabilitation, fuel, power, electrical current, care, and supervision necessary to properly 
operate and maintain a permanent public improvement.  
 
(g) "Property ownership" shall be deemed to include tenancies of real property where 
tenants are directly liable to pay the assessment, fee, or charge in question.  
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(h) "Property-related service" means a public service having a direct relationship to 
property ownership.  
 
(i) "Special benefit" means a particular and distinct benefit over and above general benefits 
conferred on real property located in the district or to the public at large. General 
enhancement of property value does not constitute "special benefit."  
 
SEC. 3. Property Taxes, Assessments, Fees and Charges Limited.  
 
(a) No tax, assessment, fee, or charge shall be assessed by any agency upon any parcel 
of property or upon any person as an incident of property ownership except: (1) The ad 
valorem property tax imposed pursuant to Article XIII and Article XIIIA. (2) Any special tax 
receiving a two-thirds vote pursuant to Section 4 of Article XIIIA. (3) Assessments as 
provided by this article. (4) Fees or charges for property related services as provided by 
this article.  
 
(b) For purposes of this article, fees for the provision of electrical or gas service shall not 
be deemed charges or fees imposed as an incident of property ownership.  

 
SEC. 4. Procedures and Requirements for All Assessments.  
 
(a) An agency which proposes to levy an assessment shall identify all parcels which will 
have a special benefit conferred upon them and upon which an assessment will be 
imposed. The proportionate special benefit derived by each identified parcel shall be 
determined in relationship to the entirety of the capital cost of a public improvement, the 
maintenance and operation expenses of a public improvement, or the cost of the property 
related service being provided. No assessment shall be imposed on any parcel which 
exceeds the reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit conferred on that parcel. 
Only special benefits are assessable, and an agency shall separate the general benefits 
from the special benefits conferred on a parcel. Parcels within a district that are owned or 
used by any agency, the State of California or the United States shall not be exempt from 
assessment unless the agency can demonstrate by clear and convincing evidence that 
those publicly owned parcels in fact receive no special benefit.  
 
(b) All assessments shall be supported by a detailed engineer's report prepared by a 
registered professional engineer certified by the State of California.  
 
(c) The amount of the proposed assessment for each identified parcel shall be calculated 
and the record owner of each parcel shall be given written notice by mail of the proposed 
assessment, the total amount thereof chargeable to the entire district, the amount 
chargeable to the owner's particular parcel, the duration of the payments, the reason for 
the assessment and the basis upon which the amount of the proposed assessment was 
calculated, together with the date, time, and location of a public hearing on the proposed 
assessment. Each notice shall also include, in a conspicuous place thereon, a summary of 
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the procedures applicable to the completion, return, and tabulation of the ballots required 
pursuant to subdivision (d), including a disclosure statement that the existence of a 
majority protest, as defined in subdivision (e), will result in the assessment not being 
imposed.  
 
(d) Each notice mailed to owners of identified parcels within the district pursuant to 
subdivision (c) shall contain a ballot which includes the agency's address for receipt of the 
ballot once completed by any owner receiving the notice whereby the owner may indicate 
his or her name, reasonable identification of the parcel, and his or her support or 
opposition to the proposed assessment.  
 
(e) The agency shall conduct a public hearing upon the proposed assessment not less 
than 45 days after mailing the notice of the proposed assessment to record owners of each 
identified parcel. At the public hearing, the agency shall consider all protests against the 
proposed assessment and tabulate the ballots. The agency shall not impose an 
assessment if there is a majority protest. A majority protest exists if, upon the conclusion of 
the hearing, ballots submitted in opposition to the assessment exceed the ballots 
submitted in favor of the assessment. In tabulating the ballots, the ballots shall be 
weighted according to the proportional financial obligation of the affected property.  

(f) In any legal action contesting the validity of any assessment, the burden shall be on the 
agency to demonstrate that the property or properties in question receive a special benefit 
over and above the benefits conferred on the public at large and that the amount of any 
contested assessment is proportional to, and no greater than, the benefits conferred on the 
property or properties in question.  
 
(g) Because only special benefits are assessable, electors residing within the district who 
do not own property within the district shall not be deemed under this Constitution to have 
been deprived of the right to vote for any assessment. If a court determines that the 
Constitution of the United States or other federal law requires otherwise, the assessment 
shall not be imposed unless approved by a two-thirds vote of the electorate in the district in 
addition to being approved by the property owners as required by subdivision (e).  
 
SEC. 5. Effective Date.  
 
Pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 10 of Article II, the provisions of this article shall 
become effective the day after the election unless otherwise provided. Beginning July 1, 
1997, all existing, new, or increased assessments shall comply with this article. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the following assessments existing on the effective date of 
this article shall be exempt from the procedures and approval process set forth in Section 
4:  
 
(a) Any assessment imposed exclusively to finance the capital costs or maintenance and 
operation expenses for sidewalks, streets, sewers, water, flood control, drainage systems 
or vector control. Subsequent increases in such assessments shall be subject to the 
procedures and approval process set forth in Section 4.  
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(b) Any assessment imposed pursuant to a petition signed by the persons owning all of the 
parcels subject to the assessment at the time the assessment is initially imposed. 
Subsequent increases in such assessments shall be subject to the procedures and 
approval process set forth in Section 4.  
 
(c) Any assessment the proceeds of which are exclusively used to repay bonded 
indebtedness of which the failure to pay would violate the Contract Impairment Clause of 
the Constitution of the United States.  
 
(d) Any assessment which previously received majority voter approval from the voters 
voting in an election on the issue of the assessment. Subsequent increases in those 
assessments shall be subject to the procedures and approval process set forth in Section 
4.  
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END NOTES 

                                                      
 
1 Insurance Services Offices Inc.  
HUhttp://www.rockwall.com/FireDepartment/Insurance%20Services%20Office%20Rating%20I
nformation.pdfU 
 
2 Institute for Business & Home Safety, “Protect Your Home Against Wildfire Damage,”  
HUhttp://www.ibhs.org/publications/view.asp?id=125 U 
 
3 Institute for Business & Home Safety, “Is Your Home Protected from Wildfire Damage? A 
Homeowner’s Guide to Retrofit,” HUhttp://www.ibhs.org/publications/view.asp?id=130 U 
 
4 U.S. Fire Administration, Department of Homeland Security, “America Burning, 
Recommissioned: Principal Findings and Recommendations,” p.1,  
HUhttp://www.usfa.fema.gov/downloads/pdf/abr-rep.PDFU 
 
5 U.S. Fire Administration, Department of Homeland Security, “America Burning, 
Recommissioned: Principal Findings and Recommendations,” p.2,  
HUhttp://www.usfa.fema.gov/downloads/pdf/abr-rep.PDFU 
 
6 Insurance Services Offices Inc., p. 1,  
HUhttp://www.rockwall.com/FireDepartment/Insurance%20Services%20Office%20Rating%20I
nformation.pdfU 
 
7 Renewable Natural Resources Foundation, “Workshop on National Parks Fire Policy: 
Goals, Perceptions, and Reality,” Renewable Resources Journal, Volume 11, Number 1, 
Spring 1993, p. 6 
 
8 Weldon, Leslie A. C., “Dealing with Public Concerns in Restoring Fire to the Forest,” 
General Technical Report INT-GTR-341 The Use of Fire in Forest Restoration, U.S. Forest 
Service, June 1996, p. 3 
 
9 U.S. Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, “Social Science to Improve Fuels 
Management: A Synthesis of Research on Aesthetics and Fuels Management,” p. 1,  
HUhttp://ncrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/gtr/gtr_nc261.pdf U 
 
10 U.S. Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, “Social Science to Improve Fuels 
Management: A Synthesis of Research on Aesthetics and Fuels Management,” p. 25,  
HUhttp://ncrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/gtr/gtr_nc261.pdf U 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 3, 2016 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: City Administrator’s Office 
 
SUBJECT: Presentation From Santa Barbara County Association Of 

Governments On Rail Safety Education 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council receive a presentation from the Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments (SBCAG) on Rail Safety education. 
 
DISCUSSION:  
 
Council will receive a presentation from Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments (SBCAG) on Rail Safety education and awareness. The California 
Operation Lifesaver program will work with the City and County to personalize the Rail 
Safety campaign to meet the needs of the community.   
 
 
PREPARED BY: Nicole Grisanti, Administrator's Office Supervisor 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Paul Casey, City Administrator 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office
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SANTA BARBARA URBAN CREEKS COUNCIL 
P.O. Box 1467,  Santa Barbara,  CA  93102    (805) 962-8260    sbucc@silcom.com 

 
March 14, 2016 
 
City of Santa Barbara Mayor & Council 
735 Anacapa Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Re:  251 S Hope Housing Authority Project 
 
Dear Mayor & City Council 
 
As you know, the Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council has appealed the February 18 Planning 
Commission decision to approve the 251 So. Hope Ave proposal for affordable senior housing.  We 
want you to know that we don't oppose a housing project at that location.  We do recognize the need 
for affordable housing and we think the site is appropriate for that use.  However, we have serious 
concerns that the project as approved very seriously jeopardizes another important City goal, that of 
removing concrete from and restoring the section of Arroyo Burro Creek that runs along the west 
boundary of the parcel.  That goal is prioritized in the General Plan, as approved by the City Council.  
We are quite dismayed that the P.C. did not make certain that the approval would allow for both goals 
to be met.  We feel that a win-win alternative plan is certainly attainable at this site, one that will 
allow the City to meet highly desirable environmental goals and also meet the need for housing. 
 
Some new information introduced by the applicant at the Feb 18th P.C. hearing has perhaps lent 
confusion to the process, and may have resulted in less than full understanding of limitations on the 
potential for implementation of creek work that is targeted for the site.  We are reviewing the 
Waterways Consultants Inc. report that provides 2 options for the creek work, and we are also 
evaluating the new conservation easement that has been proposed by the applicant.  In addition, we 
are seeking legal advice about these new wrinkles that have been added, in order to better understand 
how a creek project that meets goals of the City's General Plan might be implemented. 
 
We want to meet with each of you prior to the appeal hearing to discuss our concerns, and to learn 
what ideas you may have about this project and how it may allow for a solution to problems that have 
been identified as priorities by the city's process, with community input.  We know that you as 
council members are committed to making sure that goals of the General Plan are met, and we trust 
that with your guidance a win-win agreement may be struck with the applicant. 
 
We look forward to meeting with you soon, 

 
Rick Frickmann, President 
SBUCC 

 



Conservation Easement

Exhibit A

Width varies from approx. 60’ to 84’ from property line to easement line

Width varies from approx. 28’ to 50’ from theoretical TOB to easement line
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Expanded 
Conservation Easement

Exhibit B

Approx. 74’ from property line to easement line

Width varies from approx. 37’ to 53’ from theoretical TOB to easement line

Original easement line
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

February 18, 2016 

I. NEW ITEMS:

ACTUAL TIME: 1:04 P.M.

RECUSALS: To avoid any actual or perceived conflict of interest, Commissioner
Campanella recused himself due to serving on the Garden Court Board of Directors.

Chair Campanella left the dais at 1:05 P.M.  Vice-Chair Pujo conducted the meeting.

APPLICATION OF RRM DESIGN GROUP, ARCHITECT FOR THE HOUSING
AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA, 251 S. HOPE AVENUE, APN
051-240-008, E-3/PD/SP-4/SD-2 (ONE-FAMILY RESIDENCE, PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT, RANCHO ARROYO SPECIFIC PLAN AND UPPER STATE 
STREET AREA OVERLAY) ZONES, GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: 
COMMERCIAL/MEDIUM HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (15-27 DU/ACRE) 
(MST2014-00142) 
The project consists of a proposal by the Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara for 
a new, four-story affordable housing development for very-low and low income senior 
residents on a vacant 1.76 acre lot adjacent to Arroyo Burro Creek.  The proposal would be 
developed under the City’s Average Unit-Size Density (AUD) Incentive Program and the 
City's Density Bonus Program with a proposed density of 51 dwelling units per acre. The 
project includes 89 studio apartments, one-bedroom manager's unit, kitchen, dining facilities, 
storage, and common areas (lobby/reception area, conference room, offices, gift shop, salon, 
and gym).  The total building area is 52,858 square feet (gross).  The average unit size is 332.5 
square feet.  The proposal included 34 uncovered vehicular parking spaces and 5 bicycle 
lockers.     

The discretionary applications required for this project are:  

1. A Recommendation to City Council for an Amendment to the Rancho Arroyo
Specific Plan to allow Community Benefit Housing and Recreation/Open Space as
the uses in Area A-2 (SBMC §28.08.010);

2. A Recommendation to City Council for a Zone Change for the Rancho Arroyo
Specific Plan Area A-2 from E-3/PD/SP-4/SD-2 (One-Family Residence, Planned
Development, Rancho Arroyo Specific Plan and Upper State Street Area Overlay)
Zones to R-3/SP-4/SD-2 (Limited Multiple-Family Residence Zone, Rancho Arroyo
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Specific Plan and Upper State Street Area Overlay) Zones (SBMC Chapters 28.10 
and 28.92);  

3. A Front Setback Modification to allow the building to encroach into the required front 
setback (based on AUD requirements for R-3) (SBMC §28.92.110);  

4. An Interior Setback Modification to allow uncovered parking to encroach into the 
required interior setback (based on AUD requirements for R-3) (SBMC §28.92.110);  

5. A Lot Area Modification to allow 89 affordable residential units and one manager’s 
unit instead of 47 residential units on the subject property (SBMC §28.92.110 and 
SBMC §28.87.400); 

6. A Parking Modification to allow 34 vehicle and 5 bicycle parking spaces instead of 
the required 90 vehicle and 90 bicycle parking spaces required for AUD projects 
(SBMC §28.92.110); and  

7. Design Review Approval by the Architectural Board of Review (SBMC §22.68.020).   

The project requires an environmental finding for a CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 
Exemption (Projects Consistent with the General Plan).  

Contact: Kathleen Kennedy, Associate Planner 
Email: KKennedy@SantaBarbaraCA.gov Phone: (805) 564-5470, ext. 4560 

 
Kathleen Kennedy, Associate Planner, gave the Staff presentation.  Dan Gullett, Supervising 
Transportation Planner; and Cameron Benson, Creeks Restoration Manager, were also 
available to answer the Commission’s questions. 

Howard Wittausch, Architectural Board of Review (ABR) Member, stated that the ABR 
approved the project and liked what it brought to the community, particularly the creek 
restoration.  The requested modifications make sense.  ABR did have a concern with the size 
of the building and suggested that the third story be set back along the Hope Avenue elevation.  
The units lost from the third story could be added to the fourth floor.  The building is well 
planned and well designed and in the character of Santa Barbara.  Asked that the Planning 
Commission consider the size, bulk, and scale before modifying setbacks asking for specific 
setbacks at the higher stories. 
 
Rob Pearson, HASB Executive Director and Garden Court Board Member, acknowledged 
HASB and Garden Court Staff and Board Members, before having Detlev Peikert, RRM 
Design, give the Applicant presentation.  Gregor Patsch, Waterways Consultants, was also 
available for questions. 
 
Chair Pujo opened the public hearing at 2:31 P.M. 
 
The following people spoke in support of the project: 

1. Don Longstreet, Former Board Member of Urban Creeks Council, was in support of 
habitat restoration 



2. Mikey Flacks, Garden Court, does not think there is much of a difference between 42’ 
and 50’ for the creek setback. (she had comments about a housing crisis that should 
be included here) 

3. Kathleen Rodriguez, Barranca Home Owners Association and Arroyo Burro Study 
Group, wants to see senior housing development and would like to see protection for 
creek restoration. 

4. Jan Ingram, Cottage Health Parish Nursery, supports the project for its contribution to 
Seniors. 

5. Zahra Hahar-Moore, Second Story Association, supported the project. 
 
The following people spoke in opposition to the project or with concerns: 

1. Rick Frickman, Urban Creeks Council, does not support the current plan, wants a 
larger creek setback and the creek setback issue resolved before approval. 

2. Daniel McCarter, Friends of Arroyo Burro, submitted a watershed map and urged 
support of Creek restoration.  

3. Trudi Carey, neighbor, supports bonus density but remains concerned with parking, 
setbacks, and heights.   

4. Jan Bannister, neighbor, member of Creeks Advisory Committee, supports the project 
but not the number of modifications and echoed parking concerns.  She does not 
support the parking modification or size and scale of the project with neighboring 
approved projects also being granted parking modifications. 

5. James Hawkins, Heal the Ocean, appreciates retaining as much of the setback as 
possible and asks the Planning Commission to reclaim the 8’ of parking on Hope 
Avenue and reduce the right of way to retain the possibility of restoration for Arroyo 
Burro.  The proposed restoration is not possible as designed.   

 
With no one else wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 2:55 P.M. 
 
Chair Pujo called a recess at 2:56 P.M and reconvened the meeting at 3:06 P.M. 
 
Commissioner Lodge left the dais at 5:40 P.M.  

  
MOTION:  Schwartz /Thompson Assigned Resolution No.  005-16 
A Recommendation to City Council for an Amendment to the Rancho Arroyo Specific Plan 
to allow Community Benefit Housing and Recreation/Open Space as the uses in Area A-2 
(SBMC §28.08.010); and A Recommendation to City Council for a Zone Change for the 
Rancho Arroyo Specific Plan Area A-2 from E-3/PD/SP-4/SD-2 (One-Family Residence, 
Planned Development, Rancho Arroyo Specific Plan and Upper State Street Area Overlay) 
Zones to R-3/SP-4/SD-2 (Limited Multiple-Family Residence Zone, Rancho Arroyo Specific 
Plan and Upper State Street Area Overlay) Zones (SBMC Chapters 28.10 and 28.92.   
This motion carried by the following vote:   
 
Ayes:  4    Noes:  1 (Jordan)    Abstain:  0    Absent:  2 (Campanella, Lodge) 
 



Commissioner Jordan could philosophically support the project, but thinks this could have 
been a better project. 
 
MOTION:  Higgins/Schwartz Assigned Resolution No.  005-16 
Approve the project, making the findings for the Interior Setback Modification, Lot Area 
Modification, and Parking Modification, as outlined in the Staff Report, dated February 11, 
2016, including the CEQA Exemption, subject to the Conditions of Approval in Exhibit A of 
the Staff Report.  
 
The Commission deliberated and the motion was revised by the motion makers to include the 
following revisions to the Conditions of Approval:  

1. Remove C.6. Senior Housing Restrictions and C.7. Required Redesign if Senior 
Housing Not Used. 

2. Revise D.1. Creekside Native Habitat Enhancement Plan to read: A Creekside Native 
Habitat Enhancement Plan, including a Creek Restoration Maintenance and 
Monitoring Program (CMMP), shall be subject to the approval of the Creeks Division.  

3. Revise E.2.b. Conservation Easement to read: The applicant shall dedicate and record 
a permanent conservation easement, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, for the 
benefit of the City of Santa Barbara.  The conservation easement shall be generally 60 
to 80 feet wide measured easterly from the western property line (as depicted on 
Exhibit K to the Planning Commission Staff Report), in order to allow for future 
restoration of Arroyo Burro Creek.  All proposed improvements in the conservation 
easement shown on the proposed site, depicted on Exhibit K, shall be allowed to 
remain at the time any future restoration project is constructed.  The conservation 
easement shall be shown on plans submitted for building permit, and dedicated before 
issuance of the first project building permit. 

 
This motion carried by the following vote:   
 
Ayes:  4    Noes:  1(Jordan)    Abstain:  0    Absent:  2 (Campanella, Lodge) 
 
MOTION:  Schwartz/Higgins Assigned Resolution No.  005-16 
Approve the project, making the finding for the Front Setback Modification, as outlined in the 
Staff Report, Section XI.B.2, dated February 11, 2016, subject to the Conditions of Approval 
in Exhibit A of the Staff Report.  
 
This motion carried by the following vote:   
 
Ayes:  3    Noes:  2(Thompson, Jordan)    Abstain:  0    Absent:  2 (Campanella, Lodge) 
 
Commissioner Thompson could not support the motion as he believed that the Front Setback 
Modification was not necessary because the creek setback could be reduced since the 
restoration will not occur. 
 
Chair Pujo announced the ten calendar day appeal period.   































 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM  

To: Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara 

From: Waterways Consulting, Inc. 

Date: February 10, 2016 

Re: Gardens on Hope – Creek Setback Analysis  

INTRODUCTION 
The Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara hired Waterways Consulting to evaluate an additional 
recommended building setback associated with Arroyo Burro Creek and the proposed Gardens on Hope 
apartments project.  In addition, Waterways was asked to review a Restoration Feasibility Analysis of 
Arroyo Burro Creek prepared by Questa Engineering (2014).  This technical memorandum summarizes our 
evaluation of the recommended widened setback with respect to the Housing Authority’s proposed 
Gardens on Hope project and the shared desire to enhance the associated reach of Arroyo Burro Creek. 

ARROYO BURRO CREEK 
The proposed Gardens on Hope apartments project is located on a vacant and flat lot east of Arroyo Burro 
Creek, upstream of the Highway 101 road crossing, and downstream of South Hope Avenue crossing.   This 
reach of Arroyo Burro Creek was drastically modified (circa 1966) from a meandering natural channel to 
a straightened concrete-lined trapezoidal conveyance channel.  For this reason, the existing reach of 
Arroyo Burro Creek offers little to no aquatic habitat and is considered a significant impediment to fish 
passage (Stoecker, 2002).   
 
The concrete banks extend to height of approximately 10 feet on either side of the channel.  The right 
bank (looking downstream) continues at steep slope for approximately 20 vertical feet to the edge of the 
La Cumbre Plaza parking lot.  The right bank, above the concrete, is well vegetated.   The left bank (looking 
downstream) extends approximately 10 vertical feet above the concrete bank and is sparsely vegetated, 
however, there are some established oak trees along the top of bank.   
 
A technical memorandum dated November 4, 2014 and titled “Mid-Arroyo Burro Restoration Feasibility 
Analysis” was prepared by Questa Engineering for the City of Santa Barbara Creeks Division.  The analysis 
evaluated potential channel enhancements to remove the existing concrete and create a more natural 
riparian corridor.  The analysis discusses existing flood conditions as a result of the undersized culvert at 
Highway 101 creating a backwater effect within the project reach.  Conceptual plan-view and cross-
sections were prepared with this analysis and show the removal of the existing concrete, re-sloping of the 
banks, and the construction of a floodwall at the top of the slopes.  The Questa memorandum does not 
discuss setback recommendations.  The complete Questa analysis can be found in Attachment A of this 
memo.   
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     Photo showing existing vegetation along top of left bank adjacent to proposed project. 

Project Site 

Photo looking upstream at Arroyo Burro Creek adjacent to the proposed apartments site. 



HYDRAULICS 

According to Table 6 of the FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for Santa Barbara County, 2015 (Attachment 
B), a 100-year flood event has a water surface elevation of 172.4 feet at the apartments project site.  This 
elevation is approximately the same elevation as the theoretical top of bank (1.5:1 slope from toe of 
channel) and approximately 2 feet below the proposed finished floor elevation of the apartments.   The 
100-year floodplain encroaches slightly onto the project parcel and significantly onto the downstream 
parcel (car dealership), as shown in Figure 2 of the Questa technical memorandum (Attachment A).  100-
year flood elevations are relatively flat for this reach of Arroyo Burro Creek and are controlled by a 
backwater effect from an undersized culvert at Highway 101.  It should also be noted that the modeled 
100-year event would overtop Highway 101 at an elevation of approximately 170 feet. 
 

BUILDING SETBACK 
According to the Santa Barbara City Municipal Code, Section 28.87.250 - Development Along Creeks, no 

development may occur with twenty-five (25) feet of the top of either bank of Mission Creek within the 

City of Santa Barbara.  For the purposes of this analysis, a similar setback width of 25 feet is considered 

for Arroyo Burro Creek.  The intent of such a setback, as described in Section 28.87.250 of the City Code, 

is to: 

1. prevent undue damage or destruction of developments by floodwaters; 

2. prevent development on one parcel from causing undue detrimental impact on adjacent or 

downstream properties in the event of flood waters; and 

3. protect the public health, safety, and welfare. 

In addition to the intents of the City Code, a 25 foot setback would provide ecological benefits, specifically 

in the preservation and/or restoration of a riparian buffer.  Riparian buffers provide numerous benefits to 

creeks including filtering/infiltration of stormwater, reducing bank erosion potential, and providing 

cover/shading for aquatic species.  

WIDENED SETBACK CONSIDERATIONS 
The Housing Authority accepts the importance of a 25 foot setback and has proposed a project that 

remains outside of this critical area and allows for the future enhancement of Arroyo Burro Creek as 

conceptualized by Questa.   It is our understanding, however, that the City of Santa Barbara Creeks Division 

is requesting a widened setback of 50 feet from the Arroyo Burro Creek top of bank to the proposed 

Gardens on Hope apartments project.  Subsequently, the Housing Authority has asked Waterways to 

evaluate the benefits of such a widened setback. 

With respect to the three Legislative Intents described above, the following discussion considers the 

difference between a 25 foot and 50 foot setback. 

DAMAGE OR DESTRUCTION OF DEVELOPMENTS BY FLOODWATERS 

As discussed above, the 100-year predicted flood elevation is 172 feet under existing conditions, which 

corresponds approximately to the existing top of bank.  The proposed enhancements, which include 

replacing the concrete banks and channel bottom with natural substrate and vegetation.  This change, as 

discussed in Questa’s memo, would increase channel roughness and result in higher (+/- 1 ft) flood 

elevations.  A floodwall set 3 feet above the predicted floodplain elevation is proposed to help mitigate 



flooding risk to the adjacent parcel.  The proposed finished grade behind the floodwall is relatively flat all 

the way to the proposed building.  Therefore, in the event that the floodwall is overtopped or fails, the 

flooding risk can be assumed to be the same for a 25-foot setback as it is for 50-foot setback.  In other 

words, the flooding risk for this project is correlated to vertical changes rather than horizontal.  

Table 6 of the FEMA FIS states that average floodway velocity for this reach of Arroyo Burro are 11.7 feet 

per second.   High velocities typically occur where flows are concentrated; in this case within the concrete 

channel.  As floodwaters overtop the channel banks and spread out onto the flat floodplain, velocities 

drop dramatically.   In addition, the longitudinal profile of the floodplain is relatively flat and the 100-year 

flood profile is backwatered (flat) by the undersized Highway 101 culvert.  Therefore, the risk of damage 

due to erosion on the floodplain is relatively low and that risk is can be assumed to be the same within 

the 25-foot setback as it would be within a 50-foot setback.   

DETRIMENTAL IMPACT ON ADJACENT OR DOWNSTREAM PROPERTIES IN THE EVENT OF FLOOD WATERS 

FEMA flood profiles (Attachment B) show that flood elevations for this entire reach of Arroyo Burro Creek 

are controlled by the Highway 101 crossing.   This is due to the fact that the culvert is undersized relative 

to the flows associated with large storm events.  Therefore, a widened setback of 50 feet would provide 

little to no hydraulic benefit to downstream flood elevations.  The proposed development is currently 

outside of the existing 100-year flood plain.  As mentioned above, the 100-year flood overtops highway 

101 at approximately 170 feet (finished floor elevations for Gardens on Hope are 174.8 feet).  

PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY, AND WELFARE  

The existing channel banks are steep with the concrete portions at approximately a 1:1 slope.  The earthen 

bank above the concrete have approximately a 1.5:1 slope.  An existing chain link fence at the top of bank 

protects the public from the steep slope.   Urban channels such as this are often prone to further incision 

and/or bank erosion which can result in steep, vertical, or overhung banks that are void of vegetation and 

prone to failure.   The existing concrete channel and the upstream and downstream culvert crossings help 

to alleviate the risk of channel incision and bank erosion.  The proposed concepts presented in the Questa 

memo include widening the channel and/or lessening the slopes with vegetated banks; such changes 

would also help to minimize the risk of channel erosion.   The risk to the public, from this perspective, can 

be mitigated within the channel area.  Additional measures such as fencing and floodwalls can be achieved 

within a 25 foot setback.   

The ecological benefits of a riparian buffer can also be considered under public health and welfare.   In 

this case, there is potential benefit to increasing the setback from 25 feet to 50 feet as it allows for 

additional area to restore a riparian buffer.  However, the urban nature of this reach and the proposed 

development require the consideration of other uses within the setback; such as walking/biking trails, 

stormwater management, and passive recreation.   For these reasons, it is unlikely that widening the 

setback from 25 feet to 50 feet will result in significant ecological benefits to Arroyo Burro Creek.    

 
 
 
 



ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTS  
Waterways was asked by the Housing Authority to consider alternative channel enhancement concepts 

that enhance the ecologic resources of Arroyo Burro Creek, while still considering the urban nature of the 

area and the proposed Garden on Hope project.  It should be noted that Waterways does not see any 

issues with concepts proposed by Questa Engineering as these would enhance ecologic resources and 

allow for the Garden on Hope project to be constructed outside of a 25 foot setback.  

 

ALTERNATIVE 1 

Alternative 1, as presented in Figure 1, calls for the removal of a portion of the concrete channel bottom 

and the placement of Engineered Streambed Material (ESM) to create a low flow channel and small bench.  

The enhanced channel bottom would focus low flows and create flow depth complexity necessary to 

improve Steelhead passage and improve habitat for other aquatic species.  The concrete banks would be 

preserved to minimize disturbance to the existing slope and riparian vegetation, and to help alleviate the 

risk of bank erosion and channel migration.   

The cross sectional area for this alternatives is approximately the same as existing conditions, however 

channel roughness would increase along the channel bottom due to the placement of ESM resulting in 

slightly higher flood elevations.  A floodwall set to height of 3 feet above 100-year flood elevations (as 

also proposed by Questa) is proposed at the top of bank. This alternative has not been modeled for 

hydraulic impacts at this stage.   

Alterative 1 does not change the existing left bank slope and therefore results in a 45 foot setback from 

the theoretical top of bank to the proposed apartments.    

ALTERNATIVE 2 

Alternative 2, as presented in Figure 1, calls for the removal of the concrete channel bottom as well as the 
left bank.  Similar to Alternative 1, ESM would be placed within the channel to create a low flow channel 
and small bench.  The left bank could be graded to a 1.5:1 or 2:1 slope and planted with native riparian 
vegetation.  The right bank would remain concrete to minimize disturbance to the existing slope and 
riparian vegetation higher on the slope.   
 
The cross sectional area for this alternatives are slightly greater than existing conditions, however channel 
roughness would increase along the channel bottom and left bank due to the placement of ESM and the 
restoration of riparian vegetation.  This would result in slightly higher flood elevations.   
A floodwall set to height of 3 feet above 100-year flood elevations (as also proposed by Questa) is 

proposed at the top of bank. This alternative has not been modeled for hydraulic impacts at this stage.   

Alternative 2 maintains a 50 foot setback using a 1.5:1 slope and a 39 foot setback using 2:1 slope from 
the new top of bank to the proposed apartments.  
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ATTACHMENT A 
  



Technical Memorandum  

Date:  November 4, 2014 

Subject: Mid-Arroyo Burro Restoration Feasibility Analysis 

To:    City of Santa Barbara, Creeks Division 
 

From:    Sydney Temple P.E. 
Questa Engineering Corporation 

 

Introduction 
The following is a description of the initial modeling effort to test the ability of the Arroyo Burro channel 
to undergo restoration between Highway 101 and Hope Avenue.    This restoration would include the 
removal of the concrete channel where feasible, to be replaced by a reconfigured natural creek bed and 
bank slopes with native riparian vegetation.  This memorandum examines the existing hydrologic and 
hydraulic conditions of the creek, and tests the feasibility of removing all or a portion of the concrete 
channel.  The goal of the project is to restore this section of Arroyo Burro in order to improve water 
quality and wildlife habitat without increasing the risk of flooding or erosion on the creek channel.    

Background 
Arroyo Burro flows from its headwaters in the Santa Ynez Mountains, at an elevation of 3,800 feet mean 
sea level, to a small tidal estuary at Arroyo Burro Beach County Park (Hendry’s Beach). Tributaries to 
Arroyo Burro include Las Positas Creek, Barger Creek, San Roque Creek, and Lauro Canyon Creek.  The 
watershed drains approximately 5,600 acres and the creek is approximately 7 miles long.  The project 
reach extends from Hope Avenue downstream to the Highway 101 culvert entrance at Calle Real.  This 
section of creek was relocated and channelized with concrete during the construction of La Cumbre 
Plaza in 1966. The culvert under Calle Real and Highway 101 was also expanded during the mid 1960’s. 
The Hope Avenue Bridge was constructed in the mid 1980’s. 

xisting Flood Conditions 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) conducts hydrology and flooding studies for all 
major creeks within urbanized areas of the U.S. These studies are used to identify flood prone risk areas 
and determine flood insurance rates.   A table of the design hydrology for the concrete reach on Arroyo 
Burro  per the FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FIS) is below: 

Recurrence Interval Peak flow (cfs) 
500 year 10,080 
100 year 5,760 
50 year 4,250 
10 year 1,390 

 



The 100 year flood event is utilized for determining potential flood areas and flood insurance rates. The 
100 year flood event is also commonly used as the standard design flow for all structures and 
improvements within major creek/river channels.  In order to meet FEMA requirements, any new 
structure must either maintain or improve flooding conditions during the 100 year flood event.     

The current floodplain for a 100 flood event is shown on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 
panel shown in Figure 1. The base flood elevation in this reach is considered 172 feet. Figures 2 and 3 
show how these boundaries layout on the oblique views of the project reach.  Figure 4 is a plan view of 
the City 1995 Lidar map with the creek stationing shown.  Figure 5 shows the existing channel cross 
sections.  

Generally, flooding along this reach is caused by the culvert under the Highway 101. This culvert  is 
undersized to carry the design 100-year flow and only passes approximately 4,250 cubic feet per second 
(cfs).  At flows over approximately 1,400 cfs, water starts backing up from the culvert, and when flows 

reach approximately 4,800 cfs the water over tops the banks upstream of the culvert entrance and 
floods the auto dealership’s back parking area and garage.  The water then flows southeast along and 
Calle Real, across Highway 101, and into the adjacent residential neighborhood.  Computer modeling 

indicates that 800 to 1,000 cfs leaves the channel and flows across Highway 101.Figure 1.  Current FEMA 
Floodplain Boundaries

 



Figure 2.  Project Reach Overview Looking North

 

Figure 3.  Overflow Area Looking Southeast 

 

Refined Existing Condition Channel Performance 
The original FEMA model had limited cross sections in the subject reach.  The original model was altered 
and several new cross sections were added to the model to better quantify the flood elevations in the 
creek reach.  New cross sections were added at stations 163+00, 165+00, 168+00 and 170+00. 



The first model run included existing conditions with the added cross sections. Baseline 100-year water 
surface elevations for  existing conditions are presented in Table 1 below.  

Table 1. Refined Existing Conditions 

Creek Station Water Surface Elevation (ft) Channel Velocity (ft/sec) 
17334 172.23 12.26 
17228 172.35 11.31 
17100 172.48 9.98 
16914 172.58 8.81 
16700 172.7 7.78 
16500 172.72 7.35 
16400 172.72 7.22 
16300 172.76 6.9 
16226 172.59 8.08 
16194 169.67 14.08 

 

In the refined existing conditions analysis, the 100 year flood elevations stay between 172.23 and 172.76 
and are similar to the elevations in the existing FEMA FIRM estimates.  The velocity profile for the 
channel is also fairly consistent from stations 16+914 to 16+226 at 7 to 9 ft/sec.  This is because the 
concrete channel is uniform and smooth, and there are no expansions or contractions to slow or speed 
up the flow.  Higher velocities occur as the flow exits the culvert at Hope Avenue and as it enters the 
downstream culvert.  The modeling verifies that the FEMA mapping effort is sufficiently accurate to be 
utilized for comparing the flood risks associated with restoring the channel.   

Channel Sensitivity to Increases in Vegetation Density 
The baseline computer model was then modified to analyze the effect on flood elevations and flow 
velocities of increasing channel roughness from smooth concrete to a vegetated channel.  “Channel 
roughness” is how the model takes into account the reduction in flow velocity due to vegetation, soil, 
and/or rocks on the channel bed and banks and is defined in the model as the “Mannings n value”.  The 
n value was increased to 0.025 to simulate a lightly vegetated channel with the same geometry as the 
current channel.  Table 2 shows that, as expected, increasing channel roughness slows velocities and 
increases water surface elevations throughout the channel.   The rise in water surface elevations at 
stations 16+300 to 16+700 will increase the amount of overflow to the southeast by approximately 6% 
and increase flows across Highway 101.  With the existing (concrete) channel condition, approximately 
800 to 900 cfs leaves the channel at this location. With a restored vegetated channel approximately 850-
1000 cfs could be expected to leave the channel – an increase of approximately 50-100 cfs.  

 

 

 



Table 2.  Vegetated channel - No channel geometry change, increased roughness (n value) to 0.025 

Creek Station 

Water Surface Elevation (ft) Channel Velocity 
(ft/sec) 

Change in Water 
Surface elevation from 

Existing (ft) 
17334 173.21 11.47 0.98 
17228 173.28 10.4 0.93 
17100 173.12 9.34 0.64 
16914 172.97 8.44 0.39 
16700 172.93 7.59 0.23 
16500 172.88 7.12 0.16 
16400 172.83 7.04 0.11 
16300 172.85 6.61 0.09 
16226 172.59 8.08 0 
16194 169.67 14.08 0 

 
A Manning’s “n” value of 0.025 would represent a fairly sparse planting of the channel, such as widely 
spaced trees and low ground cover (i.e. grasses or low growing shrubs).   A Manning’s value of 0.045 
represents a more typical natural channel “n” value.  When using this ”n” value, additional water surface 
elevation increases occur. 

In conclusion, removing the concrete and revegatating the channel will increase water surface 
elevations and impact the flood control conditions of the channel.  The next step was to investigate 
potential restoration designs that would mitigate this impact so that there is no net loss in flood 
protection for the channel. 

Channel Widening Analysis 
In order to determine if widening the channel would have a mitigating impact on flood elevations, we  
modeled several scenarios.  These scenarios utilized various bank slopes and channel width 
configurations.  Initial scenarios were run to determine if widening the channel to the maximum extent 
possible would mitigate the effects of the increased roughness related to channel restoration and keep 
water surface elevation at or below existing conditions.  It was determined that the channel could not 
be widened enough to mitigate the increase in water surface elevations from restoration.  What this 
general analysis did confirm is that in order to maintain similar levels of flood protection on adjacent 
properties structural solutions such as floodwalls and controlled overflow weirs would be required.  An 
over flow weir is a structure that is specifically designed to have and control the flow of water over the 
top of the structure.  In this case, the overflow weir would be positioned so that overflow water would 
be directed in an appropriate manner and overflow rates would not increase from existing conditions. 

Conceptual Design Options  
Floodwalls are required to have at least 3 feet of height above the 100-yr water surface elevation in 
order to be certified by FEMA. Since the 100-year water surface elevation will be approximately 173 
after restoration, the top of the floodwall must be at least 176.  This would mean that floodwall heights 
would generally range from 4 to 6 feet above the existing top of bank ground surface depending on the 



channel reconfiguration scenario and the current top of bank elevations. Floodwall and overflow weir 
elevations could be adjusted to mitigate flood control impacts depending on the overall channel design 
and configuration.  Figure 6 shows the general layout of the floodwalls and the overflow weir.   

Several new channel configurations were considered and modeled.  The modeling indicated that small 
adjustments in the channel bank slopes and configuration had only minor impacts on flood surface 
elevations and floodwall heights.  Other design constraints such as trail width, channel bank slopes, rock 
bank protection, and protection of the existing established oak trees were also important considerations 
in the overall project design. It is likely that given the flow velocity and magnitude, the toes of each bank 
slope and portions of the streambed would need to be fortified with some rock rip-rap to prevent scour 
and to keep the bed and banks stable. 

Figure 7 shows some possible channel configurations.  The design options revolve around the angle of 
the new slope, width of the bottom of the channel and whether a rock toe wall would be used to aid in 
producing more gentle slopes and/or protecting the maximum number of existing oak trees on the 
bank.  After investigation of existing geomorphic studies and local observations it appears that a 15 foot 
channel bottom width is optimal and matches naturalized sections of the creek near the project site.  
However, bottom widths could be narrowed to accommodate various bank slope scenarios that would 
preserve the existing oak trees and reduce flood wall heights in different sections along the reach. 
Narrower bottom widths would likely require additional rock slope protection which would increase 
velocities at low recurrence flows and limit the ability to install habitat features.   

The Highway 101 culvert is the primary constraint for water flow along this reach of Arroyo Burro. The 
culvert reduces design options for the restoration of this reach.  If the culvert is replaced with a larger 
capacity culvert (100 year flood event) at some point in the future, the upstream water surface 
elevation would be reduced, which would allow the channel to be naturalized without significant 
impacts to the overall flood conditions in this reach and without the construction of the floodwall. At 
this time, however, we are not aware of any future plans by Caltrans to increase the culvert size. 
Therefore, this feasibility analysis is based on the assumption that the culvert will not be replaced.  

Planning Level Cost Estimate 
We have developed a preliminary planning level cost estimate, that assumes the concrete channel 
would be removed and one of the three identified channel configurations would be utilized.  Small 
portions of concrete lining upstream of the Highway 101 culvert and downstream of the Hope Bridge 
culvert will be left in place to help maintain the existing flood protection, reduce any structural 
complications with the existing vertical walls, and provide for a stable channel bed at this location. The 
channel bottom would need to be reconstructed using appropriate bed material and a bank fortified 
with rock at the toe would need to be constructed on both sides. Earthen slopes would be carried down 
the bank as far as possible to enhance the channel revegetation effort.  Several creek bottom grade 
controls would be installed to ensure long term stability.  Habitat features would be installed that could 
include woody debris structures, boulder rock clusters and small constriction points to give the channel 
bottom diversity and increase aquatic habitat quality.  A new permeable trail would be constructed at 
the top of bank. Adjacent to the path,  a new floodwall and overflow weir would be installed. 



 

Table 3.  Preliminary Planning Level Cost Estimate 

No. Item Cost Quantity Units Total Cost
1 Survey and Stakeout 10,000$     1 LS 10,000$          
2 Mobilization 100,000$   1 LS 100,000$        
3 Clearing & Grubbing 20,000$     1.4 AC 28,000$          
4 Grade Access Rd, Gravel, Restore Access Rd 35,000$     1 LS 35,000$          
5 Dewatering 30,000$     1 LS 30,000$          
6 Site Protection ESA/Silt Fence 5.50$          1800 LF 9,900$            
7 Demolition 140$           2000 TN 280,000$        
8 Grading (Balance on site) 40$             1400 CY 56,000$          
9 Planted Boulder Revetment 135$           3000 TN 405,000$        

10 Boulder Grade Control Structures 135$           400 TN 54,000$          
11 Boulder Bed/Reconstruct Creek Bed 45,000$     1 LS 45,000$          
11 Habitat Features 35,000$     1 LS 35,000$          
12 ADA Trail (3" AC/ 12" AB) 10$             9000 SF 90,000$          
13 Cutoff Wall 1,500$       50 CY 75,000$          
14 Flood Wall 350$           900 LF 315,000$        
15 Planting 35,000$     1.45 AC 50,750$          
16 Irrigation 30,000$     1 LS 30,000$          
17 Erosion Control/BMP'S/SWIPP 25,000$     1 LS 25,000$          
18 Construction Management 55,000$     1 LS 55,000$          

Subtotal: 1,728,650$    
Contingency (20%) 345,730$        
Total Project Cost: 2,074,380$     

Conclusions 
After analyzing the initial modeling results, we concluded that removing the concrete channel and 
restoring the subject reach of Arroyo Burro is feasible with structural flood control features such as 
floodwalls and overflow weirs to maintain or improve current levels of flood protection.  We 
recommend that a portion of the concrete lining remain in the lower 100 feet of the creek reach 
upstream of Highway 101 culvert and for 50 feet downstream of the Hope Avenue culvert.   This leaves 
approximately 900 feet of creek channel that could be restored in this reach.     

The optimal bottom width of the channel should be approximately 15 feet, but considerations of other 
factors such as bank slope geometry, reducing flood wall height, and protecting existing tree resources 
may require the bottom width to be reduced. Semi-vertical rock walls could be installed at the toe to 
reduce the grading on the upper bank slopes.  Changes to bottom width and bank slopes have only small 
impacts to 100-year water surface elevations, which can be mitigated by adjusting the height of the 
commensurate floodwalls and overflow weir.  We estimate that the project could cost approximately 
two million dollars to complete (see Table 3). 
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SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA 
AND INCORPORATED AREAS 
 
 

Community  Name Community Number 

  
BUELLTON, CITY OF 060757 

CARPINTERIA, CITY OF 060332 

GOLETA, CITY OF 060771 

GUADALUPE,  CITY OF 060333 

LOMPOC, CITY OF 060334 

SANTA BARBARA, CITY OF 060335 

SANTA BARBARA  
(UNINCORPORATED AREAS) 060331 

SANTA MARIA, CITY OF 060336 

SOLVANG, CITY OF 060756 

  
 
 
 

REVISED: November 4, 2015 
 

 
 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY NUMBER 

06083CV002C 

VOLUME 2 OF 3 
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FLOODING SOURCE FLOODWAY 
BASE FLOOD 

WATER-SURFACE ELEVATION 
(FEET NAVD) 

 

 
CROSS SECTION DISTANCE WIDTH 

(FEET) 

SECTION 
AREA 

(SQUARE 
FEET) 

MEAN 
VELOCITY 
(FEET PER 
SECOND) 

REGULATORY WITHOUT 
FLOODWAY 

WITH 
FLOODWAY INCREASE 

 

 Arroyo Burro Creek          
 A 6381 136 531.7 11.3 8.3 8.3 8.3 0.0  
 B 3,3981 56 515.1 11.6 32.3 32.3 32.3 0.0  
 C 5,3861 80 648.9 9.2 45.3 45.3 45.3 0.0  
 D 6,5921 63 669.0 8.9 58.5 58.5 58.5 0.0  
 E 8,2641 65 417.5 13.7 68.0 68.0 68.0 0.0  
 F 11,4341 51 549.6 9.0 102.4 102.4 102.5 0.1  
 G 13,1871 64 408.4 11.5 115.6 115.6 115.6 0.0  
 H 14,8441 51 549.6 9.0 132.4 132.4 132.4 0.0  
 I 16,9321 46 491.9 11.7 172.4 172.4 172.4 0.0  
 J 17,6721 21 130.8 14.1 178.3 178.3 178.3 0.0  
 K 18,6471 28 217.4 8.5 194.8 194.8 194.8 0.0  
 L 21,5211 27 141.7 13.0 257.3 257.3 257.3 0.0  
 M 23,2141 28 122.5 11.8 306.8 306.8 306.8 0.0  
 N 24,8991 79 189.7 7.6 352.8 352.8 352.8 0.0  
           
 Arroyo Paredon Tributary          
 A 02 52 103 7.7 35.4 32.63 32.6 0.0  
 B 6302 24 87 9.2 52.5 52.5 52.5 0.0  
 C 9902 21 74 10.8 65.7 65.7 65.7 0.0  
 D 1,2052 77 535 1.5 84.4 84.4 84.4 0.0  
 E 1,3002 40 207 3.9 84.3 84.3 84.4 0.1  
           
           
           
           
           
           
           
 1Feet above Pacific Ocean 

2Feet above confluence with Arroyo Paredon 
3Elevation computed without consideration of backwater effects from Arroyo Paredon 
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FLOODWAY DATA 
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ORDINANCE NO. __________ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF SANTA BARBARA AMENDING CHAPTER 28.12 
(ZONE MAP) OF TITLE 28 OF THE MUNICIPAL 
CODE PERTAINING TO ZONING OF ASSESSOR 
PARCEL NUMBER 051-240-008 
 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA DOES ORDAIN AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 

Sheet SD01 of the City’s Sectional Zone Maps specified in Chapter 28.12 
(Zone Map) of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code is hereby amended to 
designate Assessor’s Parcel Number 051-240-008 as R-3/SP-4/SD-2 (Limited 
Multiple-Family Residence Zone, Rancho Arroyo Specific Plan and Upper State 
Street Area Overlay) Zones. 
 



1 
 

RESOLUTION NO.______ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SANTA BARBARA ADOPTING AN AMENDMENT TO 
SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 4 (RANCHO ARROYO), FOR 
SPECIFIC PLAN AREA A-2, ASSESSOR’S PARCEL 
NUMBER 051-240-008, SUBJECT TO ENVIRONMENTAL 
FINDINGS AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE 
GENERAL PLAN. 

 
WHEREAS, the City accepted an application from the Housing Authority of the City 
Santa Barbara, owner of the subject property, in order to process a request for: 1. An 
Amendment to the Rancho Arroyo Specific Plan to allow Community Benefit Housing 
and Recreation/Open Space as the uses in Area A-2;  2. A Zone Change Amendment 
from E-3/PD/SP-4/SD-2 (One-Family Residence, Planned Development, Rancho Arroyo 
Specific Plan and Upper State Street Area Overlay) Zones to R-3/SP-4/SD-2 (Limited 
Multiple-Family Residence Zone, Rancho Arroyo Specific Plan and Upper State Street 
Area Overlay) Zones; 3. A Front Setback Modification; 4. An Interior Setback 
Modification; 5. A Lot Area Modification; and 6. A Parking Modification;  
 
WHEREAS, Title 7 of the California Government Code (commencing with Section 
65450) establishes that a planning agency may prepare specific plans for the 
implementation of the general plan for all or part of the area covered by the general 
plan;  
 
WHEREAS, on November 20, 1984, the City Council adopted the Specific Plan No. 4 
(Rancho Arroyo) covering an area approximately 25 acres in the vicinity of Hope 
Avenue and Hitchcock Way;  
 
WHEREAS, the Rancho Arroyo Specific Plan designated Specific Plan Area A for Low 
Intensity Planned Development (PD) consisting of the following: automobile dealerships; 
and ancillary facilities which are part of the automobile dealerships; except spray paint 
booths shall be permitted only after a determination by the APCD or other subsequent 
air quality regulating agency that the proposed design would not emit vapor or fumes 
that could travel beyond the boundary of Area A, and upon approval of the Planning 
Commission making the findings required for a Conditional Use Permit; and  
 
WHEREAS, on October 8, 2013, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing to  
initiate an Amendment to the Specific Plan to allow a State-Licensed Senior Residential 
Care Facility with a Conditional Use Permit, Community Benefit Housing and 
Recreation/Open Space as the uses in Area A-2  by a vote of 6-0;  
 
WHEREAS, on February 18, 2016, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public 
hearing to consider the proposed development request for the affordable senior housing 
project at 251 S. Hope Avenue with respect to environmental and planning matters and 
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approved the development request by a vote of 4-1-2 (all applications except Front 
Setback Modification) and 3-2-2 (Front Setback Modification);  
 
WHEREAS, the Environmental Analyst determined that the project is exempt from 
further environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
Guidelines Sections 15183 (Projects Consistent with the General Plan);  
 
WHEREAS, on February 25, 2016, Rich Frickmann, Santa Barbara Urban Creeks 
Council, timely filed an appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval.  In their appeal 
letter, the objected to the proposed creek setback being less than 50 feet from the top of 
bank, stating that the creek setback would jeopardize the City’s goal to restore the 
creek;  
 
WHEREAS, on May 3, 2016, the City Council conducted a duly noticed public hearing 
on the appeal and, after consideration of all of the evidence presented and public 
testimony received, voted ____ to deny the appeal and grant approval of the project;  
 
WHEREAS, on May 3, 2016, the City Council has conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing concerning the requested Amendment to the Specific Plan, pursuant to the 
provisions of Chapter 3, Title 7 of the Government Code of the State of California;  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed and considered all materials and exhibits in 
the current record relative to this amendment, including the project and all staff reports.  
At the close of the public hearing, the City Council, voted _____ to  approved the 
Amendment to the Specific Plan as described in Exhibit 1; and 
 
WHEREAS, the documents or other materials which constitute the record of the 
proceedings upon which this decision is based are on file at the City of Santa Barbara 
Planning Division, located at 630 Garden Street. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF 
SANTA BARBARA THAT the Amendment to the Specific Plan No. 4 (Rancho Arroyo) 
as shown in Exhibit 1 is approved, making the following finding and determination: 
 
Environmental Finding:   
 
The proposed project qualifies for an exemption from further environmental review 
under CEQA guidelines section 15183, based on city staff analysis and the CEQA 
certificate of determination on file for this project. 

 

 

 



 

EXHIBIT 1 TO RESOLUTION NO.______ 
 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 
OF SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 4 

RANCHO ARROYO 
 
 

Section 1: Section VI.1 (Permitted Uses) is amended to read as follows: 
 
1. Area A –  
 
Community Benefit Housing and Recreation/Open Space  
 



 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 

COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 
 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 3, 2016 

TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 

FROM: City Administrator’s Office 
 

SUBJECT: Conference With Labor Negotiator 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
That Council hold a closed session pursuant to the authority of Government Code Section 
54957.6 to consider instructions to City negotiators Kristine Schmidt, Administrative 
Services Director, and Bruce Barsook, Liebert Cassidy Whitmore, regarding negotiations 
with the General Bargaining Unit, Firefighters Association, and Police Officers Association.  

 
SCHEDULING: Duration, 30 minutes; anytime 

 
REPORT: None anticipated 

 
SUBMITTED BY: Kristine Schmidt, Administrative Services Director 

APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 

Agenda Item No.  15 

File Code No.  440.05 
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