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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

May 11, 2006
CALL TO ORDER:

Chair John Jostes called the meeting to order at 1:05 P.M.
ROLL CALL:

Present:

Chair John Jostes
Vice-Chair Charmaine Jacobs
Commissioners, Bill Mahan, George C. Myers, Addison S. Thompson and Harwood A. White, Jr.

Absent:

Stella Larson
STAFF PRESENT:

Paul Casey, Community Development Director

Bettie Weiss, City Planner and Staff Hearing Officer
Jan Hubbell, Senior Planner

John Ledbetter, Principal Planner 

Irma Unzueta, Project Planner

Chelsey Swanson, Assistant Planner

Chris Hansen, Building Inspector/Plan Check Supervisor 

Homer Smith, Principal Engineer

Michele Decant, Administrative Analyst

N. Scott Vincent, Assistant City Attorney

Julie Rodriguez, Planning Commission Secretary

Chair Jostes called for a moment of silence to recognize the recent passing of Dr. John Gray, Environmental Consultant, who had worked with the City for two decades . 
I.
PRELIMINARY MATTERS:

A.
Requests for continuances, withdrawals, postponements, or addition of ex-agenda items.

None.
B.
Announcements and appeals.

None.
C.
Comments from members of the public pertaining to items not on this agenda.

Chair Jostes opened the public hearing at 1:07 P.M.  With no one wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 1:07 P.M.
II.
RECOMMENDATION TO THE CITY COUNCIL:

ACTUAL TIME: 1:07 P.M.

PROJECT SELECTION FOR CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION RULE 20A UTILITY UNDERGROUNDING PROJECTS
Recommendation to City Council for priority undergrounding projects funded through Rule 20A funds.

Case Planner:  Homer Smith, Principal Engineer

Email: hsmith@SantaBarbaraCA.gov
Homer Smith, Principal Engineer, gave the Staff presentation.
Commissioner’s questions and comments:

1. Asked Staff to describe the process of prioritizing Cliff Drive as compared to Mission Street and whether there was a fiscal factor.
2. Asked Staff if Cottage Hospital is requiring any new service on the Mission Street poles or if they will remain the same.

3. Commented that many of the Cottage Hospital poles will be undergrounded with their project and asked if City funds can be leveraged with this undergrounding.
4. Asked if there were opportunities for the neighbors to join in with supplemental funding.  Asked if there are situations where Rule 20A funding and public funding can be commingled.
5. Asked if there would be left over funding to use on the De la Vina/Haley Street Bridge and whether the distance criteria would be met.  Asked if the cost would be approximately $1.5 million.  Encouraged extension to Flora Vista.
6. Asked if priority #2 moves up when priority #1 is accomplished.
7. Asked if monies come from Southern California Edison’s reduced dividends to stockholders or from rate payers.

8. Asked if there is a significant cost/benefit for a homeowner to do a project while the Rule 20 A project is being done.  If so, asked how this could be communicated with the public.

Mr. Smith responded that a fiscal factor was not used; Cliff Drive was selected because if its blight and the need for improvement.  Ms. Hubbell added that more distance was covered in the Mission Street project visually than fiscally. 

Ms. Hubbell replied that Cottage Hospital is not requesting additional service on the Mission Street poles and they will remain exactly as they are now.  She added that the undergrounding for Cottage will not reach De la Vina which is the only street that qualifies for Rule 20A criteria. Bath, Pueblo, and Castillo Streets did not meet the criteria as well.  There are complexities with not all the poles being owned by Edison; some are owned by Verizon and Cox.  Mr. Smith stated that the he had spoken with Edison Rule 20 A Central Coast Manager Mark Nayo who said that the CPUC will not allow commingling of Rule 20A funds with any required undergrounding or Rule 20 B funds.  
Mr. Smith stated that a Rule 20.B assessment district could be formed in some areas that would allow for public participation with funds.  There are no situations where Rule 20A funds are commingled with public funds.

Mr. Smith stated that the 800 lineal feet would be accomplished by going 400 feet in each direction.  Mr. Smith was not sure of the cost, but does not think that $1.5 million would be sufficient.  He will continue to work with consultant to see if there are additional funds.

Ms. Hubbell stated that approximately $600,000 is accumulated each year and that the priorities are reviewed as they are completed, and not necessarily kept sequential. 

Mr. Smith stated that this work is rate payer funded.

Mr. Smith stated there are opportunities for the public to take advantage of doing work during the Edison process; will double check.

Chair Jostes opened the public hearing at 1:41 P.M.  With no one wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 1:41 P.M.

Commissioner’s comments and questions:

1. Supports keeping the small reserve for opportunity projects.  Appreciates the ‘pay as you go’ approach.

2. Agrees with the first priority, but is not in agreement with the second priority and would like to hear discussion on Mission Street becoming the second priority. This is a heavily traveled route to one of the top five tourist destinations in California.  Would like to see Mission Street moved up to second priority.
3. Asked if Edison or the City does notification to property owners affected by Rule 20A projects.

4. Asked if Edison could provide notices to neighbors alerting them that Rule 20 C options are available to them.

5. Supports Miegs/Cliff as priority #1.  Suggest City reach out to using neighborhood associations to notify neighbors of work being done and potential for supplemental funding stream.  Would like feedback from SCE if there is a price benefit to doing any add-ons.  Sees merit in raising Mission Street to priority #2.

Mr. Vincent left council chambers at 1:44 P.M. and returned at 1:47 P.M.
MOTION: Mahan/White


UnRecommend that City Council select undergrounding for Meigs/Cliff Drive as priority #1, and 2) Rearrange priorities to make Mission Street priority #2; and 3) Noticing by Edison or the City to neighbors regarding the opportunity to add on additional pole removal at reduced costs.
This motion carried by the following vote:  

Ayes:  6    Noes:  0    Abstain:  0    Absent:  1 (Larson)
Chair Jostes announced that this is a non-appealable item.  

Mr. Smith reported that he will be going to City Council on June 6, 2005.

III.
DISCUSSION ITEM
ACTUAL TIME: 1:49 P.M.

PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED FINANCIAL PLAN
2006-07, OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET

Focus on Community Development Department, Planning Division and Major Workload Programs.
Bettie Weiss, City Planner

Email: bweiss@SantaBarbaraCA.gov
Bettie Weiss, City Planner, gave the Staff presentation and introduced Paul Casey, Development Director and Michele Decant, Administrative Analyst,
Commissioner’s comments and questions:

1. Asked if the number of days for plan check turnaround is calendar days or business days.  Asked if at 27 business days, then the process takes 5-6 weeks. 
2. Asked what the total fees per residence are, including water meter, sewer hook-up, etc.
3. Would like to see where we stand with others and the contrasts with Counties in the number of plan check days.
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