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MAY 22, 2012 
AGENDA 

 
ORDER OF BUSINESS:  Regular meetings of the Finance Committee and the Ordinance Committee begin at 12:30 p.m.  
The regular City Council meeting begins at 2:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber at City Hall.   
 
REPORTS:  Copies of the reports relating to agenda items are available for review in the City Clerk's Office, at the Central 
Library, and http://www.SantaBarbaraCA.gov.  In accordance with state law requirements, this agenda generally contains 
only a brief general description of each item of business to be transacted or discussed at the meeting.  Should you wish 
more detailed information regarding any particular agenda item, you are encouraged to obtain a copy of the Council 
Agenda Report (a "CAR") for that item from either the Clerk's Office, the Reference Desk at the City's Main Library, or 
online at the City's website (http://www.SantaBarbaraCA.gov).  Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to 
the City Council after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public inspection in the City Clerk’s Office located 
at City Hall, 735 Anacapa Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101, during normal business hours. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  At the beginning of the 2:00 p.m. session of each regular City Council meeting, and at the 
beginning of each special City Council meeting, any member of the public may address the City Council concerning any 
item not on the Council's agenda.  Any person wishing to make such address should first complete and deliver a “Request 
to Speak” form prior to the time that public comment is taken up by the City Council.  Should City Council business 
continue into the evening session of a regular City Council meeting at 6:00 p.m., the City Council will allow any member of 
the public who did not address them during the 2:00 p.m. session to do so.  The total amount of time for public comments 
will be 15 minutes, and no individual speaker may speak for more than 1 minute.  The City Council, upon majority vote, 
may decline to hear a speaker on the grounds that the subject matter is beyond their jurisdiction. 
 
REQUEST TO SPEAK:  A member of the public may address the Finance or Ordinance Committee or City Council 
regarding any scheduled agenda item.  Any person wishing to make such address should first complete and deliver a 
“Request to Speak” form prior to the time that the item is taken up by the Finance or Ordinance Committee or City 
Council. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR:  The Consent Calendar is comprised of items that will not usually require discussion by the City 
Council.  A Consent Calendar item is open for discussion by the City Council upon request of a Councilmember, City staff, 
or member of the public.  Items on the Consent Calendar may be approved by a single motion.  Should you wish to 
comment on an item listed on the Consent Agenda, after turning in your “Request to Speak” form, you should come 
forward to speak at the time the Council considers the Consent Calendar. 
 
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT:  In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special 
assistance to gain access to, comment at, or participate in this meeting, please contact the City Administrator's Office at 
564-5305 or inquire at the City Clerk's Office on the day of the meeting.  If possible, notification at least 48 hours prior to 
the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements in most cases. 
 
TELEVISION COVERAGE:  Each regular City Council meeting is broadcast live in English and Spanish on City TV 
Channel 18 and rebroadcast in English on Wednesdays and Thursdays at 7:00 p.m. and Saturdays at 9:00 a.m., and in 
Spanish on Sundays at 4:00 p.m.  Each televised Council meeting is closed captioned for the hearing impaired.  Check 
the City TV program guide at www.citytv18.com for rebroadcasts of Finance and Ordinance Committee meetings, and for 
any changes to the replay schedule. 

http://www.ci.santa-barbara.ca.us/
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/
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ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 

 11:00 a.m. - Special Finance Committee Meeting, David Gebhard Public 
Meeting Room, 630 Garden Street 

 2:00 p.m. - City Council Meeting Begins 
 5:00 p.m. - Recess 
 6:00 p.m. - City Council Meeting Reconvenes 
 
 
ORDINANCE COMMITTEE AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING S 

SPECIAL FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING - 11:00 A.M. IN THE DAVID GEBHARD 
PUBLIC MEETING ROOM, 630 GARDEN STREET (120.03) 

1. Subject:  Finance Committee Review Of The Fiscal Year 2013 
Recommended Budget, Including Citywide Reserve Balances And Policies, 
Funding Of Infrastructure And Capital Maintenance, And Proposed 
Adjustments To The Recommended Budget 

Recommendation:  That the Finance Committee: 
A. Hear a report from staff on citywide reserve balances and policies, and 

capital infrastructure and capital maintenance; and 
B. Receive, and forward to Council for approval, adjustments to the 

Recommended Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2013, which 
are the result of new information and/or changed circumstances since the 
filing of the recommended budget on April 17, 2012. 

 
 
2. Subject:  Grants For Rental Assistance 

Recommendation:  That Finance Committee recommend that Council approve 
three grants totaling $585,000 in federal HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program funds to establish rental assistance programs targeted to homeless 
persons and to persons in danger of becoming homeless: one grant to the 
Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara for $300,000, one grant to 
Transition House for $150,000, and one grant to Casa Esperanza for $135,000. 
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REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING – 2:00 P.M. 
 
 

AFTERNOON SESSION 
AFTERNOON  SE SSION 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
 
CEREMONIAL ITEMS 

1. Subject:  Proclamation Declaring May 20-26, 2012, As National Public 
Works Week (120.04) 

 
 
CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

CITY COUNCIL 

2. Subject:  Minutes 

Recommendation:  That Council waive the reading and approve the minutes of 
the special meeting of April 23, 2012, the regular meeting of April 24, 2012, the 
special meeting of April 26, 2012, the regular meeting of May 1, 2012, and the 
special meeting of May 2, 2012. 
  

3. Subject:  Records Destruction For Administrative Services Department 
(160.06) 

Recommendation:  That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of 
the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Relating to the Destruction of Records 
Held by the Administrative Services Department in the City Clerk's Office and 
Human Resources Division. 
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CONSENT CALENDAR (CONT’D) 

CITY COUNCIL (CONT’D) 

4. Subject:  April 2012 Investment Report (260.02) 

Recommendation:  That Council accept the April 2012 Investment Report. 
  

5. Subject:  Acceptance Of Easements For Waterline Construction In 
Sycamore Vista And Canon View Roads (330.03) 

Recommendation:  That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of 
the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Accepting Easements for the 
Construction, Use and Maintenance of Public Waterlines, and for All Necessary 
Appurtenances, Including Any Necessary Water Service Connections, and for All 
Related Purposes on Portions of Certain Real Properties Commonly Known as 
557, 570, 575, 585, 595, and 598 Sycamore Vista Road; 151 and 161 Sierra 
Vista Road; and 62, 85, 125, 150, and 155 Canon View Road. 
  

6. Subject:  Contract For Construction Of The Sycamore Vista Waterline 
Project (540.06) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Award a contract with Lash Construction, Inc., waiving minor irregularities, 

in its low bid amount of $312,266, for construction of the Sycamore Vista 
Waterline Project, Bid No. 5034; 

B. Authorize the Public Works Director to execute the contract and approve 
expenditures up to $46,840 to cover any cost increases that may result 
from contract change orders for extra work and differences between 
estimated bid quantities and actual quantities measured for payment; and  

C. Authorize the Public Works Director to execute a contract with Penfield & 
Smith in the amount of $128,770 for construction management support 
services, including materials testing, and approve expenditures up to 
$12,877 for extra services of Penfield & Smith that may result from 
necessary changes in the scope of work. 

 
7. Subject:  Contract For Professional Services Involving Right-Of-Way 

Acquisition And Relocation Assistance For The Mason Street Bridge 
Replacement Project (330.03) 

Recommendation:  That Council authorize the Public Works Director to execute a 
Professional Services Contract with Hamner, Jewell & Associates in the amount 
of $71,500, for right-of-way acquisition and relocation assistance services for the 
Mason Street Bridge Replacement Project, and authorize the Public Works 
Director to approve expenditures of up to $7,150 for extra services of Hamner, 
Jewell & Associates that may result from necessary changes in the scope of 
work. 
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CONSENT CALENDAR (CONT’D) 

CITY COUNCIL (CONT’D) 

8. Subject:  Youth Watershed Education Program Contract With Art From 
Scrap (540.14) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Authorize the Parks and Recreation Director, or designee, to execute a 

12-month professional services contract with Art From Scrap in the 
amount of $57,724.60 in Measure B funds, for the provision of Creeks 
Program youth and community watershed education programs in Fiscal 
Year 2013; and 

B. Authorize the Parks and Recreation Director, or designee, to execute 
annual professional services contracts, in a form acceptable to the City 
Attorney, with Art From Scrap for Fiscal Years 2014 and 2015, in an 
amount not to exceed $60,000 per year. 

 
 
9. Subject:  Professional Services Agreement For Safety Element Update 

(650.06) 

Recommendation:  That Council authorize the Assistant City Administrator to 
execute a Professional Services Agreement with Rodriguez Consulting, Inc., in 
the amount of $101,171 (including up to $9,197 in contingency funds for extra 
services if deemed necessary) for preparation of the General Plan Safety 
Element update. 
  

10. Subject:  Appropriation Of Federal Asset Forfeiture Funds To The 
Investigative Division For Radio Purchase (520.04) 

Recommendation:  That Council appropriate $11,000 in Federal Asset Forfeiture 
Funds in the Police Asset Forfeiture Fund from available reserves for purchase of 
radios to be installed in surveillance vehicles. 
  

11. Subject:  Approval Of Airport Sewer System Management Plan (560.01) 

Recommendation:  That Council approve the Airport Sewer System Management 
Plan and authorize the Airport Operations Manager, as the City's authorized 
representative, to file a Notice of Completion with the State Water Resources 
Control Board. 
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CONSENT CALENDAR (CONT’D) 

CITY COUNCIL (CONT’D) 
 
12. Subject:  Challenge Cost Share Agreement With The United States 

Department Of Agriculture, Forest Service Los Padres National Forest And 
Acceptance Of Santa Barbara County Contribution For The Front Country 
Trails Program (150.01) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Authorize the Parks and Recreation Director to enter into a Five-Year 

Challenge Cost Share Agreement with the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA), Forest Service Los Padres National Forest for 
implementation of the Front Country Trails Program; 

B. Accept a contribution from the Santa Barbara County Community Services 
Department in the amount of $10,000 for the Front Country Trails 
Program; 

C. Transfer $10,000 from the Parks and Recreation Department's Fiscal Year 
2012 Operating Budget from existing appropriations available from 
savings in the Department to the Fiscal Year 2012 Miscellaneous Grants 
Fund; and 

D. Increase revenues and appropriations by $30,000 in the Parks and 
Recreation Department's Fiscal Year 2012 Miscellaneous Grants Fund for 
the Front Country Trails Program, funded from $10,000 in contributions 
each from the Parks and Recreation Department, the Santa Barbara 
County Community Services Department, and the Forest Service, whose 
$10,000 contribution will be paid on a reimbursement basis. 

 
 
13. Subject:  Parma Park Trust Funds For The Maintenance Of Parma Park 

(570.05) 

Recommendation:  That Council increase appropriations and estimated revenues 
by $74,859 in the Parks and Recreation Department Fiscal Year 2012 
Miscellaneous Grants Fund for maintenance of Parma Park funded from a 
donation from the Parma Park Trust. 
  

14. Subject:  Revised 2011 Housing Element (650.06) 

Recommendation:  That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of 
the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Approving a Revised 2011 General Plan 
Housing Element Incorporating Revisions to the Needs Assessment, Constraints, 
and Suitable Sites Inventory Chapters as Requested by the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development. 
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CONSENT CALENDAR (CONT’D) 

CITY COUNCIL (CONT’D) 

15. Subject: Set A Date For Public Hearing Regarding Renewal Of Levy For 
Fiscal Year 2013 For The Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment (290.00) 

Recommendation:  That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of 
the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Declaring its Intention to Renew 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 Levy 
Assessments for Fiscal Year 2012-2013; and Establishing a Time of 2:00 P.M. 
on Tuesday, June 5, 2012, in the City Council Chambers for a Public Hearing on 
the Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment. 
  

16. Subject:  Parking And Business Improvement Area Annual Assessment 
Report For Fiscal Year 2013 - Intention To Levy (550.10) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Approve the Parking and Business Improvement Area Annual Assessment 

Report for Fiscal Year 2013; and 
B. Adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of the Council of the City of 

Santa Barbara Declaring Council's Intention to Levy Parking and Business 
Improvement Area Assessment Rates for Fiscal Year 2013 at a Public 
Hearing to be Held on June 19, 2012, at 2:00 p.m. 

 
 
17. Subject:  Set A Date For Public Hearing Regarding Appeal Of Architectural 

Board Of Review Approval For 336 N. Milpas Street (640.07) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Set the date of June 19, 2012, at 2:00 p.m. for hearing the appeal filed by 

Tony Fischer, Attorney representing the Mary Z. Frangos Trust, of the 
Architectural Board of Review's approval decision involving an application 
for property owned by Fresh & Easy Neighborhood Market and located at 
336 N. Milpas Street, Assessor's Parcel No. 031-371-021, C-2 
Commercial Zone, General Plan Designation:  General Commerce.  The 
Board approved Review After Final revisions to the project under 
construction for the as-built relocation of perimeter site walls and an 
associated reduction in landscaping planting area, as well as a waiver to 
provide less than the required depth of perimeter planters; and 

B. Set the date of June 18, 2012, at 1:30 p.m. for a site visit to the property 
located at 336 N. Milpas Street. 
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CONSENT CALENDAR (CONT’D) 
 
SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

18. Subject:  Response To Grand Jury Report Regarding "Requiem for 
Redevelopment" (150.04) 

Recommendation:  That Council, acting as the Successor Agency to the City of 
Santa Barbara Redevelopment Agency, review and approve a draft letter in 
response to the findings and recommendations of the 2011-2012 Santa Barbara 
County Civil Grand Jury report titled, "Requiem for Redevelopment: The Life and 
Death of Redevelopment Agencies in Santa Barbara County," and authorize the 
City Administrator to sign the response letter and forward it to the Presiding 
Judge. 
  

NOTICES 

19. The City Clerk has on Thursday, May 17, 2012, 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. 

20. Cancellation of the regular City Council meeting of May 29, 2012. 

21. On June 26, 2012, at 2:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers at Santa Barbara City 
Hall, as part of the regularly scheduled council meeting, City Council shall by its 
own initiative hear evidence of all interested parties pertaining to the non-
summary vacation of a small portion of Ealand Place (near the end of the cul de 
sac at 17 and 22 Ealand Place), a public street.  The vacation proceedings shall 
be conducted in accordance with the California Streets & Highways Code, 
Division 9, Part 3, Chapter 3 (General Vacation Procedure). 

 
This concludes the Consent Calendar. 
 
 
REPORT FROM THE FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 
 
CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS 

CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

22. Subject:  Proposition 29 - State Ballot Initiative That Imposes Additional 
Tax On Cigarettes For Cancer Research (160.02) 

Recommendation:  That Council consider taking a position on Proposition 29, 
which will impose an additional five cent tax on each cigarette distributed ($1.00 
per pack), and an equivalent tax increase on other tobacco products, to fund 
cancer research and other specified purposes. 
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CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS (CONT’D) 
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

23. Subject:  Loan To Habitat For Humanity For New Affordable Housing 
Project At 822-824 East Canon Perdido (660.04) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Approve a $515,000 loan of federal HOME funds to Habitat for Humanity 

for the construction of twelve new residential ownership units affordable to 
low income persons located at 822-824 East Canon Perdido; and 

B. Authorize the Assistant City Administrator to execute a loan agreement 
and related documents and make nonsubstantive changes with approval 
by the City Attorney. 

 
 
FINANCE DEPARTMENT 

24. Subject:  Single-Use Bag Ordinance (630.01) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Review the draft Single-Use Bag Ordinance as referred to the Council by 

the Ordinance Committee on April 24, 2012; and 
B. Consider declaring the draft ordinance as a project for the purposes of 

environmental review and as a possible "model" suggested ordinance to 
be considered and possibly adopted by other BEACON cities and counties 
with BEACON staff overseeing the CEQA environmental review process. 

 
 
COUNCIL AND STAFF COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 
COUNCILMEMBER COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENT REPORTS 
 
 
CLOSED SESSIONS 

25. Subject:  Conference With Legal Counsel - Pending Litigation (160.03) 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session to consider pending 
litigation pursuant to subsection (a) of section 54956.9 of the Government Code 
and take appropriate action as needed.  Pending litigation considered is a 
workers' compensation claim: Janet Sackett v. City of Santa Barbara, Case 
Number ADJ3865678. 
 Scheduling:  Duration, 10 minutes; anytime 
 Report:  None anticipated 
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CLOSED SESSIONS 

26. Subject:  Conference With Labor Negotiator (440.05) 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session, per Government Code 
Section 54957.6, to consider instructions to City negotiator Kristy Schmidt, 
Employee Relations Manager, regarding negotiations with the City's General 
bargaining unit, the Supervisory bargaining unit, the Police Officers Association, 
and the Police Management Association, and regarding discussions with 
confidential City employees and unrepresented management about salaries and 
fringe benefits.  
 Scheduling:  Duration, 45 minutes; anytime 
 Report:  None anticipated 
  

RECESS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EVENING SESSION  

EVENING SESSION 
 
 
RECONVENE 
 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL REPORTS 

27. Subject:  Interviews For City Advisory Groups (140.05) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Hold interviews of applicants to various City Advisory Groups; and 
B. Continue interviews of applicants to June 5, and June 12, 2012. 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT 



File Code 120.03 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 

FINANCE COMMITTEE 

SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA 

 

DATE: May 22, 2012 Dale Francisco, Chair 
TIME: 11:00 A.M.  Bendy White  
PLACE: David Gebhard Public Meeting Room Cathy Murillo 
 630 Garden Street  
 
James L. Armstrong  Robert Samario 
City Administrator Finance Director 

 
 

ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED: 
 
1. Subject:  Finance Committee Review Of The Fiscal Year 2013 Recommended 

Budget, Including Citywide Reserve Balances And Policies, Funding Of 
Infrastructure And Capital Maintenance, And Proposed Adjustments To The 
Recommended Budget 
 
Recommendation: That the Finance Committee: 
A. Hear a report from staff on citywide reserve balances and policies, and capital 

infrastructure and capital maintenance; and 
B. Receive, and forward to Council for approval, adjustments to the Recommended 

Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2013, which are the result of new 
information and/or changed circumstances since the filing of the recommended 
budget on April 17, 2012. 

 
 

2. Subject:  Grants For Rental Assistance 
 
Recommendation:  That Finance Committee recommend that Council approve three 
grants totaling $585,000 in federal HOME Investment Partnerships Program funds to 
establish rental assistance programs targeted to homeless persons and to persons in 
danger of becoming homeless: one grant to the Housing Authority of the City of Santa 
Barbara for $300,000, one grant to Transition House for $150,000, and one grant to 
Casa Esperanza for $135,000. 
 
 



Agenda Item No._____________ 
 

File Code No.  120.03 
 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 FINANCE COMMITTEE AGENDA REPORT 

 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Finance Committee  
 
FROM: Administration Division, Finance Department 
 
SUBJECT:  Finance Committee Review Of The Fiscal Year 2013 Recommended 

Budget, Including Citywide Reserve Balances And Policies, Funding 
Of Infrastructure And Capital Maintenance, And Proposed 
Adjustments To The Recommended Budget 

 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That the Finance Committee: 
A. Hear a report from staff on citywide reserve balances and policies, and capital 

infrastructure and capital maintenance; and 
B. Receive, and forward to Council for approval, adjustments to the Recommended 

Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2013, which are the result of new 
information and/or changed circumstances since the filing of the recommended 
budget on April 17, 2012. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On Tuesday, April 17, 2012, the Recommended Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal 
Year 2013 (“Recommended Budget”) was submitted to Council. That day, Council heard 
an overview of the Recommended Budget and approved the Schedule of Council Budget 
Review Meetings and Public Hearings.  
 
Earlier that day, the Finance Committee also approved its own budget review schedule, as 
well as the additional topics that it will review. The approved Finance Committee budget 
review schedule (as updated at the May 8th Finance Committee meeting) is attached to 
this report. Consistent with the updated budget review schedule, today’s meeting will cover 
the following topics:  

1. Review of citywide reserve balances and policies, and funding of infrastructure 
and capital maintenance; 

2. Follow-up items requested by Finance Committee, if any; 

3. Proposed adjustments to the Recommended Budget for Fiscal Year 2013; 

4. Finance Committee decisions for recommendation to City Council. 
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PROPOSED ADJUSTMENTS 
Since the filing of the Recommended Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2013 
on April 17, 2012, staff has identified the need for changes to the recommended budget 
stemming from a number of factors. In general, the changes stem from new information 
received, the need to correct or refine estimates, or changes in circumstances that give 
rise to the need to adjust the recommended budget. This is not unusual; in fact, each year 
staff brings a number of proposed adjustments to the Finance Committee and then 
Council for approval. The recommended adjustments are listed in the attached Schedule 
of Proposed Adjustments. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Approved Finance Committee Budget Review Schedule 

2. Schedule of Proposed Adjustments to the Recommended  
Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2013 

 
PREPARED BY: Michael Pease, Budget Manager 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Robert Samario, Finance Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 
 



Attachment 1 

   

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
Updated Finance Committee Budget Review Schedule 

 Recommended Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2013 
 
Meeting Date & Time Department 
 
Tuesday, April 24, 2012 
12:00 p.m. – 1:45 p.m.  
 

 General Fund multi-year forecast & balancing strategy (20 min) 
 General Fund non-departmental revenues (20 min) 

 
Tuesday, May 1, 2012 
11:30 a.m. – 1:30 p.m. 
 

 General Fund Impact from Redevelopment Dissolution (30 min) 
 General Fund proposed departmental fee changes (1 hour) 

 
Tuesday, May 8, 2012 
11:00 a.m. – 1:30 p.m. 
 

 
 Enterprise fund proposed fee changes (1 hour 45 min) – 

Waterfront, Water, Wastewater, Golf, and Solid Waste 
 

Tuesday, May 22, 2012 
12:00 p.m. – 1:45 p.m. 

 Review of citywide reserve balances and policies, and funding 
of infrastructure and capital maintenance (30 min) 

 Follow-up on items requested by Finance Committee, if any 
 Staff recommended adjustments to FY 2013 Budget, if any 
 Finance Committee decisions for recommendation to Council 

 
 
 



Attachment 2

Addition to/
Estimated (Use of)
Revenue Appropriations Reserves

GENERAL FUND

Library Department
Fund Children's library project development director with gift funds 50,000        50,000             

Updated Fee for Administration of Goleta/Small Branches 2,253          -                   
Updated County Per Capita Revenue figures from County 9,818          -                   
Increase hourly salaries budget -              12,071             
General Fund Total 62,071$     62,071$            -$             

COUNTY LIBRARY FUND
Library Department
Updated County Per Capita revenue figures for Goleta/Small Branches 14,217        -                   
Updated revenue estimate for Goleta Library Parcel Tax 10,806        -                   
Updated City Administration fee for Goleta/Small Branches -              2,253               

County Library Fund Total 25,023$      2,253$             22,770$         

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
Schedule of Proposed Adjustments

Recommended Operating and Capital Budget for Fiscal Year 2013



Agenda Item No._____________ 

File Code No.  120.03 
 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 FINANCE COMMITTEE AGENDA REPORT 

 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Finance Committee 
 
FROM: Housing and Human Services Division, Community Development 

Department 
 
SUBJECT: Grants For Rental Assistance  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That Finance Committee recommend that Council approve three grants totaling $585,000 
in federal HOME Investment Partnerships Program funds to establish rental assistance 
programs targeted to homeless persons and to persons in danger of becoming homeless: 
one grant to the Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara for $300,000, one grant to 
Transition House for $150,000, and one grant to Casa Esperanza for $135,000. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background 
 
Santa Barbara has one of the most expensive housing markets in the country. The median 
rent for studios is $1,048 per month and $1,269 per month for one-bedroom apartments. 
High rents exacerbate efforts to move homeless people back into housing and to keep 
housed people who are at risk of becoming homeless. The Point-in-Time Count/ 
Vulnerability Index Survey administered during the last week of February 2011 
encountered 1,040 homeless people in the City of Santa Barbara. In estimating the annual 
number of homeless people, the standard rule of thumb is to multiply the point-in-time 
count by a factor of three. 
 
The three proposed rental assistance programs would provide immediate rental housing 
assistance to homeless persons and to persons in danger of becoming homeless. They 
would be implemented as strategies to meet goals established in the Ten-Year Plan to 
End Chronic Homelessness throughout Santa Barbara County. The proposed grant to the 
Housing Authority would fund a successful program that was originally funded by the City 
in October 2010. The proposed grants to Transition House and Casa Esperanza would 
allow them to continue their existing Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing (HPRP) 
programs funded by federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding 
that is now ending. 
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Each of the local nonprofit organizations proposed to implement the rental assistance 
programs have considerable experience in collaboratively providing a range of services to 
the homeless. Each of the three proposed rental assistance programs is structured to 
address separate segments of the homeless and near homeless populations. The 
proposed programs would be paid for with federal Home Investment Partnerships (HOME) 
program funds awarded to the City and would conform to guidelines established by the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for tenant based rental 
assistance programs (TBRA). Each program is described separately below. 
 
Housing Authority TBRA – Section 8 Type of Rental Assistance 
 
The City provided the Housing Authority with a $200,000 HOME grant in Fiscal Year 2010 
to provide immediate rental assistance to chronically homeless persons while they are on 
the Section 8 Program waiting list. The assistance provided is nearly identical to Section 8 
assistance in that participants receive a rental subsidy that is used to rent apartments they 
select that meet specified requirements. The Housing Authority helps participants find 
suitable apartments, inspects the apartments to ensure that they are decent and 
appropriately sized, and determines a reasonable amount for the rent in conjunction with 
the landlord. Participants contribute 30 percent of their income toward rent, and HOME 
funds make up the difference, with payments going directly to the landlord. 
 
The City’s Housing Authority operates the Section 8 Program, which is available to the 
general public. Demand far exceeds available funding, as the current waiting list has over 
3,000 applicant households. Because of the long waiting list, it takes two to five years to 
receive a Section 8 Certificate – far too long for someone who is homeless to wait. The 
proposed grant would enable homeless persons to receive temporary rental assistance 
immediately and live in housing while they stay on the waiting list and wait for their Section 
8 assistance to become available. 
 
The Housing Authority estimates it would be able to provide rental assistance to 20 
homeless persons with the proposed $300,000 grant, based on an average monthly 
subsidy estimated at $630. The actual number of assisted persons will depend on actual 
figures for individual client income, rent, and how long rental assistance is needed. 
 
Transition House TBRA – Homeless Prevention  
 
Transition House received a three-year grant of federal HPRP funds to provide homeless 
prevention services that is now ending. Under their HPRP grant, which was coordinated by 
the City, Transition House provided case management and cash assistance, thereby 
enabling 150 families at risk of becoming homeless to stay in their homes. 
 
Transition House requests HOME funds in order to continue their homeless prevention 
services. HOME funds would be used to provide rental assistance to at-risk households in 
the form of direct payments to their landlords in a manner similar to the Housing 
Authority’s Section 8 Type of Assistance described above. Assisted households would 
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contribute 30% of their income toward rent, and HOME funds would make up the 
difference, with payments going directly to the landlord. Transition House estimates that 
the proposed grant would keep 135 low income at-risk families from becoming homeless 
over a two-year period. Federal Emergency Solutions Grant funds awarded to Transition 
House from the County of Santa Barbara are expected to provide funds for administration 
and case management. 
 
Applicant households with eviction notices would be carefully screened to determine that 
they are in imminent danger of becoming homeless and to determine that they will have 
sufficient means to pay rent and sustain their housing after assistance has ended. Based 
on past experience under their HPRP grant, Transition House expects financial assistance 
would last three to six months. HOME regulations set a maximum term of 24 months. 
Participation in case management would be mandatory while receiving rental assistance. 
 
Casa Esperanza TBRA – Rapid Rehousing 
 
Casa Esperanza also received federal HPRP grant funds to provide rapid rehousing 
services in Santa Barbara. Under the HPRP grant which is now ending, Casa Esperanza 
has assisted 290 homeless persons secure permanent housing. Casa Esperanza seeks 
$135,000 in HOME funds in order to continue their rapid rehousing program. These funds 
would be used to provide rental assistance to low income homeless persons in the form of 
one-time direct payments to landlords of security deposits and first month rents. Assisted 
households would contribute 30% of their income to the first month rent and HOME funds 
would make up the difference. After the first month, the assistance ends, and the person 
would be responsible for paying 100% of the rent thereafter. Casa Esperanza estimates 
that 125 homeless persons would be served over a two-year period with the proposed 
grant. Federal Emergency Solutions Grant funds awarded to Casa Esperanza from the 
County are expected to provide funds for administration and case management. 
 
The program would be targeted to homeless persons who have recently secured a 
steady income stream, such as from a job or SSI benefits. They have the ability to pay 
rent, but simply lack the funds needed upfront to move into an apartment. Casa 
Esperanza reports that without such assistance, persons in this situation generally take 
three to four months to raise the necessary funds. The proposed grant would get these 
people housed immediately and off the street or out of the homeless shelter. 
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
There are sufficient existing appropriations in the HOME Fund to cover the three proposed 
grants. No additional appropriations are needed. In accordance with HUD regulations, the 
City must commit $752,530 before the end of the City’s fiscal year which ends June 30, 
2012. Committing the funds requested here would help meet this commitment deadline. 
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Staff asks that Finance Committee recommend to Council approval of the three 
requested grants to assist in the prevention of homelessness and quickly house those 
who are homeless. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 1.  Letter from the Housing Authority dated May 4, 2012 

2.  Letter from Transition House dated April 26, 2012 
3.  Letter from Casa Esperanza  
 

PREPARED BY: Sue Gray, Administrative Services Manager/SK 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Paul Casey, Assistant City Administrator 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 



ATTACHMENT 1





ATTACHMENT 2









ATTACHMENT 3
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
 

SPECIAL MEETING 
April 23, 2012 

COUNCIL CHAMBER, 735 ANACAPA STREET 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mayor Helene Schneider called the meeting to order at 1:32 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
Mayor Schneider.  
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Councilmembers present:  Frank Hotchkiss, Grant House, Cathy Murillo, Randy Rowse, 
Bendy White, Mayor Schneider. 
Councilmembers absent:  Dale Francisco. 
Staff present:  City Administrator James L. Armstrong, City Attorney Stephen P. Wiley, 
Deputy City Clerk Brenda Alcazar. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
No one wished to speak.  
 
NOTICES  
 
The City Clerk has on Thursday, April 19, 2012, 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.   
 
CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS  
 
FINANCE DEPARTMENT  
 
Subject:  Proposed Operating And Capital Budget For Fiscal Year 2013  (230.05)    
 
Recommendation:  That Council hear presentations from the General Fund 
administrative departments on their proposed budgets for Fiscal Year 2013.   
 

(Cont’d) 
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Proposed Operating And Capital Budget For Fiscal Year 2013 (Cont’d) 
 
Documents: 
      - April 23, 2012, report from the Finance Director. 
      - April 23, 2012, PowerPoint presentations prepared and made by Staff. 
      - Recommended Budget for Fiscal Year 2013, submitted by the Finance Director. 
      - Affidavit of Publication. 
 
Public Comment Opened: 

1:33 p.m. 
 
Speakers: 

Staff:  City Administrator James Armstrong, Finance Director Robert Samario, 
Risk Manager Mark Howard, Assistant City Administrator/Administrative Services 
Director Marcelo Lopez, Human Resources Manager Barbara Barker, 
Information Systems Manager Tom Doolittle, Assistant to the City Administrator 
Nina Johnson, City TV Production Supervisor Tony Ruggeri, City Attorney 
Stephen Wiley. 

 
Discussion: 

City Administrator James Armstrong said that this is the first of several budget 
work sessions to review departmental budgets.  He also said that this budget 
represents the second year of a two-year financial plan, and therefore the 
departments’ presentations will consist of an overview of department operations 
and proposed changes to the second year of the financial plan.   

 
Finance Director Robert Samario presented an overview of the Finance 
Department’s organization and a summary of its budget by fund.  He also 
reviewed appropriations and revenues for Fiscal Years 2011 - 2013, and the 
number of staff positions during this period.  He then presented the proposed 
budget changes for Fiscal Year 2013, including changes to revenues and fees, 
impacts of the elimination of furloughs and key changes to performance plans. 
He also presented proposed changes to the Community Promotions Program.  
Risk Manager Mark Howard made a presentation on the Self Insurance Fund 
and proposed changes to it. 

 
Assistant City Administrator/Administrative Services Director Marcelo Lopez 
provided an overview of the Department, including its divisions, programs, funds 
and staffing levels.  Human Services Manager Barbara Barker presented the 
proposed budgets for the City Clerk’s Office and Human Resources Divisions 
and stated that no major changes are proposed.  She also spoke about the key 
objectives for each division.  Information Systems Manager Tom Doolittle 
presented a financial overview of the Internal Service Fund, including proposed 
changes from Fiscal Year 2012 and key objectives. 

 
(Cont’d) 
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Proposed Operating And Capital Budget For Fiscal Year 2013 (Cont’d) 
 
Discussion (Cont’d): 

Assistant to the City Administrator Nina Johnson made presentations on the 
proposed Fiscal Year 2013 budgets for the City Administrator’s Office and the 
Mayor and Council Office, including significant revenue changes. 

 
City Attorney Stephen Wiley spoke about the City Attorney’s Office Mission 
Statement, reviewed the Department's organization chart and its revenues and 
expenditures for Fiscal Years 2011 to 2013, and presented its proposed budget, 
staffing and program changes.  Staff responded to the Councilmembers' 
questions. 

 
By consensus, the public hearing was continued to April 26, 2012, at 2:00 p.m. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Mayor Schneider adjourned the meeting at 4:09 p.m.  
 
 
SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA 
  CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 
 
 
 
  ATTEST:       
HELENE SCHNEIDER  BRENDA ALCAZAR, CMC 
MAYOR  DEPUTY CITY CLERK  
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
 

REGULAR MEETING 
April 24, 2012 

COUNCIL CHAMBER, 735 ANACAPA STREET 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mayor Helene Schneider called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m.  (The Finance 
Committee met at 12:00 Noon, and the Ordinance Committee met at 12:30 p.m.) 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
Mayor Schneider.  
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Councilmembers present:  Dale Francisco, Frank Hotchkiss, Cathy Murillo, Randy 
Rowse, Bendy White, Mayor Schneider. 
Councilmembers absent:  Grant House. 
Staff present:  City Administrator James L. Armstrong, City Attorney Stephen P. Wiley, 
Deputy City Clerk Sarah Fox. 
 
CEREMONIAL ITEMS  
 
1. Subject:  Proclamation Declaring April 22-28, 2012, As National Crime Victims’ 

Rights Week (120.04)   
 

Action:  Proclamation presented to Joyce Dudley, Santa Barbara District 
Attorney.  

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Speakers:  Kenneth Loch; Erika Martin del Campo and Elsa Granados, Santa Barbara 
Rape Crisis Center; Andrea RastaMom. 
 
Councilmember House entered the meeting at 2:11 p.m.  
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CONSENT CALENDAR (Item Nos. 2 - 13)  
 
The titles of the ordinances related to the Consent Calendar were read.  
 
Motion: 

Councilmembers Rowse/Hotchkiss to approve the Consent Calendar as 
recommended. 

Vote: 
Unanimous roll call vote.  

 
CITY COUNCIL  
 
2. Subject:  Minutes    
 

Recommendation:  That Council waive the reading and approve the minutes of 
the regular meeting of March 13, 2012.   

 
Action:  Approved the recommendation.  

 
3. Subject:  Lease Agreement With Mike Pyzel, Marine Surveyor (330.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council approve a three-year lease agreement with two 
one-year options with Mike Pyzel, at a monthly rent of $417 or six percent of 
gross sales, whichever is greater, for a marine surveyor’s office at 125 Harbor 
Way, Suite 23. 

 
Action:  Approved the recommendation; Agreement No. 24,111 (April 24, 2012, 
report from the Waterfront Director).  

 
4. Subject:  Lease Agreement With The Harbor Market (330.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council approve a five-year lease agreement with Lisa 
Clagg, doing business as Harbor Market, for the 676 square foot convenience 
store located at 125 Harbor Way, Suite 8, at a base rent of $2,159.75 per month, 
subject to an annual Cost of Living adjustment or 6% of gross sales, whichever is 
greater.   

 
Action:  Approved the recommendation; Agreement No. 24,112 (April 24, 2012, 
report from the Waterfront Director).  
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5. Subject:  Introduction Of Ordinance For A Lease Agreement With The Regents 

Of The University Of California For The UCSB Sailing Facility (330.04)    
 

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 
Five-Year Lease Agreement with One Five-Year Option with the Regents of the 
University of California, at a Monthly Rent of $1,998.40, for Approximately 5,563 
Square Feet of Water Area Adjacent to the Sea Landing Rock Groin in the Santa 
Barbara Harbor, Effective June 1, 2012.   

 
Action:  Approved the recommendation (April 24, 2012, report from the 
Waterfront Director; proposed ordinance).   

 
6. Subject:  Adoption Of Ordinance For Agreements To Use Recycled Water 

(540.13)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council adopt, by reading of title only, An Ordinance of 
the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Approving the Agreements Between the 
City of Santa Barbara and Pilgrim Terrace Homes, Montecito Country Club, 
Nineteenth District Agricultural Association and Santa Barbara Zoological 
Foundation to Use the City’s Recycled Water System for Delivery of the City’s 
Recycled Water.   

 
Action:  Approved the recommendation; Ordinance No. 5585; Agreement Nos. 
24,113-24,116.  

 
7. Subject:  Contract For Construction Of Safe Routes To School Modoc And 

Portesuello Intersection Improvements Project (530.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Accept State Safe Routes to School Program funding in the total amount 

of $218,275; 
B. Authorize the increase of estimated revenues and appropriations in the 

Fiscal Year 2012 Streets Fund by $218,275, for the Safe Routes to School 
Modoc and Portesuello Intersection Improvements Project; 

C. Reprogram up to $40,000 of existing appropriations in the Streets Fund for 
School Zone Safety Improvements to Safe Routes to School Modoc and 
Portesuello Intersection Improvements Project; 

D. Award a contract with Aguilera Brothers Construction, Inc., in their low bid 
amount of $196,477.50 for construction of the Safe Routes to School 
Modoc and Portesuello Intersection Improvements Project, Bid No. 3627; 
and 

E. Authorize the Public Works Director to execute the contract and approve 
expenditures up to $31,400 to cover any cost increases that may result 
from contract change orders for extra work and differences between 
estimated bid quantities and actual quantities measured for payment.   

(Cont’d) 
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7. (Cont’d) 
 

Speakers: 
- Staff:  Supervising Transportation Engineer Derrick Bailey, City Attorney 

Stephen Wiley.  
- Member of the Public: Eva Inbar, Coalition for Sustainable Transportation 

Director.  
 

Action:  Approved the recommendations; Agreement No. 24,117 (April 24, 2012, 
report from the Public Works Director; PowerPoint presentation prepared and 
made by staff; Letters regarding the project received by Public Works staff, 
submitted by the City Principal Civil Engineer).   

 
8. Subject:  Appropriation Of Court Ordered Forfeited Funds To The Investigative 

Division’s Special Investigative Fund (520.04)    
 
Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Accept $18,451 of court ordered forfeited funds; and 
B. Approve an increase in estimated revenue and appropriations in the 

Police Asset Forfeiture and Grants Fund. 
 

Action:  Approved the recommendation (April 24, 2012, report from the Chief of 
Police).   

 
9. Subject:  Integrated Pest Management 2011 Annual Report (330.01)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council accept the Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
2011 Annual Report.   

 
Speakers: 

Staff:  Parks Manager Santos Escobar  
 

Action:  Approved the recommendation (April 24, 2012, report from the Parks and 
Recreation Director).   

 
10. Subject:  Airport Parking Control Management System (550.08)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council find it in the City’s best interest to waive the 
formal bid process, as authorized by Municipal Code 4.52.070 L., and authorize 
the City’s General Services Manager to issue a purchase order with Amano 
McGann, Inc. (Amano), in an amount not-to-exceed $167,450 to provide and 
install Airport Parking Revenue Control Equipment in the Airline Terminal Parking 
Lot System.   

(Cont’d) 
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10. (Cont’d) 
 

Speakers: 
Staff:  Assistant Airport Director Hazel Johns. 

 
Action:  Approved the recommendation (April 24, 2012, report from the Airport 
Director).    

 
11. Subject:  March 31, 2012, Investment Report And March 31, 2012, Fiscal Agent 

Report  (260.02)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Accept the March 31, 2012, Investment Report; and 
B. Accept the March 31, 2012, Fiscal Agent Report.   

 
Action:  Approved the recommendations (April 24, 2012, report from the Finance 
Director).  

 
NOTICES  
 
12. The City Clerk has on Thursday, April 19, 2012, 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.   

 
13. Received a letter of resignation from Rental Housing Mediation Task Force 

Member Trudy Paul; the vacancy will be part of the current City Advisory Group 
recruitment.   

 
This concluded the Consent Calendar.  

 
REPORT FROM THE FINANCE COMMITTEE  
 
Finance Committee Chair Dale Francisco reported that the Committee received the 
March 31, 2012, Investment Report, and a detailed analysis of current and projected 
revenues that will be used to prepare recommendations to the Council for future budget 
hearings.  
 
REPORT FROM THE ORDINANCE COMMITTEE  
 
Ordinance Committee Chair Grant House reported that the Committee met for the 
second time to review the single-use bag ordinance.  The Committee made revisions 
and unanimously forwarded the proposed ordinance to Council for consideration as a 
project for environmental review, and for endorsement as the model ordinance for 
referral to Beach Erosion Authority for Clean Oceans and Nourishment (BEACON). 
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CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS  
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  
 
14. Subject:  Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital And Neighborhood Update (610.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hear an update from the Santa Barbara Cottage 
Hospital (SBCH) representatives and receive comments from interested 
members of the public. 

 
Documents: 

- April 24, 2012, report from the Assistant City Administrator/Community 
Development Director. 

- PowerPoint presentation prepared and made by Santa Barbara Cottage 
Hospital staff. 

- Undated list of attendees submitted by Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital. 
 

Speakers: 
- Staff:  City Planner Betty Weiss, City Administrator Jim Armstrong 
- Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital:  President and Chief Executive Officer 

Ron Werft, Chief of Medical Services Dr. Curtis Pickert.  
- Members of the Public: Beth Bailey; Nick Kalionzes; Kathryn Kalionzes; 

Mary Zeldis; Ivan Girling.  
 

By consensus, the Council received the presentation, and their questions were 
answered.    

 
RECESS:   
 
3:38 p.m. - 3:45 p.m.  Councilmember White returned at 3:46 p.m. and Councilmember 
House returned at 3:51 p.m.  
 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT  
 
15. Subject:  Pavement Management Program Update (550.08)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council receive a staff report on the Pavement 
Management Program.   

 
Documents: 

- April 24, 2012, report from the Public Works Director. 
- PowerPoint presentation prepared and made by staff. 

 
Speakers: 

Staff:  Principal Civil Engineer John Ewasiuk, Public Works Director 
Christine Andersen, City Administrator Jim Armstrong. 
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By consensus, the Council received the report, and their questions were answered.   
 
16. Subject:  Measure A Five-Year Local Program Of Projects For Fiscal Years 2013 

- 2017 (530.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of 
the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Adopting the Measure A Five-Year Local 
Program of Projects for Fiscal Years 2013 - 2017. 

 
Documents: 

- April 24, 2012, report from the Public Works Director. 
- Proposed Resolution. 
- PowerPoint presentation prepared and made by staff. 

 
The title of the Resolution was read. 

 
Speakers: 

Staff:  Principal Civil Engineer John Ewasiuk, Transportation Manager 
Browning Allen.   

 
Motion:   

Councilmembers House/Murillo to approve the recommendation; 
Resolution No. 12-025.   

Vote:  
Unanimous roll call vote.  

 
 
COUNCILMEMBER COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENT REPORTS  
 
Information: 

- Councilmember White reported on the April 18, 2012, Sustainability Council 
Committee meeting where they discussed the Resource Recovery Park.  He also 
mentioned that staff presented 44 City projects for water and energy 
conservation, and water pollution control at the meeting. 

- Councilmember Hotchkiss reported that the Arts Advisory Committee raised 
$30,000 towards a new chromatic gate.  The Chamber of Commerce has 
promised $10,000 so only $2,000 more is needed for the project. 

- Mayor Schneider commended City staff for the work on their booths at the local 
Earth Day event over the weekend.  

 
RECESS  
 
Mayor Schneider recessed the meeting at 5:10 p.m. in order for Council to reconvene in 
closed session for Agenda Item Nos. 18 - 20, and she stated there would be no 
reportable action taken during the closed sessions.  
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CLOSED SESSIONS  
 
18. Subject:  Conference With Legal Counsel - Pending Litigation  (160.03)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session to consider pending 
litigation pursuant to subsection (a) of section 54956.9 of the Government Code 
and take appropriate action as needed. Pending litigation: Workers’ 
compensation claim: John Culbertson v. City of Santa Barbara, Case Number 
ADJ7889487. 

Scheduling:  Duration, 10 minutes; anytime 
Report:  None anticipated   

 
Documents: 

April 24, 2012, report from the Finance Director. 
 

Time: 
5:13 p.m. - 5:18 p.m. 

 
No report made.  

 
19. Subject:  Conference With Labor Negotiator (440.05)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session, per Government Code 
Section 54957.6, to consider instructions to City negotiator Kristy Schmidt, 
Employee Relations Manager, regarding negotiations with the City’s General 
bargaining unit, the City’s Supervisory bargaining unit, the SBPD Police Officers 
Association, and the SBPD Police Management Association, and regarding 
discussions with confidential City employees and unrepresented management 
about salaries and fringe benefits.  

Scheduling:     Duration, 45 minutes; anytime 
Report:   None anticipated   

 
Documents: 

April 24, 2012, report from the Assistant City Administrator/Administrative 
Services Director. 

 
Time: 

5:18 p.m. - 5:48 p.m. 
 

No report made.  
 



4/24/2012 Santa Barbara City Council Minutes Page 9 

 
20. Subject:  Conference With Legal Counsel - Potential Litigation (160.03.)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session to consider the possible 
initiation of litigation pursuant to subsection (c) of Section 54956.9 of the 
Government Code and take appropriate action as needed (one potential case). 

Scheduling:  Duration:  15 minutes;  anytime 
Report:  None anticipated   

 
Documents: 

April 24, 2012, report from the City Attorney. 
 

Time: 
5:48 p.m. - 6:08 p.m. 

 
No report made.   

 
ITEM REMOVED FROM AGENDA  
 
By consensus, the following agenda item was continued to the meeting of May 1, 2012.  
 
17. Subject:  Conference With Real Property Negotiators - 1221 Anacapa Street 

(Granada Parking Garage) (330.03)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session pursuant to the authority 
of Government Code Section 54956.8 to consider real property negotiations 
regarding the possible sale or lease of parking spaces to the County of Santa 
Barbara concerning the real property known as 1221 Anacapa Street. 

Property:  1221 Anacapa Street (APN 039-183-046 and 039-183-054). 
City Negotiator:  City Administrator’s office and the City Attorney’s office. 
Negotiation Party:  County Executive Officer, Santa Barbara County. 
Under Negotiation:  Price, rent, terms of sale or lease. 

Scheduling: Duration, 30 minutes; anytime 
Report:  None anticipated   

 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Mayor Schneider adjourned the meeting at 6:08 p.m. 
 
 
SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA 
  CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 
 
 
 
  ATTEST:       
HELENE SCHNEIDER  SARAH FOX 
MAYOR  DEPUTY CITY CLERK  
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
 

SPECIAL MEETING 
April 26, 2012 

COUNCIL CHAMBER, 735 ANACAPA STREET 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mayor Helene Schneider called the meeting to order at 1:16 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
Mayor Schneider.  
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Councilmembers present:  Frank Hotchkiss, Grant House (1:17 p.m.), Cathy Murillo 
(1:17 p.m.), Randy Rowse, Bendy White, Mayor Schneider. 
Councilmembers absent:  Dale Francisco. 
Staff present:  City Administrator James L. Armstrong, City Attorney Stephen P. Wiley, 
Deputy City Clerk Brenda Alcazar. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
No one wished to speak.  
 
NOTICES  
 
The City Clerk has on Thursday, April 19, 2012, 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.   
 
RECESS  
 
Mayor Schneider recessed the meeting at 1:17 p.m. in order for the Council to 
reconvene in closed session for Agenda Item No. 1.  
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CLOSED SESSIONS  
 
1.  Subject:  Conference With Legal Counsel - Anticipated Litigation (160.03)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session to consider significant 
exposure to litigation (one potential case) pursuant to subsection (b)(1) of section 
54956.9 of the Government Code and take appropriate action as needed. 

Scheduling:  Duration, 20 minutes; anytime 
Report:  None anticipated   

 
Documents: 

April 26, 2012, report from the City Attorney. 
 

Time: 
1:18 p.m. - 1:50 p.m.  Councilmember Francisco was absent.  

 
RECESS  
 
1:50 p.m. - 1:58 p.m.  Councilmembers Francisco, Hotchkiss and House were absent 
when the Council reconvened.  
 
Announcement: 

City Attorney Stephen Wiley stated that no reportable action took place during 
the closed session.  

 
CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS  
 
FINANCE DEPARTMENT  
 
2.  Subject:  Proposed Operating And Capital Budget For Fiscal Year 2013 

(230.05)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hear a presentation from the Public Works 
department on its proposed budget for Fiscal Year 2013.   

 
Documents: 
      - April 26, 2012, report from the Finance Director. 
      - April 26, 2012, PowerPoint presentation prepared and made by Staff. 
      - April 24, 2012, email from Marie Smeznik. 
      - April 26, 2012, Carrillo Commuter Lot and Downtown/Waterfront Shuttle 

data submitted by Sherrie Fisher, General Manager of the Santa Barbara 
Metropolitan Transit District. 

 
Public Comment Opened (Continued from April 23, 2012): 

1:58 p.m. 
 

 (Cont’d)
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2. (Cont’d) 
 
Councilmember Francisco entered the meeting at 1:59 p.m.  Councilmembers 
Hotchkiss and House returned to the meeting at 2:00 p.m. 

 
Speakers: 
       - Staff:  Public Works Director Christine Andersen, Water Resources 

Manager Rebecca Bjork, Assistant Public Works Director/City Engineer 
Pat Kelly, Transportation Manager Browning Allen, City Administrator 
James Armstrong, City Attorney Stephen Wiley, Fleet Manager Gary 
Horwald, Facilities and Energy Manager Jim Dewey. 

      - Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District:  General Manager Sherrie 
Fisher.  

 
Discussion: 

Public Works Director Christine Andersen provided an overview of the 
Department’s organization chart, staffing levels, and its various funds, 
including the General Fund, Intra-City Services Fund, Streets Fund, Street 
Sweeping Fund, Downtown Parking Fund, Water Fund and Wastewater 
Fund.  Water Resources Manager Rebecca Bjork spoke about the 
Department’s balancing strategy for the Water and Wastewater Funds, 
program highlights, upcoming major projects and performance objectives.  
Assistant Public Works Director/City Engineer Pat Kelly made a 
presentation on the Department’s engineering programs and key 
performance objectives.   

 
Councilmember Francisco left the meeting at 3:05 p.m. and returned at 3:26 p.m. 
 

Transportation Manager Browning Allen provided a presentation on 
Transportation programs, including options for addressing loss of 
Redevelopment Agency funds for transit assistance, capital program 
highlights and key performance objectives.  He also provided information 
on the Downtown Parking programs, capital program highlights and key 
performance objectives.  The Councilmembers’ questions were answered 
by Staff. 

 
Councilmember Francisco left the meeting at 3:53 p.m.   
 

Recess:  4:07 p.m. - 4:17 p.m.  All Councilmembers were present when the 
Council reconvened.   

 
(Cont’d) 
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2. (Cont’d) 
 
Discussion (Cont’d): 

Fleet Manager Gary Horwald made a presentation on the Fleet 
Management programs, including fleet maintenance and replacement, 
elimination of 29 fleet vehicles, fuel infrastructure and alternative fuel 
program, regulatory compliance and key performance objectives.  
Facilities Manager Jim Dewey provided an overview of the Facilities 
Maintenance programs and spoke about the programs’ highlights and key 
performance objectives.  Staff responded to the Councilmembers’ 
questions. 

 
Councilmember Francisco left the meeting at 4:45 p.m. and returned at 4:51 p.m. 
 
By consensus, the hearing was continued to May 2, 2012, at 9:00 a.m.  
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Mayor Schneider adjourned the meeting at 5:04 p.m.  
 
 
SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA 
  CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 
 
 
 
  ATTEST:       
HELENE SCHNEIDER  BRENDA ALCAZAR, CMC 
MAYOR  DEPUTY CITY CLERK  
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
 

REGULAR MEETING 
May 1, 2012 

COUNCIL CHAMBER, 735 ANACAPA STREET 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mayor Helene Schneider called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m.  (The Finance 
Committee met at 11:30 a.m.  The Ordinance Committee, which ordinarily meets at 
12:30 p.m., did not meet on this date.) 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
Mayor Schneider.  
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Councilmembers present:  Dale Francisco, Frank Hotchkiss, Grant House, Cathy 
Murillo, Randy Rowse, Bendy White, Mayor Schneider. 
Councilmembers absent:  None. 
Staff present:  City Administrator James L. Armstrong, City Attorney Stephen P. Wiley, 
Deputy City Clerk Susan Tschech. 
 
CEREMONIAL ITEMS  
 
1. Subject:  Employee Recognition - Service Award Pins (410.01)    
 

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, 2012.   
 
Documents: 

May 1, 2012, report from the Assistant City Administrator/Administrative 
Services Director. 

 
Speakers: 

Staff:  City Administrator James Armstrong, Award Recipient Manuel 
Romero.  

(Cont’d) 
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1. (Cont’d) 
 

By consensus, the Council approved the recommendation, and the following 
employees were recognized: 

 
5-Year Pin 

Lorraine Cruz Carpenter, Finance 
Michelle Bedard, Community Development 

Nicole Sansone-Hall, Police 
Adam Munce, Public Works 

David Cavalli, Airport 
10-Year Pin 

Roy Forney, Public Works 
15-Year Pin 

Christina Prince, Police 
Irene Macias, Library 

Brian Slagle, Waterfront 
20-Year Pin 

Michael Carricaburu, Airport 
25-Year Pin 

Rosario Calvillo, Police 
30-Year Pin 

Manuel Romero, Public Works 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Speakers:  Kenneth Loch; Justin, Zachary King, Nico Constantinides, Charisse Cordero, 
Deigo Perez and Mary Aspinwall, Occupy Santa Barbara; K8 Longstory as AIE! the 
Person; Brian Rosen.  
 
Councilmember Francisco left the meeting at 2:12 p.m. and returned at 2:28 p.m. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR (Item Nos. 2 - 10)   
 
The titles of the ordinance and resolution related to Consent Calendar items were read.  
 
Motion:   

Councilmembers White/Hotchkiss to approve the Consent Calendar as 
recommended.   

Vote:  
Unanimous roll call vote.  
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CITY COUNCIL  
 
2. Subject:  Minutes    
 

Recommendation:  That Council waive the reading and approve the minutes of 
the regular meetings of April 3, 2012 (canceled), April 10, 2012, and April 17, 
2012.   
 
Action:  Approved the recommendation with correction to April 17, 2012, minutes 
requested by Councilmember White.  

 
3. Subject:  Adoption Of Ordinance For A Lease Agreement With The Regents Of 

The University Of California For The UCSB Sailing Facility (330.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council adopt, by reading of title only, An Ordinance of 
the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Approving a Five-Year Lease 
Agreement with One Five-Year Option with the Regents of the University of 
California, at a Monthly Rent of $1,998.40, for Approximately 5,563 Square Feet 
of Water Area Adjacent to the Sea Landing Rock Groin in the Santa Barbara 
Harbor, Effective June 1, 2012.   
 
Action:  Approved the recommendation; Ordinance No. 5586; Agreement 
No. 24,119.   

 
4. Subject:  Approval Of Sole Source Purchases Of Traffic Signal Video Detection 

Management System And Traffic Signal Standard Equipment List (530.05)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Approve and authorize the General Services Manager to issue a Sole 

Source Purchase Order to Iteris for $46,489, for the purchase of video 
detection management software and remote communications modules, 
and authorize the General Services Manager to approve expenditures of 
up to $4,649 for extra services that may result from necessary changes to 
the scope of work; and 

B. Find it to be in the City’s best interest to approve equipment 
standardization for Traffic Signal Equipment for the next five-year period, 
in accordance with Sections 4.52.070 (k) and (l) of the Municipal Code.   

 
Action:  Approved the recommendations (May 1, 2012, report from the Public 
Works Director).   
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5. Subject:  Increase In Professional Services For Computer Modeling Of The 
Gibraltar Pass Through Operations (540.09)    

 
Recommendation:  That Council authorize the Public Works Director to negotiate 
and execute a contract amendment for an increase in the scope of work in the 
amount of $34,469, and an increase in extra services authorization of $3,450 
under Agreement No. 23,185 with Stetson Engineers, for computer modeling and 
documentation related to the Upper Santa Ynez River Operations Agreement, for 
an amended total authority of $78,619.   

 
Action:  Approved the recommendation; Agreement No. 23,185.1 (May 1, 2012, 
report from the Public Works Director).   

 
6. Subject:  Bureau Of Justice Assistance, Edward Byrne Memorial Grant (520.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council authorize the City Administrator to sign the 
Interlocal Agreement between the City and the County of Santa Barbara and 
accept $63,000 in Santa Barbara Regional Narcotic Enforcement project funds.   
 
Action:  Approved the recommendation; Agreement No. 24,120 (May 1, 2012, 
report from the Chief of Police).   

 
7. Subject:  Set A Date For Public Hearing Regarding Appeal Of Planning 

Commission Approval For 1085 Coast Village Road    
 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Set the date of Tuesday, May 15, 2012, at 2:00 p.m. for hearing the 

appeal filed by Doug Fell, Attorney representing Janda Partners LP, of the 
Planning Commission approval of an application for property located at 
1085 Coast Village Road, Assessor’s Parcel No. 009-281-003, C-1 
Limited Commercial/SD-3 Coastal Overlay Zones, General Plan 
Designation:  Commercial/Medium High Residential.  The project includes 
alterations to an existing automobile service station, including conversion 
of auto repair bays to mini-market, construction of a new carwash, and 
associated improvements; and 

B. Set the date of Monday, May 14, 2012, at 1:30 p.m. for a site visit to the 
property located at 1085 Coast Village Road.   

 
Action:  Approved the recommendations (March 23, 2012, letter of appeal).   
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SUCCESSOR AGENCY  
 
8. Subject:  Adoption Of Second Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule And 

Redevelopment Obligation Retirement Fund Proposed Budget For Covering The 
Period Of July 1, 2012, To December 31, 2012 (620.01)    

 
Recommendation:  That Council, acting as the Successor Agency to the City of 
Santa Barbara Redevelopment Agency: 
A. Adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of the Council of the City of 

Santa Barbara, Acting as Successor Agency to the City of Santa Barbara 
Redevelopment Agency, Adopting the Second Recognized Obligation 
Payment Schedule for the Period of July 1, 2012, to December 31, 2012; 
and 

B. Approve the Redevelopment Obligation Retirement Fund Proposed 
Budget for the Period of July 1, 2012, to December 31, 2012.   

 
Action:  Approved the recommendations; Resolution No. 12-026 (May 1, 2012, 
report from the Housing Manager).   

 
NOTICES  
 
9. The City Clerk has on Thursday, April 26, 2012, 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.    

 
10. Received a communication advising of a vacancy created on the Community 

Events & Festivals Committee with the death of Member Jason McCarthy; the 
vacancy will be part of the current City Advisory Group recruitment.    

 
This concluded the Consent Calendar.  

 
REPORT FROM THE FINANCE COMMITTEE  
 
Finance Committee Chair Dale Francisco reported that the Committee met to hear Staff 
reports regarding:  1) the impact on the General Fund from the dissolution of the 
Redevelopment Agency; and 2) proposed revisions to fee schedules for the Public 
Works Department, Planning Division, Building and Safety Division, and Parks and 
Recreation Department.  
 
COUNCILMEMBER COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENT REPORTS  
 
Information: 

Councilmember Hotchkiss spoke about last Saturday’s Jewish Festival, as well 
as a cleanup event at Alice Keck Park held by members of the Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-Day Saints; he also mentioned the recently-established 
Independent Community Film Studio of Santa Barbara.  
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RECESS  
 
Mayor Schneider recessed the meeting at 2:37 p.m. in order for the Council to 
reconvene in closed session for Agenda Item Nos. 11 and 12; she stated that no 
reportable action would be taken during the closed sessions.  
 
CLOSED SESSIONS  
 
12. Subject:  Conference With Real Property Negotiators - 1221 Anacapa Street 

(Granada Parking Garage) (330.03)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session pursuant to the authority 
of Government Code Section 54956.8 to consider real property negotiations 
regarding the possible sale or lease of parking spaces to the County of Santa 
Barbara concerning the real property known as 1221 Anacapa Street.   
Property: 1221 Anacapa Street (APN 039-183-046 and 039-183-054).   
City Negotiator:  City Administrator’s office and the City Attorney’s office.   
Negotiating Party:  County Executive Officer, Santa Barbara County.   
Under Negotiation: Price, rent, terms of sale or lease. 

Scheduling:  Duration: 15  minutes, anytime   
Report:  None anticipated   

 
Documents: 

May 1, 2012, report from the City Administrator. 
 
Time: 

2:40 p.m. - 3:35 p.m. 
 
No report made.  

 
11. Subject:  Conference With Labor Negotiator (440.05)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session, per Government Code 
Section 54957.6, to consider instructions to City negotiator Kristy Schmidt, 
Employee Relations Manager, regarding negotiations with the City’s General 
bargaining unit, the City’s Supervisory bargaining unit, the SBPD Police Officers 
Association, and the SBPD Police Management Association, and regarding 
discussions with confidential City employees and unrepresented management 
about salaries and fringe benefits.  

Scheduling:  Duration, 45 minutes; anytime 
Report:  None anticipated   

 
Documents: 

May 1, 2012, report from the Assistant City Administrator. 
 

(Cont’d) 
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11. (Cont’d) 
 

Time: 
3:35 p.m. - 4:50 p.m. 

 
No report made.  

 
RECESS  
 
4:50 p.m. - 6:01 p.m. 
Mayor Schneider presiding. 
Councilmembers present:  Francisco, Hotchkiss, House, Murillo, Rowse, White, Mayor 
Schneider. 
Councilmembers absent:  None. 
Staff present:  City Administrator Armstrong, City Attorney Wiley, Deputy City Clerk 
Tschech.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
No one wished to speak.  
 
CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS  
 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT  
 
13. Subject:  State Route 225 Relinquishment Update (680.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Receive an update on the State Route 225 Relinquishment; and 
B. Provide direction to City staff and the City Attorney regarding the State 

Route 225 Relinquishment and negotiations with Caltrans for the transfer 
of State Route 225 to the City.   

 
Documents: 
 - May 1, 2012, report from the Public Works Director. 
 - PowerPoint presentation prepared and made by Staff. 
 - The following documents submitted by Caltrans:  1) "State Route 225 

Relinquishment Facts," dated May 1, 2012; and 2) Report of maintenance 
projects completed for State Route 225, 2009 to present. 

 
Speakers: 
 - Staff:  Public Works Director Christine Andersen, City Attorney Stephen 

Wiley. 
 - Caltrans:  Deputy District Director Aileen Loe. 
 

(Cont’d) 
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13. (Cont’d) 
 
Speakers (Cont’d): 

- Members of the Public:  Angela Bell; Iya Falcone; John Kelley; Jeff King; 
Dennis Thompson; Wayne Tustin; Timothy Harding; Je Goolsby; Nick 
Sebastian; Lesley Wiscomb; Hillary Blackerby, representing 
Assemblymember Das Williams; Richard Box; David VanHoy.  

 
Motion:   

Councilmember House/Mayor Schneider to direct Staff to move forward 
with the relinquishment of State Route 225 to the City and to return to 
Council with an additional report incorporating: 
1) Analysis by the City Attorney of additional information presented 

related to liability connected to the roadway; 
2) Information on changes to the safety of this road resulting from re-

striping and other improvements made to a portion of Cliff Drive, 
recently undertaken by Caltrans; and  

3) Conceptual design of possible improvements to the route consistent 
with Councilmember comments made during today’s discussion.   

 
This motion was withdrawn.  

 
Motion:   

Councilmember House/Mayor Schneider to continue this item and direct 
Staff to return to Council by the end of May 2012 with the report requested 
as part of the prior motion.   

Vote:  
Unanimous voice vote.  

 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Mayor Schneider adjourned the meeting at 8:16 p.m. 
 
 
SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA 
  CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 
 
 
 
  ATTEST:       
HELENE SCHNEIDER  SUSAN TSCHECH, CMC 
MAYOR  DEPUTY CITY CLERK  
 



5/2/2012 Santa Barbara City Council Minutes Page 1 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
 

SPECIAL MEETING 
May 2, 2012 

COUNCIL CHAMBER, 735 ANACAPA STREET 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mayor Helene Schneider called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
Mayor Schneider.  
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Councilmembers present:  Dale Francisco (9:06 a.m.), Frank Hotchkiss, Grant House 
(9:03 a.m.), Cathy Murillo, Randy Rowse, Bendy White, Mayor Schneider. 
Councilmembers absent:  None. 
Staff present:  City Administrator James L. Armstrong, Assistant City Attorney N. Scott 
Vincent, Deputy City Clerk Susan Tschech. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  
 
No one wished to speak.  
 
NOTICES  
 
The City Clerk has on Thursday, April 26, 2012, 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.   
 
CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS  
 
FINANCE DEPARTMENT  
 
Subject:  Proposed Operating And Capital Budget For Fiscal Year 2013  (230.05)    
 
Recommendation:  That Council hear presentations from the Airport and Waterfront 
Departments and Finance’s Solid Waste Division on their proposed budgets for Fiscal 
Year 2013.   

(Cont’d)
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Subject:  Proposed Operating And Capital Budget For Fiscal Year 2013 (Cont’d) 
 
Documents: 
 - May 2, 2012, report from the Finance Director. 
 - PowerPoint presentations prepared and made by Staff of the Airport and 

Waterfront Departments, and of the Solid Waste Division of the Finance 
Department. 

 
Public Comment Opened (Continued from April 26, 2012): 
 6:02 p.m. 
 
Speakers: 

Staff:  Airport Director Karen Ramsdell, Assistant Airport Director Hazel Johns, 
Airport Operations Manager Tracy Lincoln, Waterfront Director Scott Riedman, 
Assistant City Attorney N. Scott Vincent, Waterfront Facilities Manager Karl 
Treiberg. 

 
Discussion: 

Airport Department Staff began their presentation of the department’s proposed 
budget for Fiscal Year 2013, noting issues with Airport Patrol staffing and a 
decrease in passenger traffic.  They explained recommended adjustments to the 
original budget for Fiscal Year 2013, due to a shortfall in parking revenues, 
staffing changes, an increased cost to maintain terminal systems, and the 
elimination of the planned capital program.  Performance measures for the 
department were also discussed.  Councilmembers’ questions regarding the 
Airport’s Public Art Program, operation of the new terminal, passenger traffic, and 
the status of undeveloped land were answered. 
 

Councilmember House left the meeting at 9:35 a.m. and returned at 9:45 a.m. 
 

Discussion (Cont’d): 
Staff of the Waterfront Department presented its proposed budget for Fiscal Year 
2013, including a department overview, estimated revenues (from property 
management, slip management, and parking) and expenditures, proposed 
adjustments to fees, the Waterfront’s Capital Improvement Program and specific 
projects, performance objectives, and impacts of past furloughs.  Questions from 
Councilmembers regarding the Breakwater Lighting Project, debt service, dredge 
funding, and the Waterfront shuttle were answered. 

 
Recess:  10:30 a.m. - 10:45 a.m. 
 
Speakers (Cont’d): 

Staff:  Finance Director Robert Samario, Environmental Services Manager Matt 
Fore, City Administrator James Armstrong. 

 
(Cont’d) 
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Subject:  Proposed Operating And Capital Budget For Fiscal Year 2013 (Cont’d) 
 

Discussion (Cont’d): 
Staff of the Solid Waste Division described major functions and activities of the 
division.  They then summarized the division’s recommended budget for Fiscal 
Year 2013, including proposed changes to the original budget plan adopted in 
2011, fee adjustments, and key projects and initiatives, such as the Resource 
Recovery Park Project and compliance with diversion legislation enacted as 
Assembly Bill 341.   

 
By consensus, the public hearing was continued to May 9, 2012, at 2:00 p.m. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
Mayor Schneider adjourned the meeting at 11:41 a.m. 
 
 
SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA 
  CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 
 
 
 
  ATTEST:       
HELENE SCHNEIDER  SUSAN TSCHECH, CMC 
MAYOR  DEPUTY CITY CLERK  
 



Agenda Item No._____________ 
 

File Code No.  160.06 
 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE:  May 22, 2012 
 
TO:    Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM:   City Clerk’s Office, Administrative Services Department 
 
SUBJECT:  Records Destruction For Administrative Services Department 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of the Council of the City of 
Santa Barbara Relating to the Destruction of Records Held by the Administrative 
Services Department in the City Clerk’s Office and Human Resources Division. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The City Council adopted Resolution No. 12-008 on February 14, 2012, approving the 
City of Santa Barbara Records Management Policies and Procedures Manual.  The 
Manual contains the records retention and disposition schedules for all City 
departments.  The schedules are a comprehensive listing of records created or 
maintained by the City, the length of time each record should be retained, and the legal 
retention authority.  If no legal retention authority is cited, the retention period is based 
on standard records management practice. 
 
Pursuant to the Manual, the Administrative Services Director submitted a request for 
records destruction to the City Clerk Services Manager to obtain written consent from 
the City Attorney.  The City Clerk Services Manager agreed that the list of records 
proposed for destruction conformed to the retention and disposition schedules.  The 
City Attorney has consented in writing to the destruction of the proposed records. 
 
The Administrative Services Director requests the City Council to approve the 
destruction of the Administrative Services Department records in the City Clerk’s Office, 
Human Resources Division, and Information Systems Division listed on Exhibit A of the 
proposed Resolution, without retaining a copy. 
 



Council Agenda Report 
Records Destruction For Administrative Services Department 
May 22, 2012 
Page 2 

 

 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:   
 
Under the City's Sustainable Santa Barbara Program, one of the City's goals is to 
increase recycling efforts and divert waste from landfills.  The Citywide Records 
Management Program outlines that records approved for destruction be recycled, 
reducing paper waste. 
 
 
PREPARED BY: Susan Tschech, Deputy City Clerk 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Marcelo López, Assistant City Administrator/Administrative 

Services Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 
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RESOLUTION NO.  
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SANTA BARBARA RELATING TO THE DESTRUCTION OF 
RECORDS HELD BY THE ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE AND 
HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 12-008 on February 14, 2012, 
approving the City of Santa Barbara Records Management Policies and Procedures 
Manual; 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Santa Barbara Records Management Policies and Procedures 
Manual contains the records retention and disposition schedules for all City 
departments.  The records retention and disposition schedules are a comprehensive 
listing of records created or maintained by the City, the length of time each record 
should be retained, and the legal retention authority.  If no legal retention authority is 
cited, the retention period is based on standard records management practice; 
 
WHEREAS, Government Code section 34090 provides that, with the approval of the 
City Council and the written consent of the City Attorney, the head of a City department 
may destroy certain city records, documents, instruments, books or papers under the 
Department Head’s charge, without making a copy, if the records are no longer needed; 
 
WHEREAS, the Administrative Services Director submitted a request for the destruction 
of records held by the Administrative Services Department to the City Clerk Services 
Manager to obtain written consent from the City Attorney.  A list of the records, 
documents, instruments, books or papers proposed for destruction is attached hereto as 
Exhibit A and shall hereafter be referred to collectively as the “Records”; 
 
WHEREAS, the Records do not include any records affecting title to real property or 
liens upon real property, court records, records required to be kept by statute, records 
less than two years old, video or audio recordings that are evidence in any claim or 
pending litigation, or the minutes, ordinances or resolutions of the City Council or any 
City board or commission; 
 
WHEREAS, the City Clerk Services Manager agrees that the proposed destruction 
conforms to the City’s retention and disposition schedules; 
 
WHEREAS, the City Attorney consents to the destruction of the Records; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Santa Barbara finds and determines that the 
Records are no longer required and may be destroyed. 
 



 2 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA 
BARBARA that the Administrative Services Director, or his designated representative, is 
authorized and directed to destroy the Records without retaining a copy. 



EXHIBIT A 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 

CITY CLERK’S OFFICE 
 

Records Series Date(s) 
 
Advisory Group Member Information 1993 - 2009 
 
City Council Meeting Audio or Video Recordings 2001 
 
Contracts, Agreements and Leases 1966 – 1969 
 
Correspondence 2008 
 
Election Records 
 November 8, 2011, General Municipal Election 2011 
 Campaign Statements 2004 
 
Statements of Economic Interests 2004 

 
 

HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION 
 

Records Series Date(s) 
 
Closed Eligibility and Examination Files Prior to Jan. 2010 
 
Employment Eligibility Forms (I-9) Prior to Jan. 2009 

 
 



Agenda Item No._____________ 

File Code No.  260.02 
 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Treasury Division, Finance Department 
 
SUBJECT: April 2012 Investment Report 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
That Council accept the April 2012 Investment Report. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The attached investment report includes Investment Activity, Interest Revenue, a 
Summary of Cash and Investments, and Investment Portfolio detail as of April 30, 2012.   
 
 
ATTACHMENT: April 2012 Investment Report 
 
PREPARED BY: Jill Taura, Treasury Manager 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Robert Samario, Finance Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 
 
 
 
 



 

INVESTMENT ACTIVITY INVESTMENT INCOME

PURCHASES OR DEPOSITS POOLED INVESTMENTS

 4/3 LAIF Deposit - City 2,000,000$         INTEREST INCOME
4/11 LAIF Deposit - City 4,000,000 Interest Earned on Investments 223,332$    

4/12 Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000 Amortization (15,025)

4/23 Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp (FHLMC) 2,000,000 Interest on SBB&T Accounts 381

4/24 Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000 Total 208,688$    

4/25 LAIF Deposit - City 2,000,000

4/30 LAIF Deposit - City 8,000,000

Total 22,000,000$       

SALES, MATURITIES, CALLS OR WITHDRAWALS REDEVELOPMENT SUCCESSOR AGENCY INVESTMENTS

 4/9 Federal Farm Credit Bank (FFCB) - Call (2,000,000)$       Interest Earned on Investments (LAIF) 2,606$        

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
Activity and Interest Report

April 30, 2012

 4/9 Federal Farm Credit Bank (FFCB) - Call (2,000,000)$       Interest Earned on Investments (LAIF) 2,606$        
4/11 Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) - Call (2,000,000)

4/18 LAIF Withdrawal - City (4,000,000)

4/20 LAIF Withdrawal - City (2,000,000)

4/23 LAIF Withdrawal - City (2,000,000)

4/24 Federal Farm Credit Bank (FFCB) - Maturity (2,000,000)

4/25 Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp (FHLMC) - Maturity (1,000,000)

Total (15,000,000)$     

ACTIVITY TOTAL 7,000,000$         INVESTMENT INCOME TOTAL 211,294$    

A
ttachm

ent
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ENDING BALANCE AS OF MARCH 31, 2012

 Yield to Percent Average
Book Maturity of Days to

Description Value  (365 days) Portfolio Maturity
 

State of California LAIF 37,000,000$         0.383% 22.79% 1

Certificates of Deposit 2,000,000 0.800% 1.23% 596

Federal Agency Issues - Coupon 107,437,937 1.761% 66.17% 1,102

Corporate/Medium Term Notes 10,061,908 1.948% 6.20% 1,254
156,499,845         1.435% 96.39% 845

SB Airport Promissory Note 5,877,335 7.000% 3.62% 6,299

Totals and Averages 162,377,180$       1.636% 100.00% 1,043

SBB&T Money Market Account 4,243,536
Total Cash and Investments 166,620,715$       

  
  

NET CASH AND INVESTMENT ACTIVITY FOR APRIL 2012 6,80 4,615$               
 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
Summary of Cash and Investments

April 30, 2012

 

 
ENDING BALANCE AS OF APRIL 30, 2012

 Yield to Percent Average
Book Maturity of Days to

Description Value  (365 days) Portfolio Maturity
 

State of California LAIF 45,000,000$         0.367% 26.57% 1 (1)

Certificates of Deposit 2,000,000 0.800% 1.18% 566
Federal Agency Issues - Coupon 106,422,246 1.689% 62.84% 1,124
Corporate/Medium Term Notes 10,060,554 1.948% 5.94% 1,224

163,482,800         1.330% 96.53% 814

SB Airport Promissory Note 5,877,335 7.000% 3.47% 6,269
Totals and Averages 169,360,135$       1.527% 100.00% 1,004

SBB&T Money Market Account 4,065,195
Total Cash and Investments 173,425,330$       

  

Note:  

(1) The average life of the LAIF portfolio as of April 30, 2012 is 224 days.
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 PURCHASE MATURITY STATED YIELD AT FACE BOOK MARKET BOOK  

DESCRIPTION DATE DATE MOODY'S S & P RATE 365 VALUE VALUE VAL UE GAIN/(LOSS) COMMENTS

LOCAL AGENCY INVESTMENT FUNDS

LOCAL AGENCY INVESTMENT FUND - - - - 0.367 0.367 36,000,000.00 36,000,000.00 36,000,000.00 0.00  

LOCAL AGENCY INV FUND/RDAS - - - - 0.367 0.367 9,000,000.00 9,000,000.00 9,000,000.00 0.00  

     Subtotal, LAIF      45,000,000.00 45,000,000.00 45,000,000.00 0.00

CERTIFICATES OF DEPOSIT

MONTECITO BANK & TRUST 11/18/11 11/18/13 - - 0.800 0.800 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 0.00  

     Subtotal, Certificates of deposit     2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 0.00

FEDERAL AGENCY ISSUES - COUPON  
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 02/10/11 02/10/14 Aaa AA+ 1.375 1.375 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,037,400.00 37,400.00  

FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 03/01/12 03/01/17 Aaa AA+ 1.260 1.260 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,004,300.00 4,300.00 Callable 03/01/13, then cont.

FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 03/05/09 03/04/13 Aaa AA+ 2.600 2.600 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,039,240.00 39,240.00  

FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 05/08/09 04/08/13 Aaa AA+ 2.200 2.200 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,036,160.00 36,160.00  

FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 06/19/09 06/18/12 Aaa AA+ 2.125 2.125 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,005,220.00 5,220.00  

FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 11/23/10 11/23/15 Aaa AA+ 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,001,980.00 1,980.00 Callable 05/23/12, then cont.

FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 02/16/11 02/16/16 Aaa AA+ 2.570 2.570 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,138,080.00 138,080.00  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 03/04/09 06/08/12 Aaa AA+ 4.375 2.110 1,700,000.00 1,703,803.47 1,707,429.00 3,625.53  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 04/15/10 10/15/13 Aaa AA+ 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,050,180.00 50,180.00  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 08/05/10 09/12/14 Aaa AA+ 1.375 1.375 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,045,900.00 45,900.00  

QUALITY RATING

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
Investment Portfolio

April 30, 2012

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 09/17/09 12/13/13 Aaa AA+ 3.125 2.440 2,000,000.00 2,020,902.51 2,091,480.00 70,577.49  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 01/15/10 10/30/12 Aaa AA+ 1.700 1.700 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,015,160.00 15,160.00  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 04/05/10 11/29/13 Aaa AA+ 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,054,020.00 54,020.00  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 06/29/10 10/29/12 Aaa AA+ 1.125 1.125 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,009,400.00 9,400.00  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 05/28/10 05/28/15 Aaa AA+ 2.000 2.653 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,018,220.00 18,220.00 SU 3.35%, Callable 11/28/12, once

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 09/26/11 08/28/13 Aaa AA+ 1.000 0.381 1,000,000.00 1,008,168.28 1,009,730.00 1,561.72  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 09/17/09 09/13/13 Aaa AA+ 4.375 2.272 2,000,000.00 2,054,654.48 2,112,080.00 57,425.52  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 02/22/10 12/13/13 Aaa AA+ 3.125 2.130 2,000,000.00 2,030,725.86 2,091,480.00 60,754.14  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 03/26/10 06/08/12 Aaa AA+ 1.375 1.325 2,000,000.00 2,000,100.91 2,002,580.00 2,479.09  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 02/09/11 01/29/15 Aaa AA+ 1.750 1.750 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,070,300.00 70,300.00  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 04/15/11 05/27/15 Aaa AA+ 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,090,580.00 90,580.00  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 09/26/11 10/30/13 Aaa AA+ 2.000 0.400 1,500,000.00 1,535,749.85 1,538,640.00 2,890.15  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 02/28/12 02/28/17 Aaa AA+ 1.250 1.250 5,000,000.00 5,000,000.00 5,004,150.00 4,150.00 Callable 05/28/12, then monthly

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 10/19/11 10/19/16 Aaa AA+ 1.500 1.500 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,004,840.00 4,840.00 Callable 07/19/12, then qtrly

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 03/28/12 03/28/17 Aaa AA+ 1.210 1.210 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,004,280.00 4,280.00 Callable 03/28/13, once

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 09/03/09 09/21/12 Aaa AA+ 2.125 1.699 2,000,000.00 2,003,213.11 2,015,620.00 12,406.89  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 01/06/11 02/25/14 Aaa AA+ 1.375 1.375 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,038,220.00 38,220.00  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 11/09/11 11/09/16 Aaa AA+ 1.800 1.800 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,000,660.00 660.00 Callable 05/09/12, then qtrly

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 03/28/12 03/28/17 Aaa AA+ 1.350 1.350 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,031,660.00 31,660.00 Callable 03/28/14, once
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 PURCHASE MATURITY STATED YIELD AT FACE BOOK MARKET BOOK  

DESCRIPTION DATE DATE MOODY'S S & P RATE 365 VALUE VALUE VAL UE GAIN/(LOSS) COMMENTS

QUALITY RATING

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
Investment Portfolio

April 30, 2012

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 09/28/11 09/28/16 Aaa AA+ 1.400 1.400 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,006,680.00 6,680.00 Callable 09/28/12, once

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 02/21/12 02/21/17 Aaa AA+ 1.300 1.300 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,023,180.00 23,180.00 Callable 02/21/14, once

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 04/23/12 04/17/15 Aaa AA+ 0.500 0.534 2,000,000.00 1,997,995.05 1,999,320.00 1,324.95  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 06/09/09 08/17/12 Aaa AA+ 1.000 2.420 2,000,000.00 1,991,996.45 2,004,420.00 12,423.55  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 02/11/11 04/02/14 Aaa AA+ 4.500 1.615 2,000,000.00 2,107,529.62 2,156,420.00 48,890.38  

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 10/03/11 10/03/16 Aaa AA+ 1.000 1.612 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,001,780.00 1,780.00 SU 2.25% Callable 07/03/12, then qtrly

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 09/28/11 09/28/16 Aaa AA+ 1.000 1.401 1,000,000.00 999,795.83 1,001,720.00 1,924.17 SU 1%-3%, Call 09/28/12, then qtrly

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 11/09/11 11/09/16 Aaa AA+ 1.500 1.807 2,000,000.00 1,999,738.89 2,012,440.00 12,701.11 SU 1.5%-3.5%, Call 11/09/12, then qtrly

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 12/28/11 12/28/16 Aaa AA+ 1.125 1.641 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,006,240.00 6,240.00 SU 2% Callable 12/28/12, then qtrly

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 06/07/11 03/07/16 Aaa AA+ 2.075 2.075 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,003,520.00 3,520.00 Callable 06/07/12, once

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 09/28/11 09/28/16 Aaa AA+ 1.300 1.475 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,003,880.00 3,880.00 SU 1.3%-2.25%, Call 06/28/12, then qtrly

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 10/28/11 10/28/16 Aaa AA+ 1.500 1.521 2,000,000.00 1,998,508.33 2,024,840.00 26,331.67 Callable 10/28/13, once

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 01/25/12 01/25/17 Aaa AA+ 1.000 1.256 2,000,000.00 1,999,266.67 2,006,960.00 7,693.33 SU 1.5%, Callable 01/25/13, then qtrly

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 08/10/10 08/10/15 Aaa AA+ 2.000 2.055 2,000,000.00 1,999,285.00 2,009,100.00 9,815.00 Callable 08/10/12, once

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 11/17/10 11/17/14 Aaa AA+ 1.300 1.300 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,044,360.00 44,360.00  

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 06/27/11 06/27/16 Aaa AA+ 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,030,600.00 30,600.00 Callable 06/27/13, once

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 04/12/12 04/12/17 Aaa AA+ 1.400 1.400 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,012,060.00 12,060.00 Callable 04/12/13, then qtrly

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 12/28/11 12/28/16 Aaa AA+ 1.625 1.625 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,012,780.00 12,780.00 Callable 12/28/12, once

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 03/28/12 03/28/17 Aaa AA+ 1.125 1.332 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,009,180.00 9,180.00 SU 1.125%-2.25%, Call 03/28/13, then qtrly

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 09/21/10 09/21/15 Aaa AA+ 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,087,420.00 87,420.00  

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 12/10/10 10/26/15 Aaa AA+ 1.625 2.067 2,000,000.00 1,970,811.96 2,067,720.00 96,908.04  

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 04/18/11 04/18/16 Aaa AA+ 2.500 2.500 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,040,920.00 40,920.00 Callable 04/18/13, once

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 01/30/12 01/30/17 Aaa AA+ 1.300 1.300 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,009,260.00 9,260.00 Callable 01/30/13, then qtrly

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 04/24/12 04/24/17 Aaa AA+ 1.500 1.500 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,008,360.00 8,360.00 Callable 10/24/12, then qtrly

     Subtotal, Federal Agencies 106,200,000.00 106,422,246.27 107,852,149.00 1,429,902.73
 

CORPORATE/MEDIUM TERM NOTES

BERKSHIRE HATHAWAY FIN 12/15/10 12/15/15 Aa2 AA+ 2.450 2.530 2,000,000.00 1,994,566.67 2,086,180.00 91,613.33  

GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP 11/10/10 11/09/15 A1 AA+ 2.250 2.250 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,046,480.00 46,480.00  

GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP 01/07/11 01/07/14 A1 AA+ 2.100 2.100 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,036,100.00 36,100.00  

PROCTOR & GAMBLE 09/20/11 11/15/15 Aa3 AA- 1.800 1.085 2,000,000.00 2,049,340.87 2,071,100.00 21,759.13  

TOYOTA MOTOR CREDIT 09/26/11 09/15/16 Aa3 AA- 2.000 1.800 2,000,000.00 2,016,646.22 2,049,700.00 33,053.78  

     Subtotal, Corporate Securities 10,000,000.00 10,060,553.76 10,289,560.00 229,006.24

SB AIRPORT PROMISSORY NOTE (LT)

SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT 07/14/09 06/30/29 - - 7.000 7.000 5,877,334.65 5,877,334.65 5,877,334.65 0.00  

     Subtotal, SBA Note 5,877,334.65 5,877,334.65 5,877,334.65 0.00

TOTALS 169,077,334.65 169,360,134.68 171,019,043.65 1,658,908.97

Market values have been obtained from the City's safekeeping agent, Santa Barbara Bank and Trust (SBB&T).  SBB&T uses Interactive Data Pricing Service, Bloomberg and DTC.
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Agenda Item No._____________ 
 

File Code No.  330.03 
 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Engineering Division, Public Works Department  
 
SUBJECT: Acceptance Of Easements For Waterline Construction In Sycamore 

Vista And Canon View Roads 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of the Council of the City of Santa 
Barbara Accepting Easements for the Construction, Use and Maintenance of Public 
Waterlines, and for All Necessary Appurtenances, Including Any Necessary Water Service 
Connections, and for All Related Purposes on Portions of Certain Real Properties 
Commonly Known as 557, 570, 575, 585, 595, and 598 Sycamore Vista Road; 151 and 
161 Sierra Vista Road; and 62, 85, 125, 150, and 155 Canon View Road.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
As shown on the attached map (Attachment 1), Sycamore Vista Road and Canon View 
Road are private residential roads located within Santa Barbara County outside the City’s 
limits.  The City began serving water to the residents in this area via six-inch cast iron 
water mains constructed in the 1950s by the developer/sub-divider under a water service 
agreement authorized by the City Council.  
 
Since the 1980s, the City’s water mains have been progressively compromised by the 
recurrent landslides of certain hillside areas above Sycamore Canyon Road and Ranchito 
Vista Road, most notably by the significant landslides that occurred during the 2004-2005 
rainy season.  Since that time, the City has delivered domestic water service to the 
residents via a temporary 2-inch above-ground copper waterline, which supplies water 
service to the impacted homes, but is inadequate for fire protection and long-term water 
service. 
 
To restore the pre-landslide level of service, a design has been completed for a new six-
inch waterline that will provide water for more reliable fire protection and domestic service 
to the area residents (Attachment 2).  The waterline will extend from Sycamore Canyon 
Road, up Sycamore Vista Road, across the recently repaired landslide area, and will 
terminate at a fire hydrant on Canon View Road. 
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The original waterline easements in this area were granted to the City in 1951 by the 
sub-divider of the lots in the Eucalyptus Knolls Tract, F. M. Nalley.  At that time, a public 
utilities easement was granted to the City for the placement of facilities within the private 
roads within the Eucalyptus Knolls Tract, including Canon View Road. However, no 
waterline easements were granted to the City within the private road known as Sycamore 
Vista Road.   
 
Each of the existing property owners in the project area was asked to sign new 
waterline easements for the following reasons: 
 

a) The properties underlying the private roads and areas where the new waterline 
will be constructed are now owned by individual owners, rather than by the sub-
divider of the Eucalyptus Knolls Tract. 
 

b) There does not appear to be a City waterline easement within the affected 
portion of Sycamore Vista Road. 
 

c) To raise awareness among the property owners that easements on all affected 
areas and private road frontages are needed for the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the waterline.  

 
The proposed Resolution will accept the various easements contained in the separate 
Waterline Easement Deeds signed by the affected property owners, which will enable the 
construction of the new water main to provide continuing domestic and fire protection 
service to the residential area.  In addition, the property owners in the project area have 
each signed and delivered to the City a temporary Right-of-Entry which permits 
construction of the new waterline and appurtenances on their real property. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Vicinity Map   
 2. Proposed Water System  
  
PREPARED BY: Pat Kelly, Assistant Public Works Director/City Engineer/RR/mh 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Christine F. Andersen, Public Works Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator’s Office 
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RESOLUTION OF ACCEPTANCE NO. _______ 
California Government Code Section 27281 

 
  A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA 

BARBARA ACCEPTING EASEMENTS FOR THE 
CONSTRUCTION, USE AND MAINTENANCE OF PUBLIC 
WATERLINES, AND FOR ALL NECESSARY APPURTENANCES, 
INCLUDING ANY NECESSARY WATER SERVICE 
CONNECTIONS, AND FOR ALL RELATED PURPOSES ON 
PORTIONS OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTIES COMMONLY 
KNOWN AS 557, 570, 575, 585, 595, AND 598 SYCAMORE VISTA 
ROAD; 151 AND 161 SIERRA VISTA ROAD; AND 62, 85, 125, 150, 
AND 155 CANON VIEW ROAD  

 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA 
BARBARA AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1. In accordance with California Government Code Section 27281, the City of 
Santa Barbara hereby accepts those certain easements for public waterlines, and for all 
necessary appurtenances, including any necessary water service connections, and all 
related purposes described in the Waterline Easement Deeds to the City of Santa 
Barbara, a municipal corporation, by Landslide Repair Foundation, Inc., Scott Rowland 
and Karen Rowland as Trustees of the Scott and Karen Rowland Trust Dated September 
11, 2006, Bhupindarpal Singh and Gurinder Kaur, Husband and Wife as community 
property with right of survivorship, Roger J. Helkey and Martha M. Helkey, Husband and 
Wife as Joint Tenants, The Noel E. Greenwood Living Trust, UTD, August 15, 1995, Noel 
E. Greenwood, Trustee, Payne K. Green, Trustee of the Payne K. Green Family Trust 
Dated August 18, 1995, Robbin Lee Gray Vasquez, a married woman as her sole and 
separate property, Thomas W. Sneddon, Jr. and Pamela A. Sneddon Trustees, Sneddon 
Family Trust Dated October 30, 2006, Philip Requist, a married man as his sole and 
separate property, Rodger C. Halstead and Ann Dostal Halstead, Trustees, of the 
Halstead Family Revocable Trust Agreement Dated March 7, 1996, Tracy Rochestie, a 
married woman as her sole and separate property, Marc L. Alexander and Vivien L. 
Alexander Husband and Wife, as Community Property, The Robert E. Bason and Carol J. 
Bason Revocable Living Trust, the owners, respectively, of the real properties commonly 
known as 557, 570, 575, 585, 595, and 598 Sycamore Vista Road; 151 and 161 Sierra 
Vista Road; and 62, 85, 125, 150, and 155 CanonView Road, and referred to, respectively, 
as Santa Barbara County Assessor’s APN 013-163-005, APN 013-164-013, APN 013-
163-003 & 004, APN 013-163-002, APN 013-163-001, APN 013-164-001; APN 013-166-
005, APN 013-166-004; APN 013-164-012, APN013-166-003, APN 013-163-006, APN 
013-166-023, and APN 013-163-007. 
 
 
 
 



SECTION 2. The City of Santa Barbara hereby consents to the recordation by the City 
Clerk, or by designated City staff, of said Waterline Easement Deeds in the Official 
Records of the County of Santa Barbara, State of California. 
 
 
 
By_______________________________ 
  Deputy City Clerk 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Engineering Division, Public Works Department  
 
SUBJECT: Contract For Construction For The Sycamore Vista Waterline Project 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council:    
 
A. Award a contract with Lash Construction, Inc., waiving minor irregularities, in its 

low bid amount of $312,266, for construction of the Sycamore Vista Waterline 
Project, Bid No. 5034; 

B. Authorize the Public Works Director to execute the contract and approve 
expenditures up to $46,840 to cover any cost increases that may result from 
contract change orders for extra work and differences between estimated bid 
quantities and actual quantities measured for payment; and  

C. Authorize the Public Works Director to execute a contract with Penfield & Smith 
in the amount of $128,770 for construction management support services, 
including materials testing, and approve expenditures up to $12,877 for extra 
services of Penfield & Smith that may result from necessary changes in the 
scope of work.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Sycamore Vista and Canon View Roads (Attachment 1) are private roads located 
outside of the City’s limits.  The City began serving water to the area via buried six-inch 
cast iron water mains, constructed in the 1950’s by the developer/sub-divider under a 
Water Service Agreement authorized by the City Council.  The water mains were 
compromised in the Sycamore Ranchito landslides that occurred during the 2004-2005 
rainy season.  Since that time, domestic service has been delivered to the residents via 
a two-inch above-ground copper line, which is sufficient for providing residential water 
service, but is inadequate for fire protection. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The proposed water system (Attachment 2) requires replacements  of the existing two-
inch, above-ground copper waterline with a new six-inch HDPE (high-density 
polyethylene) waterline, including fittings, valve assemblies, fire hydrants, water 
services and water meters, concrete vaults, concrete pads, and retaining walls. A 
portion of the six-inch waterline will be placed in a 12-inch sleeve that was constructed 
through the area in which the Landslide Repair Foundation (LRF) has preformed 
extensive slope stabilization work. 
 
CONTRACT BIDS 
 
A total of seven bids were received for the subject work, ranging as follows: 
 

 
BIDDER 

 
BID AMOUNT 

  
1. Lash Construction, Inc. 

Santa Barbara, CA 
 

            $312,266.00 
            

2. Tierra Contracting  
Goleta, CA                                                                         
   

$347,610.00 
            

 
3. MGE Underground, Inc. 

Paso Robles, CA 
 

4      D-Kal Engineering, Inc. 
San Luis Obispo, CA                                    
 

5.      J&P Construction 
Santa Maria, CA 
 

6.      Blois Construction, Inc. 
Oxnard, CA 
 

7.      Travis Agricultural Construction, Inc. 
Ventura, CA 

 

$411,427.00 
            

 
            $430,709.00 

             
            
            $444,376.79 
             
 
            $448,221.00 
             
 
            $503,810.00 

                              

  
The low bid of $312,266 submitted by Lash Construction, Inc., (Lash) is an acceptable 
bid that is responsive to and meets the requirements of the bid specifications.  Staff 
recommends that Council waive a minor bid irregularity associated with the Lash bid, 
whereby they listed their total bid price on the bidding sheet in numbers, but did not 
write it in words.  The total bid price is not affected by correcting this minor bid 
irregularity, and the contractor has not been afforded any advantage over the other 
bidders. 
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The change order funding recommendation of $46,840 or 15 percent is recommended 
due to the location of the project, which is in a unique geological formation and 
traverses the LRF work area, which could require additional construction costs.   
 
CONSTRUCTION PHASE CONTRACT SERVICES 
 
Staff recommends that Council authorize the Public Works Director to execute a 
contract with Penfield & Smith (P&S) in the amount of $141,647 including extra services 
allowance, for construction management, inspection, materials testing, and public 
outreach.  P&S is on the City’s Prequalified Engineering Services list, and was the 
Engineering Design Firm for the project, so it is best suited to perform this work.  
 
The contract cost reflects additional effort by P&S to coordinate work in Sycamore 
Canyon Road (State Route 192) and to provide additional construction inspection 
services to ensure protection of the LRF improvements during construction of the water 
main.  Significant effort will also be necessary to work with local residents to reduce 
inconveniences and disruptions caused by project work on private property and in the 
local narrow private road system. 
 
COMMUNITY OUTREACH 
 
A Pre-Construction Notification was sent to the project area residents on March 19, 
2012.  An additional notification and a neighborhood meeting will occur prior to the start 
of construction.  Notices in the form of door hangers shall be delivered to each affected 
residence 72 hours in advance of temporary or intermittent road closures.  Efforts will be 
made to develop a list of local residents’ email addresses, so that project status reports 
and notifications can be sent electronically.   
 
FUNDING   
 
There are sufficient appropriated funds in the Water Fund to cover the cost of this 
Project. The following summarizes the expenditures recommended in this report: 
 
 

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT FUNDING SUMMARY 
 
 

 Basic Contract Change Funds Total 
Lash Construction, Inc. $312,266.00 $46,840.00 $359,106.00 
Penfield & Smith $128,770.00 $12,877.00 $141,647.00 
    

TOTAL RECOMMENDED AUTHORIZATION $500,753.00 
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The following summarizes all Project design costs, construction contract funding, and 
other Project costs: 
 

ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COST 

  

 
Design (by Contract) $73,711.00 

 Subtotal $73,711.00 
Construction Contract   $312,266.00 
Construction Change Order Allowance $46,840.00 
Construction Management/Inspection/Testing (by Contract) $141,647.00 

Subtotal    $500,753.00
 Construction Management/Inspection (by City Staff) $6,045.00 

 Subtotal $6,045.00 
TOTAL PROJECT COST $580,509.00 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Vicinity Map 
 2. Proposed Water System 
 
PREPARED BY: Pat Kelly, Assistant Public Works Director/City Engineer/RR/mh 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Christine F. Andersen, Public Works Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator’s Office 
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File Code No.  330.03 
 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilembers 
 
FROM: Engineering Division, Public Works Department 
 
SUBJECT: Contract For Professional Services Involving Right-Of-Way 

Acquisition And Relocation Assistance For The Mason Street Bridge 
Replacement Project 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council authorize the Public Works Director to execute a Professional Services 
Contract with Hamner, Jewell & Associates in the amount of $71,500, for right-of-way 
acquisition and relocation assistance services for the Mason Street Bridge Replacement 
Project, and authorize the Public Works Director to approve expenditures of up to 
$7,150 for extra services of Hamner, Jewell & Associates that may result from necessary 
changes in the scope of work. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Lower Mission Creek Flood Control Project (LMCFC Project) has been a joint effort 
between the United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Santa Barbara County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District), and the City of Santa Barbara 
(City). The Mason Street Bridge is one of several bridges that have been identified for 
improvement as part of the LMCFC Project.  The City is moving forward with the bridge 
improvements portion of the LMCFC Project as grant funding becomes available.  The 
Corps and District are moving forward with the Mission Creek channel improvements 
portion.  
 
The Mason Street Bridge (Project) has been qualified to receive federal funding through 
the Highway Bridge Program (HBP). The HBP is funded by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as 
the overseeing agency for FHWA. The HBP provides federal funding to improve the 
condition of highway bridges through replacement, rehabilitation, and systematic 
preventive maintenance. The Mason Street Bridge has been identified by FHWA for 
replacement .  
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CalTrans has authorized the City to proceed with right-of-way acquisition activities for 
the Project. Eligible participating costs for all right-of-way and construction activities are 
reimbursed to the City at a federal reimbursement rate of one hundred percent (100%). 
 
FHWA previously gave authorization to proceed with preliminary engineering activities 
for the Project. Preliminary design is currently in progress. The contract for final design 
professional services is tentatively scheduled to be awarded in June 2012. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Project consists of removing and replacing the existing concrete bridge, acquiring 
the right-of-way (see Attachment 1), and providing relocation assistance for displaced 
occupants as a result of private property acquisitions for right-of-way needs prior to 
construction of the new bridge. 
 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR RIGHT-OF-WAY PHASE  
 
Staff recommends contracting with Hamner, Jewell & Associates (HJ&A) to assist with the 
necessary right-of-way acquisition and relocation assistance to construct the Project.  
HJ&A has performed right-of-way acquisition and relocation assistance for the City’s 
Ortega and Haley/De La Vina Streets Bridge Replacement Projects.  HJ&A is also 
currently under contract with the District for similar right-of-way acquisition and 
relocation assistance services for the creek improvements portion of the LMCFC 
Project.  The Project results in the full or partial acquisition of the following properties: 
 
15 West Mason Street – Full acquisition for widening Mission Creek 
16 West Mason Street – Partial acquisition for the realignment of Kimberly Avenue 
20 West Mason Street – Full acquisition due to expected house damage during 
construction 
135 Kimberly Avenue – Full acquisition for widening Mission Creek 
 
All acquisitions are necessary to construct the proposed Project. 
 
Staff evaluated HJ&A’s proposal,  with consideration of its involvement with the District 
(see Attachment 2).  Staff has concluded that HJ&A’s proposal is fair and reasonable 
and would provide the best value and continuity of services without delay.  Current 
federal ruling on small professional service contracts (under $150,000) does not require 
a competitive procurement process, so the City may enter into a contract with HJ&A 
upon approval by Council.   
 
The costs for the relocation of occupants at the affected properties cannot be 
determined until surveys of their eligibility have been done to establish their 
entitlements.  The Public Works Department will return to Council once the relocation 
plan has been completed by HJ&A, and accepted by Caltrans and FHWA, with 
recommendations to approve the upfront payment of costs to implement the relocation 
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assistance plan.  In addition, Council will then be asked to approve specific agreements 
with the affected parties to accomplish the City’s purchase of the required right-of-way 
and associated property. 
 
COMMUNITY OUTREACH 
 
The LMCFC Project has undergone extensive public review, as memorialized in the 
Corps’ Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Study (EIR/EIS).  Project 
consultants have been directed to use the EIR/EIS as a basis for their designs. In 
addition, there are elements of community outreach considered in the consultant’s 
scope of work. 
 
FUNDING 
 
The following table summarizes the Project’s estimated costs to date: 
 

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST 
 

MASON STREET BRIDGE 
REPLACEMENT

 

Project 
Cost 

Federal 
Share 

City 
Share 

DESIGN:    

Preliminary Engineering (Preliminary 
Design, Environmental, and Final Design) 

$1,177,000 $1,041,998 $135,002 

Right-of-Way (Acquisition and Relocation) $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $0 

Sub-Total $6,177,000 $6,041,998 $135,002 

CONSTRUCTION:    

Construction $4,906,460 $4,906,460 $0 

Construction Administration (15%) $735,969 $735,969 $0 

Sub-Total $5,642,429 $5,642,429 $0 

TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECT COST $11,819,429 $11,684,427 $135,002 
 
There are no City matching funds required for the Right-of-Way and the Construction 
Phases of this Project.  There are sufficient funds in the Streets Fund to cover the City 
costs for the Design Phase. 
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ATTACHMENT(S): 1. Property Acquisition Map 
 2. Hamner, Jewell & Associates Proposal (March 7, 2012) 

 
PREPARED BY: John Ewasiuk, Principal Civil Engineer/JI/sk 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Christine F. Andersen, Public Works Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator’s Office 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012  
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Creeks Division, Parks and Recreation Department 
 
SUBJECT: Youth Watershed Education Program Contract With Art From Scrap 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council: 
 
A. Authorize the Parks and Recreation Director, or designee, to execute a 12-month 

professional services contract with Art From Scrap in the amount of $57,724.60, 
funded from Measure B funds, for the provision of Creeks Program youth and 
community watershed education programs in Fiscal Year 2013; and 

B. Authorize the Parks and Recreation Director, or designee, to execute annual 
professional services contracts, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, with Art 
From Scrap for Fiscal Years 2014 and 2015, in an amount not to exceed $60,000 
per year. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Creeks Restoration and Water Quality Improvement Division (Creeks Division) 
recommends that the City contract with Art From Scrap to provide youth watershed 
education programs and support the continuation of community events and 
programming at the South Coast Watershed Resource Center. Youth education is a key 
component of the Creeks Division’s Public Education Plan and the City’s Storm Water 
Management Program (SWMP), along with ongoing efforts to reduce urban runoff 
pollution and improve ocean water quality at the beach. By providing clear and 
engaging activities for youth and the community regarding the importance of clean 
water and the causes of pollution, these programs help people to develop an 
appreciation of creek and ocean water quality and adopt appropriate behaviors to 
protect and improve it. 
 
Art From Scrap is a non-profit organization with a primary focus on environmental 
education for youth. Since 2002, the Creeks Division has implemented an education 
program for elementary school age children, as well as community outreach 
programming based out of the Watershed Resource Center. The proposed contract with 
Art From Scrap would continue the existing and successful education partnership to 
meet the SWMP goal to reach 3,000 students annually.  
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Scope of Work 
Under the proposed contract, Art From Scrap will provide four water quality education 
programs for schoolchildren within the City of Santa Barbara. These programs include:  
1) a three-part Creek Kids series that is targeted to fourth through sixth grade students; 
2) field trips to the Watershed Resource Center at Arroyo Burro Beach for kindergarten 
through sixth grade; 3) in-class creek lessons focusing on the watershed model; 4) 
assistance with watershed education field trips; and 5) hands-on water quality education 
activities at community and school events, including science nights. The Art From Scrap 
programs are correlated to state standards and are updated often to address teachers’ 
suggestions as well as new pollutants of concern and water quality issues. Additionally, 
the proposed contract includes a partnership with Santa Barbara County to fund a part-
time (five hours/week) staff person to manage and administer the Watershed Resource 
Center. 
 
During Fiscal Year 2013, it is anticipated that Art From Scrap will conduct 160 
presentations over a 12-month period, reaching at least 3,000 schoolchildren. Art From 
Scrap will also provide staffing and support to multiple community programs hosted at 
the Watershed Resource Center. New themes and special projects are developed each 
year to maintain an evolving program with fresh elements for teachers and students. 
 
Regional Integration 
In addition to providing youth watershed education programs within the City, Art From 
Scrap is under contract with the County of Santa Barbara to provide similar programs to 
schoolchildren in other areas in the County. The Creeks Division recommends that the 
City and County continue to work with Art From Scrap to provide similar and consistent 
watershed education programs. 
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
The total cost of the contract with Art From Scrap is $57,724.60. Funds for this contract 
are available in the proposed Creeks Division Fiscal Year 2013 Operating Budget. 
Youth watershed education is a requirement of the City’s current five-year Storm Water 
Management Program, and is expected to be required in future years. In order to 
facilitate budgeting as staff prepares for the next two-year budget cycle, authorization to 
contract with Art From Scrap for Fiscal Years 2014 and 2015 is requested. 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:   
 
Reducing the impact of polluted urban runoff from developed areas is critical for the 
protection of water quality in the City. An important goal of the Creeks Division public 
outreach effort is to educate residents about specific behaviors and habits that can 
improve water quality. Providing educational activities for youth and the community 
helps participants develop an appreciation of local creek and ocean water quality and 
adopt appropriate behaviors to protect and improve it. 
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PREPARED BY: Cameron Benson, Creeks Restoration/Clean Water Manager 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Nancy Rapp, Parks and Recreation Director 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Planning Division, Community Development Department 
 
SUBJECT: Professional Services Agreement For Safety Element Update 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That Council authorize the Assistant City Administrator to execute a Professional 
Services Agreement with Rodriguez Consulting, Inc., in the amount of $101,171 
(including up to $9,197 in contingency funds for extra services if deemed necessary) for 
preparation of the General Plan Safety Element update. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background 
 
The Safety Element of the General Plan is a State-mandated element that characterizes 
physical hazards (e.g., seismic/geologic, wildfire, flooding, hazardous materials, 
accident risks) and identifies policies and programs to minimize these hazards for the 
existing population and new development. 
 
The current City Safety Element has not received a comprehensive update since its 
adoption in 1979. The recent Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update was focused 
primarily on land use, housing, and growth management, with the expectation that other 
Elements of the General Plan would be updated in subsequent planning phases. State 
law also now requires periodic updates of all city Safety Elements. Receipt of federal 
grant funding for this work allows the City to proceed with the update at this time. 
 
Project Description 
 
The new Safety Element would incorporate updated hazards information, updated 
policies and programs, and results of several technical studies of seismic, wildfire, and 
hazardous materials issues (Attachment A – Safety Element Scope of Work Summary). 
The planning process for this Element update will include public review of a draft 
Element, State agency reviews for geologic and wildfire issues, Planning Commission 
public hearing and recommendation, and City Council consideration for adoption. 
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Consultant Selection 
 
A City request for proposals (RFP) was sent to a range of qualified firms. Proposals 
received were reviewed and rated by a staff committee based on proposal 
responsiveness to the City RFP and scope of work; project manager and team 
qualifications; local knowledge and experience; budget; and schedule.  
 
The proposal by Rodriguez Consulting, Inc., teamed with Campbell Geo, Inc. was rated 
highest and is recommended by the proposal review committee. A draft contract has 
been prepared, reviewed for form and content, and agreed to by the firm. 
 
The firms of Rodriguez Consulting and Campbell Geo are both located in Santa 
Barbara. Rodriguez Consulting has extensive local knowledge and experience 
preparing both planning and environmental documents. Campbell Geo has expertise 
and extensive local experience analyzing geotechnical and hydrological conditions. 
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
On October 4, 2011, Council accepted federal HUD grant funding for the Safety 
Element update as part of the Disaster Relief Initiative (DRI) grant in follow-up to recent 
wildfires affecting the City. This professional services agreement will be fully funded by 
the grant funding, which has already been appropriated. 
 
In addition to this professional services work for the Safety Element update, the grant 
funding received will support associated technical studies identified in the grant scope of 
work, to be overseen by the Fire Department (wildfire foothill evacuation routes; tsunami 
coastal evacuation routes; wildfire operational safety areas; hazardous materials GIS 
data base update) and Public Works Department (vapor barrier study); and staff 
oversight and CEQA review for the Safety Element update. 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:   
 
The new Safety Element will provide updated hazards information and policies that will 
support the existing community and new development in avoiding and minimizing public 
safety risks from natural and man-made hazards, and planning for disaster response 
and community resilience. 
 
ATTACHMENT: Safety Element Scope of Work Summary 
 
PREPARED BY: Barbara Shelton, Project Planner/ Environmental Analyst 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Paul Casey, Assistant City Administrator 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
 
Note: The draft contract and proposal has been provided in the Council reading file. 
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Safety Element Scope of Work Summary 
May 2012 

Earthquake Hazards – Update Safety Element descriptions of earthquake hazards, 
including fault rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, tsunami/seiche; incorporate 
recently updated earthquake hazards maps and new consultant-produced liquefaction 
map; incorporate information from pending Fire Department study of tsunami 
evacuation routes; update goals, policies, programs.  

Geology and Soils Hazards – Update Safety Element descriptions of conditions and 
hazards, including soil types, slope instability/landslide potential and subsidence, sea 
cliff retreat, depth to groundwater, erosive and expansive soils, and radon; incorporate 
updated geologic and soil hazards maps, and develop updated goals, policies and 
programs. Update the Element discussion and formula for sea cliff retreat to reflect 
updated information and guidance for the 75-year bluff setback line. Identify or 
reference new future programs for pre-planning/adaptation to address the effects of 
climate change, such as erosion rates from climate change-induced sea level rise 
(coordinated with pending City Climate Plan). 

Flooding Hazards – Update description of flood hazard zones and incorporate the most 
updated associated flood hazard map for each zone. Update description of dam 
inundation areas and include most updated associated maps for inundation areas. 
Incorporate updated references for floodplain management regulations and policies 
(e.g., from FEMA, City Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update, Storm Water 
Management Plan, and Ordinances) addressing storm water management and 
creekside development. Include future programs for adaptation pre-planning to address 
the effects of climate change on flooding hazards (coordinated with City Climate Plan). 

Wildland and Urban Fire Hazards – Update description of wildland and urban fire 
hazards and incorporate updated associated maps. Incorporate information from 
pending Fire Department studies of firefighting operations safety areas and wildfire 
evacuation routes. Update guidelines related to vegetation clearance and water 
requirements to reflect current City provisions in plans and ordinances. Include 
description of wildfire hazard along creeks and develop policy/programs to address this 
hazard. Update design guidelines addressing post-fire rebuilding and to encourage 
green building. Include future adaptation/pre-planning program to address the effects of 
climate change on wildland and urban fire hazards. 

Hazardous Materials – Incorporate references to existing hazardous materials and 
waste management regulations, guidelines and policies, including City pesticide policies 
to address hazardous materials use. Incorporate a program for establishing additional 
household hazardous waste collection facilities as directed by implementation action 
PS9.1 in the Public Services section of the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update 
(Dec 2011).  



2 

Incorporate information from pending City Public Works vapor barrier study for 
development near previously contaminated sites per implementation action PS9.4 in the 
Plan Santa Barbara GPU. 

Public Safety – For transportation/accident risks, incorporate existing data and 
regulatory references for airport, highway, and railroad hazards. For pipelines and other 
utilities, incorporate locations and regulation information. For electromagnetic fields, 
incorporate existing prudent avoidance policy as directed by PlanSB GPU policies. 

Emergency Preparedness – Incorporate updated information and City policies related to 
emergency preparedness and response, including critical facilities. Include a new future 
program for coordination on a regional effort to increase resilience and self-sufficiency 
of the South Coast for the post-disaster recovery period (outlined in July 2011 Planning 
Commission discussion). 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 
AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Investigative Division, Police Department 
 
SUBJECT: Appropriation Of Federal Asset Forfeiture Funds To The Investigative 

Division For Radio Purchase 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council appropriate $11,000 in Federal Asset Forfeiture Funds in the Police Asset 
Forfeiture Fund from available reserves for purchase of radios to be installed in 
surveillance vehicles. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
According to the California Attorney General’s Annual Report on Asset Forfeiture, “The 
goal of asset forfeiture is to remove the profits from those that benefit from the illegal drug 
trade.”  The report goes on to provide that the law also permits law enforcement agencies 
to use the proceeds of forfeited funds to purchase safe, more effective equipment that they 
otherwise could not afford.   
 
The detectives assigned to the Investigative Division use surveillance vehicles on a daily 
basis.  These vehicles are used to conduct covert surveillance on criminal suspects who 
deal narcotics or to apprehend, without the use of force, criminal suspects who have 
committed violent crimes against the citizens in our community.  Good communication 
between Detectives on surveillance is paramount in order to arrest a criminal suspect 
without the use of force and to ensure the public is protected from harm during these 
covert, often dangerous operations.  
 
The Investigative Division currently maintains a fleet of five surveillance vehicles.  
Currently detectives communicate with each other using handheld portable radios.  
Handheld portable radios have a short battery life and only operate effectively over short, 
line of sight distances.  Surveillances are conducted over broad areas within the City and 
detectives frequently travel outside the City of Santa Barbara into surrounding jurisdictions.  
Hard mounted radios provide greater power for stronger communication over greater 
distances.  Hard mounted radios are needed in all five surveillance vehicles to enhance 
communications and to provide a safer and higher level of service to the public.  
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BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
The City’s General Fund Budget is not affected by this request.  Federally forfeited 
funds are accounted for in a separate Special Revenue Fund.   
 
 
PREPARED BY: Alex Altavilla, Police Captain 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Camerino Sanchez, Chief of Police 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Airport Department 
 
SUBJECT: Approval Of Airport Sewer System Management Plan 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council approve the Airport Sewer System Management Plan and authorize the 
Airport Operations Manager, as the City’s authorized representative, to file a Notice of 
Completion with the State Water Resources Control Board. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On May 2, 2006, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted Statewide General 
Waste Discharge Requirements for publicly owned sanitary sewer systems.  The 
General Waste Discharge Requirements require development and implementation of a 
system-specific local management plan that documents a comprehensive program for 
sewer system operation, maintenance and repair (Attachment).  Among other things, 
the Airport Sewer System Management Plan must include a spill response plan that 
establishes standard procedures for immediate response to a sanitary sewer overflow in 
order to minimize water quality impacts and potential nuisance conditions. 
 
The purpose of the Airport Sewer System Management Plan is to establish a consistent 
and effective strategy and action plan to prevent and respond to sewer overflows. 
 
The Airport Sewer System Management Plan was originally completed and 
implemented in November 2006 in response to a Waste Discharge Order by the Central 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The State Water Resources Control 
Board subsequently adopted Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements that 
closely mirrored the regional order.  The Airport revised its plan by October 2009, ahead 
of the established deadline.  On April 10, 2012, however, the Airport received notice 
from the State Water Resources Control Board that the Airport had failed to certify 
completion of the Airport Sewer System Management Plan as required within the 
timeframes established by the General Waste Discharge Requirements. This Council 
action will allow the Airport to certify completion of the plan as required. 
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BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
Funding for the projects and programs documented in the Airport Sewer System 
Management Plan is regularly included in the Airport capital and operating budgets. 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:   
 
The proactive maintenance and repair of the Airport collection system prevents spills 
from the wastewater collection system, thereby reducing opportunities for contamination 
of the Goleta Slough and the ocean. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT: Airport Sewer System Management Plan, dated April 2012. 
 
PREPARED BY: Jeffrey S. McKee, Maintenance Superintendent 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Karen Ramsdell, Airport Director 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Administration Division, Parks and Recreation Department 
 
SUBJECT: Challenge Cost Share Agreement With The United States 

Department Of Agriculture, Forest Service Los Padres National 
Forest And Acceptance Of Santa Barbara County Contribution For 
The Front Country Trails Program 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council: 
 
A. Authorize the Parks and Recreation Director to enter into a Five-Year Challenge 

Cost Share Agreement with the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), 
Forest Service Los Padres National Forest for implementation of the Front 
Country Trails Program; 
 

B. Accept a contribution from the Santa Barbara County Community Services 
Department in the amount of $10,000 for the Front Country Trails Program; 
 

C. Transfer $10,000 from the Parks and Recreation Department’s Fiscal Year 2012 
Operating Budget from existing appropriations available from savings in the 
Department to the Fiscal Year 2012 Miscellaneous Grants Fund; and 
 

D. Increase revenues and appropriations by $30,000 in the Parks and Recreation 
Department’s Fiscal Year 2012 Miscellaneous Grants Fund for the Front Country 
Trails Program, funded from $10,000 in contributions each from the Parks and 
Recreation Department, the Santa Barbara County Community Services 
Department, and the Forest Service, whose $10,000 contribution will be paid on 
a reimbursement basis.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background 
 
The Front Country Trails (FCT) Program is a joint effort of the USDA, Forest Service 
Los Padres National Forest, Santa Barbara County Community Services Department, 
and the City of Santa Barbara Parks and Recreation Department.  Located within the 
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Los Padres National Forest and unincorporated County, the FCT provide over 30 miles 
of trails for equestrians, hikers, trail runners, and mountain bikers.  Historically, the 
Forest Service has managed and maintained the FCT.  In recent years, management of 
the trails has become more challenging due to reduced funding and increased use.  
Originally constructed and maintained for equestrian use, the trails are popular for 
hiking, trail running, mountain biking, and nature walks.  The trails provide a regular 
source of recreation for many South Coast residents and visitors.  
 
In an effort to begin addressing these issues and broaden management responsibility 
for the FCT, the City, County, and Forest Service formed the FCT Multi-Jurisdictional 
Task Force in 2006.  The purpose of the Task Force was to develop recommendations 
to foster comprehensive and coordinated management of the FCT.   After many public 
meetings and stakeholder input, the Task Force completed a set of management 
recommendations for the FCT in February 2008.  These recommendations were 
accepted by the City Council, County Board of Supervisors, and the Los Padres Forest 
Supervisor in May 2008.   
 
FCT Program Funding/Challenge Cost Share Agreement 
 
In Fiscal Year 2009, the three agencies entered into a challenge cost share agreement 
(CCA) that formalized the three-agency partnership and provided the framework for 
agencies to share costs and resources and transfer funds between agencies. The CCA 
included an annual financial commitment of $10,000 from each agency. Funding for the 
program is intended to support trail maintenance and management activities, education 
and outreach, and the development of a front country trails management plan.  In Fiscal 
Year 2009 and Fiscal Year 2010, the City and the County each transferred $10,000 to 
the Forest Service for implementation of the FCT Program.  In Fiscal Year 2011, the 
three agencies determined that the allocation of resources for the FCT Program would 
have greater flexibility if program funds were transferred to and held by a local agency 
rather than the USDA, Forest Service. The three agencies determined that the City of 
Santa Barbara would serve as the fiscal agent for the FCT Program funds.  Staff 
recommends that the funds be appropriated to a FCT Program account in the 
Department’s Miscellaneous Grants Fund.   
 
Since the CCA is the mechanism by which the Forest Service enters into cooperative 
agreements with other governmental agencies and private organizations, the proposed 
CCA provides the mechanism for the Forest Service to transfer its $10,000 share to the 
City on an annual basis.  With Council approval, the CCA will be in place for five years. 
As a result of long-standing working relationships and a history of developing 
mechanisms to jointly fund projects, County contributions will be transferred and 
appropriated on an annual basis as part of the City’s annual budget approval process.   
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FCT Program Implementation  
 
Since 2009, FCT Program work efforts have focused on the implementation of trail user 
education and trail maintenance programs; data collection and assessment of trail 
conditions, management techniques, and trail use; implementation of trail fire 
restoration projects; annual volunteer trail work days and the expansion of volunteer trail 
maintenance programs; coordination with community trail user groups; and other related 
activities.   
 
Key work efforts for 2012 and 2013 include trail maintenance projects, community 
volunteer work days, trail maintenance training programs, coordination with trail 
organizations, trail etiquette and outreach efforts, and other special projects, as feasible.  
All three agencies work closely with interested community members, trails 
organizations, and others to implement the FCT program.   
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION:  
 
Each year the program budget will total $30,000, and the three agencies will 
cooperatively develop spending priorities and develop an annual budget.  The City will 
prepare annual expenditure reports.  Any funds that remain unspent at the end of a 
fiscal year will carry into the new fiscal year and remain dedicated to the FCT program. 
 
The City has already received the $10,000 from the County; the funding from the Forest 
Service will be received on a reimbursement basis as the program expenditures are 
incurred. Staff recommends that the City’s $10,000 share of the Fiscal Year 2012 FCT 
Program be funded from savings in the Parks & Recreation Department. The entire 
program funding will be accounted for and appropriated to the Miscellaneous Grants 
Fund.   
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:   
 
In addition to providing valuable recreation opportunities to South Coast residents, the 
Santa Barbara front country of the Los Padres National Forest provides valuable natural 
habitat including oak and riparian woodlands, grasslands, coastal sage scrub, and 
chaparral.  The Los Padres National Forest is home to more than 468 fish and wildlife 
species.  Sustainable management of the FCT will ensure that these habitats and the 
species they support are protected and enhanced.   
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PREPARED BY: Jill E. Zachary, Assistant Parks and Recreation Director 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Nancy L. Rapp, Parks and Recreation Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE:  May 22, 2012 
 
TO:    Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM:   Administration Division, Parks and Recreation Department 
 
SUBJECT:  Parma Park Trust Funds For The Maintenance Of Parma Park 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council increase appropriations and estimated revenues by $74,859 in the Parks and 
Recreation Department Fiscal Year 2012 Miscellaneous Grants Fund for maintenance of 
Parma Park funded from a donation from the Parma Park Trust.   
 
DISCUSSION:   
 
Parma Park, one of the City’s 11 open space parks, comprises 200 acres.  Located in the 
upper Sycamore Creek watershed and generally bounded by Sycamore Canyon Road, 
Mountain Drive, and Montecito, Parma Park provides passive recreation opportunities to 
hikers and equestrians.  Mountain biking is limited to fire roads within the park.  Harold 
Parma, along with his family, deeded Parma Park to the City in November 1973.  The 
Parma Park Trust (Trust), established in 2000, provides funds to support the 
preservation and maintenance of the park.  Each year the Parks and Recreation 
Department (Department) submits an annual maintenance plan and reports expenditures 
to the Parma Park (Trustee).  Maintenance activities that are funded by the Trust include 
trail maintenance, defensible space vegetation management, trail signage, olive grove 
restoration, exotic invasive plant management, and native habitat restoration.  The Trust 
does not provide financial support for Parks Division staff.   
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION:   
 
Each calendar year, the Trustee disburses funds from the Parma Park Trust to support 
park maintenance.  In January 2012, the Department received $74,859 from the Trust.  
The Parma Park account in the Department’s Miscellaneous Grants Fund currently has a 
balance of $51,484.   With the additional appropriation of $74,859, the account balance will 
be $126,343.   Maintenance expenditures vary from year to year.  The Department 
anticipates expenditures over the next 12 months will total $73,000.   
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SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT: 
 
Located within the upper Sycamore Creek Watershed, Parma Park provides 200 acres of 
undeveloped open space for the passive outdoor recreation benefits.  Preservation and 
enhancement of Parma Park protects community natural resources. 
 
 
PREPARED BY: Jill E. Zachary, Assistant Parks and Recreation Director 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Nancy L. Rapp, Parks and Recreation Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012  
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Planning Division, Community Development Department 
 
SUBJECT: Revised 2011 Housing Element  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of the Council of the City of 
Santa Barbara Approving a Revised 2011 General Plan Housing Element Incorporating 
Revisions to the Needs Assessment, Constraints, and Suitable Sites Inventory Chapters 
as Requested by the California Department of Housing and Community Development.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On December 1, 2011, the City Council unanimously adopted the 2011 General Plan 
Update, including the Housing Element.  On January 24, 2012, the Housing Element 
was submitted to the California Department of Housing and Community Development 
(HCD) for final review and certification.  As part of this review, HCD requested that 
minor technical clarifications be incorporated into the Needs Assessment, Constraints, 
and Suitable Sites Inventory to address statutory requirements described in the 
Department’s letter of June 10, 2010.  With these amendments, on April 26, 2012, HCD 
found the 2011 Housing Element in compliance with State housing element law. (See 
Attachment 1) 
 
The Department also commended the City for its programs that encourage and facilitate 
higher density infill development and strategies that promote the construction of housing 
for lower-income families and workers while strengthening the local economy.  The 
Housing Element now meets specific requirements for several State funding programs 
designed to reward local governments for compliance with State housing law.   
 
Revisions to the Housing Element 
 
In response to HCD’s request, the following minor technical clarifications have been 
made to the 2011 Housing Element: 
 
 Needs Assessment – Additional information and tables have been included 

under the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) section to reflect the 
number of units which have been constructed between 2007 and 2011.  
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Information has also been added describing the City’s methodology for assigning 
the units to the various income affordability groups and demonstrating their 
availability in the planning process. 

 Constraints – Information clarifying the typical processing time for a single family 
residence and a multi-family unit project has been included under the Processing 
Time section of the Constraints chapter. 

 Suitable Sites Inventory – Additional analysis has been incorporated under the 
Suitable Sites Inventory and Development Capacity section to demonstrate that 
smaller sites can realistically accommodate new residential development.  
Information describing past development trends and examples of projects whose 
development was facilitated by the merging of parcels and/or receiving 
development standard incentives was also added.  

 
See Attachment 2 for the precise text to be added to the Housing Element. 
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
The revisions to the 2011 Housing Element do not require an allocation of funds.  The 
Housing Element can be revised with existing staff resources. 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 1. HCD Letter dated April 26, 2012 

2. Revised Housing Element Text (underlined)  
 
PREPARED BY: Irma Unzueta, Project Planner 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Paul Casey, Assistant City Administrator 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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RESOLUTION NO. _____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SANTA BARBARA APPROVING A REVISED 2011 
GENERAL PLAN HOUSING ELEMENT INCORPORATING 
REVISIONS TO THE NEEDS ASSESSMENT, 
CONSTRAINTS, AND SUITABLE SITES INVENTORY 
CHAPTERS AS REQUESTED BY THE CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 

 
 
WHEREAS, California Housing Element Law requires local jurisdictions to update the 
Housing Element of the General Plan every five years and submit documents to the 
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review;  
 
WHEREAS, on December 1, 2011, the City Council adopted the 2011 General Plan 
Update, including the Housing Element (Council Resolution No. 11-079); 

 
WHEREAS, on January 24, 2012, the adopted Housing Element was submitted to HCD 
for final review and certification;  

 
WHEREAS, on April 23, 2012, City and HCD Staff held a telephone conference to help 
facilitate HCD’s review of the Housing Element; 
 
WHEREAS, on April 24 and 25, 2012, City Staff submitted minor technical revisions to 
provide further clarification to the Needs Assessment, Constraints, and Suitable Sites 
chapters of the Housing Element; 
 
WHEREAS, on April 26, 2012, HCD sent a letter stating that the information submitted 
addressed statutory requirements and that the 2011 Housing Element, including the 
minor technical revisions was found to be in compliance with State housing element 
law; and 
 
WHEREAS, on May 22, 2012, the City Council reviewed and considered the 
correspondence from HCD dated April 26, 2012, and minor technical clarifications 
required by HCD to meet State housing element law. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA 
BARBARA THAT a Revised 2011 General Plan Housing Element of the City of Santa 
Barbara incorporating minor technical clarifications to the Needs Assessment, 
Constraints, and Suitable Sites Inventory chapters, as amended in the attached Exhibit, 
is hereby approved.  
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Fire Prevention Division, Fire Department 
 
SUBJECT: Set A Date For Public Hearing Regarding Renewal Of Levy For 

Fiscal Year 2013 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 Renew 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 Levy Assessments for Fiscal Year 2012-2013; and Establishing a Time of 
2:00 P.M. on Tuesday, June 5, 2012, 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 for the past five years. 
 
Assessment funds continue to reduce the risk and severity of wildland fires through the 
reduction of flammable vegetation. The assessment provides three primary services:  
 
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 
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egress of residents and ingress of first responders during an emergency. This year we 
cleared 14 miles of roadway to benefit the District.  
 
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.  
 
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 26 acres this past year. This 
project required staff to strengthen the public-private relationship by working with multiple, 
individual property owners and contract crews to link individual parcels across large 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 2013, staff and the Assessment Engineer  
propose a CPI increase of 2.17%. The rate for Fiscal Year 2013 as suggested in the 
Engineer’s Report will therefore be set at $73.72 per single family home in the Foothill 
Zone and $91.41 per single family home in the Extreme Foothill Zone. The total revenues 
from the assessment will be $239,133. 
 
The Fiscal Year 2012 rates were $72.16 and $89.46 respectively, for a total assessment of 
$231,771. The increase for Fiscal Year 2013 will allow us to continue to provide the same 
level of service in all three areas.  
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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 2012 we exceeded that 
goal, achieving 99% reuse. 
 
 
PREPARED BY: Joe Poiré, Fire Marshal 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Andrew DiMizio, 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 
RENEW 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 LEVY ASSESSMENTS FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013; AND ESTABLISHING A TIME OF 
2:00 P.M. ON TUESDAY, JUNE 5, 2012, 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 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 2012-13.  
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 2012-13 cost of providing the Services is 
$239,133.  This cost results in a proposed assessment rate of SEVENTY THREE 
DOLLARS AND SEVENTY TWO CENTS ($73.72) per single-family equivalent benefit 
unit in the Foothill Zone and NINETY ONE DOLLARS AND FORTY ONE CENTS 
($91.41) in the Extreme Foothill Zone for fiscal year 2012-13.  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 2012-13 is 2.17%. 
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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, June 5, 2012, 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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0BIINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN  

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: 

 

FFIIGGUURREE  11  ––  WWIILLDDLLAANNDD  FFIIRREE  HHIISSTTOORRYY  IINN  SSAANNTTAA  BBAARRBBAARRAA  CCOOUUNNTTYY  

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. 
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 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 

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 
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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 2012-13 

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). 
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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, 

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 2012-13. The levy and collection of the assessments will continue year-to-year until 

terminated by the City Council. 
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If the City Council approves this Engineer's Report for fiscal year 2012-13 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 2012-13. 

 

A Public Hearing is scheduled for June 5, 2012.  At this hearing, the Council will consider 

approval of a resolution confirming the assessments for fiscal year 2012-13. 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 2012-13. 

 

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 

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 wildland fire suppression services provided to these parcels are not funded from this 

assessment. 

 

PPRROOPPOOSSIITTIIOONN  221188  

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. 
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SSIILLIICCOONN  VVAALLLLEEYY  TTAAXXPPAAYYEERRSS  AASSSSOOCCIIAATTIIOONN,,  IINNCC..  VV  SSAANNTTAA  CCLLAARRAA  CCOOUUNNTTYY  OOPPEENN  SSPPAACCEE  AAUUTTHHOORRIITTYY  

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. 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. 

 

DDAAHHMMSS  VV..  DDOOWWNNTTOOWWNN  PPOOMMOONNAA  PPRROOPPEERRTTYY  

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.   

 

BBOONNAANNDDEERR  VV..  TTOOWWNN  OOFF  TTIIBBUURROONN  

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 
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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.     

  

BBEEUUTTZZ  VV..  CCOOUUNNTTYY  OOFF  RRIIVVEERRSSIIDDEE  

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.   

 

GGOOLLDDEENN  HHIILLLL  NNEEIIGGHHBBOORRHHOOOODD  AASSSSOOCCIIAATTIIOONN  VV..  CCIITTYY  OOFF  SSAANN  DDIIEEGGOO  

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.  

 

 

CCOOMMPPLLIIAANNCCEE  WWIITTHH  CCUURRRREENNTT  LLAAWW  

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.   

 

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 
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benefits have been explicitly calculated and quantified and excluded from the 

Assessments. 
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1BDDEESSCCRRIIPPTTIIOONN  OOFF  SSEERRVVIICCEESS  

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. 

 

Final Level of Service  =  Baseline level of Service (pre-2006) 

+ 

Enhanced Level of Service 

 

 

The services (the “Services”) undertaken by the 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 
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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 

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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2BCCOOSSTT  AANNDD  BBUUDDGGEETT  

FFIIGGUURREE  22  --  CCOOSSTT  AANNDD  BBUUDDGGEETT  

Total

Budget

Services Costs

Evacuation Planning - Evacuation Roadway Clearing
Staffing $41,000
Materials $3,000
Project Costs $48,000

Defensible Space
Staff $35,000
Materials $5,000
Chipping Program $36,000

Vegetation Management
Staffing $39,906
Project $40,000

Totals for Installation, Maintenance and Servicing $247,906

Less: District Contribution for General Benefits ($18,413)

Net Cost of Installation, Maintenance and Servicing to Assessment District $229,493

Incidental Costs:
District Administration and Project Management $6,150
Allowance for County Collection $3,490

Subtotals - Incidentals $9,640

Total Wildland Fire Suppression District Budget $239,133
(Net Amount to be Assessed)

Assessment District Budget Allocation to Parcels
Total Assessment Budget $239,133
            Single Family Equivalent Benefit Units in District 3,244                
Assessment per Single Family Equivalent Unit (SFE) 73.72$              

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment

Estimate of Costs
Fiscal Year 2012-13
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2BMMEETTHHOODD  OOFF  AAPPPPOORRTTIIOONNMMEENNTT  

MMEETTHHOODD  OOFF  AAPPPPOORRTTIIOONNMMEENNTT  

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 

 

DDIISSCCUUSSSSIIOONN  OOFF  BBEENNEEFFIITT  

California Government Code Section 50078 et. seq.  allows agencies which provide fire 

suppression services, such as the 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. 
 

BBEENNEEFFIITT  FFAACCTTOORRSS  

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 
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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: 

 

 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 
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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 

 

 

 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 

 

BBEENNEEFFIITT  FFIINNDDIINNGG  

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.  
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GGEENNEERRAALL  VVEERRSSUUSS  SSPPEECCIIAALL  BBEENNEEFFIITT  

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: 

 

Total Benefit = Total General Benefit + Total Special Benefit
 

 

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 

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: 

 

General Benefit =  

Benefit to Real Property Outside the Assessment District + 

Benefit to Real Property Inside the Assessment District that is Indirect and 

Derivative + 

Benefit to the Public at Large 

 

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 
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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.) 

 

 

CCAALLCCUULLAATTIINNGG  GGEENNEERRAALL  BBEENNEEFFIITT  

This section provides a measure of the general benefits from the assessments 

 

BBEENNEEFFIITT  TTOO  PPRROOPPEERRTTYY  OOUUTTSSIIDDEE  TTHHEE  AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  DDIISSTTRRIICCTT  

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.  

 

 

UCRITERIA: 



        

  

CCIITTYY  OOFF  SSAANNTTAA  BBAARRBBAARRAA      

WWIILLDDLLAANNDD  FFIIRREE  SSUUPPPPRREESSSSIIOONN  AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  

PPRREELLIIMMIINNAARRYY  EENNGGIINNEEEERR’’SS  RREEPPOORRTT,,  FFYY  22001122--1133 

PPAAGGEE  1188  

550 PARCELS OUTSIDE THE DISTRICT BUT PROXIMATE TO THE DISTRICT BOUNDARIES 

3550 PARCELS IN THE ASSESSMENT DISTRICT 

50% RELATIVE BENEFIT COMPARED TO PROPERTY WITHIN THE ASSESSMENT DISTRICT 

 

UCALCULATION 

 

GENERAL BENEFIT TO PROPERTY OUTSIDE THE ASSESSMENT DISTRICT = (550/(550+3,550))*.5 =6.7% 

 

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. 

 

BBEENNEEFFIITT  TTOO  PPRROOPPEERRTTYY  IINNSSIIDDEE  TTHHEE  DDIISSTTRRIICCTT  TTHHAATT  IISS  IINNDDIIRREECCTT  AANNDD  DDEERRIIVVAATTIIVVEE  

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 

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. 
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BBEENNEEFFIITT  TTOO  TTHHEE  PPUUBBLLIICC  AATT  LLAARRGGEE  

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 

 

SSUUMMMMAARRYY  OOFF  GGEENNEERRAALL  BBEENNEEFFIITTSS  

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. 

 

GENERAL BENEFIT =  

 

     6.7 % (OUTSIDE THE ASSESSMENT DISTRICT)  

+   0.0 % (INSIDE THE DISTRICT - INDIRECT AND DERIVATIVE)  

+   1.0 % (PUBLIC AT LARGE) 

 

=  7.7 % (TOTAL GENERAL BENEFIT) 

 

The Assessment District’s total budget for 2012-13 is $239,133. The Assessment District 

must obtain funding from sources other than the assessment in the amount of 

approximately $18,413 ($239,133*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 
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outside the Assessment District and a benefit to the public at large. For Fiscal Year 2012-

13, the City will contribute at least $18,413, 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. 

 

ZZOONNEESS  OOFF  BBEENNEEFFIITT  

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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FFIIGGUURREE  33  --  RREELLAATTIIVVEE  HHAAZZAARRDD//RRIISSKK  SSCCOORRIINNGG  FFOORR  HHIIGGHH  FFIIRREE  HHAAZZAARRDD  AARREEAA  ZZOONNEESS  

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. 

 

FFIIGGUURREE  44  --  SSCCOORRIINNGG  SSYYSSTTEEMM  

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. 
 

FFIIGGUURREE  55  --  WWIILLDDLLAANNDD  FFIIRREE  RRIISSKK  FFAACCTTOORRSS  

Zone Raw Score

Wildland Fire Risk 

Factor 

Extreme Foothill Zone 52 1.24

Foothill Zone 42 1.00

Coastal Zone** 28 0.67

Coastal Interior Zone** 21 0.50  
 

**Coastal Zone and Coastal Interior Zone are included in this analysis for clarity; however these zones are 

not included in the Assessment District. 
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AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  AAPPPPOORRTTIIOONNMMEENNTT  

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. 

 

MMEETTHHOODD  OOFF  AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  

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: 

 

EEQQUUAATTIIOONN  11  ––  RREELLAATTIIVVEE  BBEENNEEFFIITT  TTOO  PPRROOPPEERRTTIIEESS  

Benefit ≈ Σ (Fire Risk Factors) * Σ (Structure Value Factors)
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That is, the benefit conferred to property is the “sum” the risk factors multiplied by the 

“sum” of the structure values factors. 

 

FFIIRREE  RRIISSKK  FFAACCTTOORRSS  

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. 

 

SSTTRRUUCCTTUURREE  VVAALLUUEE  FFAACCTTOORRSS  

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: 
 

EEQQUUAATTIIOONN  22  --  SSTTRRUUCCTTUURREE  VVAALLUUEE  FFAACCTTOORRSS  

Σ (Structure Value Factors) ≈   (Structure Weighting Factor * Average Improved Value) 

* (Land Weighting Factor * Average Total Value)

* (Unity Density Factor)

 

Where: 
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 “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. 

 

FFIIGGUURREE  66  ––  SSTTRRUUCCTTUURREE  VVAALLUUEE  FFAACCTTOORRSS  

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 

  

RREESSIIDDEENNTTIIAALL  PPRROOPPEERRTTIIEESS  

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 
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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 

Zone and 0.4567 per residential unit in the Extreme Foothill Zone. This rate applies to 

condominiums as well. 

 

CCOOMMMMEERRCCIIAALL//IINNDDUUSSTTRRIIAALL  &&  OOFFFFIICCEE  PPRROOPPEERRTTIIEESS  

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. 

 

VVAACCAANNTT//UUNNDDEEVVEELLOOPPEEDD,,  OOPPEENN  SSPPAACCEE  AANNDD  AAGGRRIICCUULLTTUURRAALL  PPRROOPPEERRTTIIEESS  

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. 

 

OOTTHHEERR  PPRROOPPEERRTTIIEESS  

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. 
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SSUUMMMMAARRYY  OOFF  BBEENNEEFFIITTSS  FFOORR  EEAACCHH  PPRROOPPEERRTTYY  TTYYPPEE  

Figure 7 summarizes the relative benefit for each property type. 

 

FFIIGGUURREE  77  --  RREELLAATTIIVVEE  BBEENNEEFFIITT  FFAACCTTOORRSS  FFOORR  FFOOOOTTHHIILLLL  AANNDD  EEXXTTRREEMMEE  FFOOOOTTHHIILLLL  ZZOONNEESS  

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

 

 

AAPPPPEEAALLSS  OOFF  AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTTSS  LLEEVVIIEEDD  TTOO  PPRROOPPEERRTTYY  

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. 

 

AADDDDIITTIIOONNAALL  BBAACCKKGGRROOUUNNDD  OONN  RREELLAATTIIVVEE  BBEENNEEFFIITT  

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 
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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 

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. 

 

DDUURRAATTIIOONN  OOFF  TTHHEE  AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  

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. 

 

CCRRIITTEERRIIAA  AANNDD  PPOOLLIICCIIEESS  

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. 

 

AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  FFUUNNDDSS  MMUUSSTT  BBEE  EEXXPPEENNDDEEDD  WWIITTHHIINN  TTHHEE  FFOOOOTTHHIILLLL  AANNDD  EEXXTTRREEMMEE  FFOOOOTTHHIILLLL  ZZOONNEESS  

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. 

 

EEXXIISSTTIINNGG  GGEENNEERRAALL  FFUUNNDDSS  

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 
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is needed to pay for any and all general benefits from the wildland fire Services, as 

described above. 
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4BAASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  

 

 

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 2012-13 is generally as follows: 

 
SUMMARY COST ESTIMATE 

 FY 2012-13 

 U Budget 

 

Evacuation Planning – Evacuation Roadway Clearing  $   92,000 

 

Defensible Space  $   76,000 

 

Vegetation Management  U$   79,906 
 

Total for Installation, Maintenance and Servicing  $ 247,906 

 

Less: Contribution for General Benefits  U($ 18,413) 

 

Incidental Costs: 

  Administration and Project Management  $    6,150 

  Allowance for County collection  U$    3,490 

    Subtotal – Incidentals  $    9,640 
 

Total Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment Budget  $ 239,133 

 

 



        

  

CCIITTYY  OOFF  SSAANNTTAA  BBAARRBBAARRAA      

WWIILLDDLLAANNDD  FFIIRREE  SSUUPPPPRREESSSSIIOONN  AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  

PPRREELLIIMMIINNAARRYY  EENNGGIINNEEEERR’’SS  RREEPPOORRTT,,  FFYY  22001122--1133 

PPAAGGEE  3300  

 

 

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 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 2012-13, the allowable 

CPI increase is 2.17%. 

 

Hence, the proposed rates for 2012-13 will increase by 2.17% from the 2011-12 

rates – from $72.16 to $73.72 per single family home in the Foothill Zone and from $89.46 

to $91.41 per single family home in the Extreme Foothill Zone.  The total revenue derived 

from the assessment is $239,133 for 2012-13. 

 

 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 2012-13. 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 2012-13 for each 

parcel or lot of land within the said Assessment District. 

 

Dated: May 15, 2012 

 Engineer of Work 

 

 

 

 By        

      John W. Bliss, License No. C052091 
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5BAASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  DDIIAAGGRRAAMM  

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 2012-13, and are incorporated 

herein by reference, and made a part of this Diagram and this Report. 
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5BAAPPPPEENNDDIICCEESS  

AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  AA  ––  AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  RROOLLLL,,  FFYY  22001122--1133  

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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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  BB  ––  CCAALLIIFFOORRNNIIAA  GGOOVVEERRNNMMEENNTT  CCOODDEE  SSEECCTTIIOONN  5500007788  EETT..  SSEEQQ..  

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 
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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 

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.  
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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.  

 

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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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  CC  ––  AARRTTIICCLLEE  XXIIIIIIDD  OOFF  TTHHEE  CCAALLIIFFOORRNNIIAA  CCOONNSSTTIITTUUTTIIOONN  

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.  
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(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.  

 

(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.  
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(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 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).  
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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.  

 

(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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EENNDD  NNOOTTEESS  

  
                                                 

 
1 Insurance Services Offices Inc. 

HUhttp://www.rockwall.com/FireDepartment/Insurance%20Services%20Office%20Rating%20

Information.pdf U 

 
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%20

Information.pdf U 

 
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 

 

http://www.rockwall.com/FireDepartment/Insurance%20Services%20Office%20Rating%20Information.pdf
http://www.rockwall.com/FireDepartment/Insurance%20Services%20Office%20Rating%20Information.pdf
http://www.ibhs.org/publications/view.asp?id=125
http://www.ibhs.org/publications/view.asp?id=130
http://www.usfa.fema.gov/downloads/pdf/abr-rep.PDF
http://www.usfa.fema.gov/downloads/pdf/abr-rep.PDF
http://www.rockwall.com/FireDepartment/Insurance%20Services%20Office%20Rating%20Information.pdf
http://www.rockwall.com/FireDepartment/Insurance%20Services%20Office%20Rating%20Information.pdf
http://ncrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/gtr/gtr_nc261.pdf
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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 

 
11 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. 2 

 

http://ncrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/gtr/gtr_nc261.pdf
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE:  May 22, 2012 
 
TO:    Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM:   Transportation Division, Public Works 
 
SUBJECT:  Parking And Business Improvement Area Annual Assessment Report 

For Fiscal Year 2013 – Intention To Levy 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: That Council: 
 
A. Approve the Parking and Business Improvement Area Annual Assessment 

Report for Fiscal Year 2013; and 
B. Adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of the Council of the City of Santa 

Barbara Declaring Council’s Intention to Levy Parking and Business Improvement 
Area Assessment Rates for Fiscal Year 2013 at a Public Hearing to be Held on 
June 19, 2012, at 2:00 p.m. 

 
DISCUSSION:   
 
The governing body of the Parking and Business Improvement Area (PBIA) requires 
the preparation and adoption of an annual report describing any proposed changes to 
the PBIA District’s boundaries, benefit zones, business classification, and method and 
basis of levying assessments. 
 
For Fiscal Year 2013, there are no proposed changes to the PBIA boundaries, benefit 
zones, or assessment levels.  The Annual Report must be prepared prior to the 
beginning of each fiscal year.  On April 12, 2012, the Downtown Parking Committee 
(DPC), serving as the PBIA Advisory Board, recommended approval of the PBIA 
Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2013 (see the Exhibit to the Resolution).   
 
The PBIA is the assessment mechanism that allows the City of Santa Barbara (City) to 
provide affordable parking rates to customers and clients of the downtown area.  The 
Downtown Parking budget is funded primarily by hourly parking revenues and, to a 
lesser extent, by PBIA and permit sales.  The PBIA revenues are directed solely 
towards employee salaries and utility costs.  These funds partially finance the 
operation and maintenance of the parking lots and partially offset the cost of offering a 
free parking period, currently set at 75 minutes.  This 40-year partnership between the 
downtown business community and the Downtown Parking Program has helped to 
keep Santa Barbara's downtown viable. 
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Approximately 4.3 million customer transactions were processed last year.  Each one 
of those patrons benefited from a free parking period.  Last year's business-paid PBIA 
assessments contributed approximately $.20 per ticket to the maintenance and 
operation of public parking lots and to the free period. 
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION:   
 
The revenue generated from the PBIA is $840,000 or approximately 12.5 percent of 
the Downtown Parking Budget.   
 
 
PREPARED BY:  Browning Allen, Transportation Manager/kts 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Christine F. Andersen, Public Works Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 
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RESOLUTION NO. _____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SANTA BARBARA DECLARING COUNCIL’S INTENTION TO 
LEVY PARKING AND BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT AREA 
ASSESSMENT RATES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013 AT A 
PUBLIC HEARING TO BE HELD ON JUNE 19, 2012, AT 2:00 
P.M. 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 36534 California Streets and Highways Code, it is the 
intention of the Council of the City of Santa Barbara to conduct a public hearing to 
determine whether to fix and assess a Fiscal Year 2013 Downtown Parking and 
Business Improvement Area (hereinafter referred to as PBIA), as such benefit 
assessment area has been established by Chapter 4.37 of the Santa Barbara Municipal 
Code, adopted on September 10, 1991; 
 
WHEREAS, upon the completion of a public hearing, it shall be the intention of the City 
Council to Levy and Collect a benefit assessment within the PBIA as that area is 
described in the Final Engineer’s Report, approved by the City Council on October 5, 
1999, and in the 1999 PBIA Area Map, on file with the City Clerk of the City of Santa 
Barbara; 
 
WHEREAS, for Fiscal Year 2013, the improvements and activities to be provided shall 
consist of a subsidy to the City’s Transportation Division, which shall be exclusively 
used to support the maintenance of the low hourly parking rates to all persons who park 
automobiles within the City-owned or operated hourly public parking lots within the PBIA 
area; and 
 
WHEREAS, a more detailed description of the improvements and activities to be 
provided to the Downtown area of Santa Barbara and the benefit to the assessed 
businesses may be found in the Final Engineer’s Report, the Addendum to the Final 
Engineer’s Report of Formula and Methodology of Assessments dated April 7, 2010, 
and the 2013 PBIA Annual Assessment Report (hereinafter referred to as Report) 
(attached as Exhibit), which was reviewed and approved by the City’s Downtown 
Parking Committee as required by Section 4.37.145 of the Santa Barbara Municipal 
Code, and which Report is on file with the City Clerk and available for review or copying 
by the public. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA 
BARBARA: 
 
SECTION 1.  It is the intention of the City Council to levy and collect assessments with 
the PBIA for Fiscal Year 2013, within the boundaries of the PBIA, as such boundaries 
were established upon the enactment of Chapter 4.37 of the Santa Barbara Municipal 
Code on September 10, 1991, as amended by the City Ordinance No. 5126, adopted 
October 5, 1999, and by the approval of the related map on file with the City Clerk. It is 
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also the City Council’s intention to confirm the method and basis of assessment as 
established by the City Council upon the enactment of Santa Barbara Municipal Code 
Chapter 4.37, and as described in the Report. 
 
SECTION 2.  The proposed improvements and activities to be provided within the 
Downtown PBIA for Fiscal Year 2013 will consist of a subsidy of a free parking period of 
75 minutes, and the maintenance of the low hourly parking rates for those persons 
using the City Downtown public off-street parking facilities, as more fully described in 
the Report. 
 
The actual assessments to be levied and collected are described in more detail in the 
Final Engineer’s Report, approved by the City Council on October 5, 1999, and the 
Addendum to the Final Engineer’s Report of Formula and Methodology of Assessments, 
approved by the City Council on May 25, 2010.  
 
SECTION 3.  Time and place for the public hearing to consider the intention of the City 
Council shall be during the 2:00 p.m. session of the Council’s regularly scheduled 
meeting of June 19, 2012, in the City Council Chambers, located at the Santa Barbara 
City Hall. 
 
SECTION 4.  Written and oral protests to the proposed Fiscal Year 2013 Downtown 
PBIA Annual Assessments, as described in the Report, may be made at the above-
described public hearing provided that such protests are in the form and manner 
required by Sections 36524 and 36525 of the California Streets and Highways Code. 
 
SECTION 5.  The City Clerk shall give notice of the above-described public hearing by 
causing a copy of this Resolution of intention to be published in a newspaper or general 
circulation in the City, no less than seven (7) days prior to June 19, 2012. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
This report, filed annually as required by the California Parking and Business Improvement 
Law of 1989, will provide an explanation of any proposed changes, including, but not limited to 
the boundaries of the adopted City of Santa Barbara Downtown Parking and Business 
Improvement Area (PBIA) or any benefit zones within the area, the basis for levying the 
assessments and any changes in the classifications of businesses.  
 
Santa Barbara’s Downtown Parking Management Program operates and maintains seven 
public parking lots and five structures in the Downtown business core area, providing a total of 
3,234 parking spaces.  The program is oriented towards clients and shoppers, and is directed 
by the City’s Circulation Element to increase the public parking available and reduce the need 
for employee parking in the Downtown Core.  Employee parking is mitigated by Alternative 
Transportation initiatives to increase carpooling, bicycling, and mass transit programs.  The 
Downtown Parking budget is funded primarily by Hourly Parking Revenues, and to a much 
lesser extent, by the PBIA and parking permits.  The PBIA revenues are directed solely 
towards employee salaries and utility costs in support of the operation and maintenance of the 
parking lots.  Revenues derived from Hourly Parking charges and permits support the balance 
of expenses remaining from the PBIA assessment and Alternative Transportation programs 
designed to reduce employee parking in the Downtown Core. 
 
Attached hereto and incorporated by reference is the “Addendum to the Parking and Business 
Improvement Area Final Engineer's Report of Formula and Methodology of Assessment dated 
October 5, 1999” (Addendum), which is on file at the City Clerk's Office, and which shall form 
the basis of the Annual Report. 
 
I.  PROPOSED CHANGES 
 

For Fiscal Year 2013, there are no changes to the PBIA benefit zones, the basis for 
levying the assessments or any changes in the classifications of businesses. 

 
II.  IMPROVEMENTS AND ACTIVITIES 
 

A parking rate, designed to promote short-term customer/client parking, including 75 
minutes of free parking, is currently in effect in all City-operated Downtown Parking 
facilities.  These facilities are maintained and operated by the City's Downtown Parking 
Program. 
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III.    ESTIMATED OPERATING COSTS OF THE CITY'S DOWNTOWN PARKING 
PROGRAM FOR 2013 

 

Expenses PBIA 
Parking 
Program Total 

Salaries and Benefits $1,711,026 $2,298,113 $4,009,139 
Materials, Supplies &Services, 
Equipment/Minor Capital $190,000 $626,850 $816,850 

Allocated Costs $7618 $254,093 $261,711 

Insurance/Overhead  $899,573 $899,573 
Downtown Organization 
Maintenance Transfer  $297,121 $297,121 

Bicycle Station  $25,000 $25,000 

New Beginnings Contract  $43,500 $43,500 
MTD Downtown Shuttle 
Support, Enhanced Transit  $393,978 $393,978 

Employee Bus Pass Program  $36,000 $36,000 

Total Operating Expenses $1,908,644 $4,874,228 $6,782,872 

Capital Program Expenses  $1,065,000 $1,065,000 

Total Expenses $1,908,644 $5,939,228 $7,847,872 
 

IV. PROJECTED DOWNTOWN PARKING PROGRAM REVENUES DERIVED 
 
  Revenues: Hourly Parking ............................................................. $4,350,000 
   Other Parking Fees ........................................................ $835,000 
   Leased Property - MTC .................................................. $267,166 
   Interest Income ............................................................... $112,800 
   Commuter Parking Lots .................................................. $290,000 
   TMP/Rents ....................................................................... $40,925 
   New Beginnings Contract (pass through) ......................... $43,500 
   Special Parking/Misc. ....................................................... $11,500 
   EV Charging Fees. ....................................................................................... $5,000 
    
   Subtotal ...................................................................... $5,955,891 
 
  *PBIA ASSESSMENT (Anticipated 2012-2013 collections) ...................... $840,000 
 
  Total Revenues ..................................................................................... $6,795,891 
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Revenues collected from the PBIA subsidized approximately $0.20 of the cost of providing 
parking for each vehicle parked within the Downtown Parking System. 
 
V.   REVENUE CARRYOVERS 
 

 No excess PBIA revenues will be carried over from the 2012 Operating Budget. 
 
VI.  PBIA RATES          
 
 A more detailed basis for levying the assessment is explained in the Addendum to the 

1999 Engineer's Report. 
 
   I.Retail and/or Wholesale Businesses (Including Restaurants): 
 
    Group A:  Average sale of less than $20, $.56 per $100 of gross sales. 
 
    Group B:  Average sale between $20 and $100, $.29 per $100 of gross sales. 
 
    Group C:  Average sale of more than $100, $.16 per $100 of gross sales. 
 
    Group D:  Movie theaters only, $.16 per $100 of gross sales.   
 
    Group E:  Fitness Facilities/Health Clubs, $.29 per $100 of gross sales.  

  
Average sale is computed by dividing the total gross sales for the year by the number 
of sales transactions. 

   
 
   II. Financial Institutions: 
 
    $.48* per square foot of usable space. 
 
   III. Stock and Bond Brokerage Offices: 
 
    $81.30* per broker. 
 
   IV. Bus Depots: 
 
     $.06* cents per square-foot of usable building space. 
 
   V. Professional: 
 
    $32.50* per person practicing the profession, and $16.30* for each non-

professional. 
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VI. All Categories Not Otherwise Provided For: 
 

Group A:  Educational Facilities (non-public) - $.19* per square foot of  
usable building space. 

 
Group B:  Miscellaneous: $.19* per square foot of usable space. 
 

VII. Hotel and Motels 
 

Number of assessed rooms x $1.50/day x 30 days x 3 months x .50 occupancy = 
quarterly charges 

 
  Assessed rooms = Number of rooms (–) on-site parking spaces provided 
 
  No patron parking credit would be offered as it is part of the calculation. 

 
*Rates for these categories are shown for annual assessment.  To determine quarterly 
payments, divide rates by four. 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 

 
COUNCIL ACTING AS SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

TO THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

AGENDA REPORT 
 

 
AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Housing Division, Community Development Department 
 
SUBJECT: Response To Grand Jury Report Regarding “Requiem for Redevelopment” 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
That Council, acting as the Successor Agency to the City of Santa Barbara 
Redevelopment Agency, review and approve a draft letter in response to the findings 
and recommendations of the 2011-2012 Santa Barbara County Civil Grand Jury report 
titled, “Requiem for Redevelopment: The Life and Death of Redevelopment Agencies in 
Santa Barbara County,” and authorize the City Administrator to sign the response letter 
and forward it to the Presiding Judge. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On March 5, 2012 the Santa Barbara County Civil Grand Jury delivered to the City of 
Santa Barbara Acting as Successor Agency to City of Santa Barbara Redevelopment 
Agency, a copy of the report titled, Requiem for Redevelopment: The Life and Death of 
Redevelopment Agencies in Santa Barbara County. The report was issued in response 
to the State Legislature’s passing of AB X1 26, the redevelopment dissolution bill, and 
AB X1 27, the redevelopment continuation bill, as part of the State’s approved budget 
for Fiscal Year 2012. On December 29, 2011 the California Supreme Court’s upheld AB 
X1 26, and struck down AB X1 27 as being unconstitutional, eliminating redevelopment 
agencies in the State of California as of February 1, 2012.  
The report included a number of findings and recommendations which require written 
responses from the City. California Penal Code Section 933(c) requires that the 
governing body of each public agency which is the subject of a report from the county 
civil grand jury respond on the findings and recommendations contained in the report 
which are relevant to that particular public agency. Staff has drafted a proposed 
response letter from the City for Council approval. The County Civil Grand Jury has 
requested a response by June 4, 2012. 
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ATTACHMENT: Draft Response Letter from City of Santa Barbara 
 
PREPARED BY: Brian J. Bosse, Housing and Redevelopment Manager/MEA 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 



 

     Please consider the environment before printing this letter. 

 
May 22, 2012 
 
 
Honorable Judge Brian Hill 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court of Santa Barbara County 
1100 Anacapa Street  
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
SUBJECT: Response to Santa Barbara County Grand Jury Report Titled 
“Requiem for Redevelopment – The Life and Death of Redevelopment agencies in 
Santa Barbara County” 
 
Dear Judge Hill: 
The Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Santa Barbara is 
providing its responses to the above-referenced Civil Grand Jury Report.  
The Successor Agency appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Grand Jury report.  
In accordance with the Grand Jury’s direction, answers are provided below pursuant to 
Section 933.05 of the California Penal Code. 
Findings, Recommendations and Responses 
Grand Jury Finding 5 – City of Santa Barbara: Over the past 11 years spent $210.4 
million; received $162.7 in tax increment; has $167.2 million in outstanding long-term 
debt and obligations.  
City Response: Over the past eleven years the former Redevelopment Agency spent 
$224,254,335 and received $173,081,504 in tax increment revenues. As of June 30, 
2011, the former Redevelopment Agency has outstanding bonded debt obligations of 
$65,165,753, including principal and interest.  
Regarding other outstanding long-term obligations, the Successor Agency of the 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Santa Barbara has outstanding long term debt 
obligations of approximately $55,589,025. When combined with the bonded 
indebtedness of $65,165,753, the total is $120,754,778, an amount significantly below 
the $167.2 million reported by the Grand Jury. 
The Oversight Board for the Successor Agency to the former Redevelopment Agency of 
the City of Santa Barbara is currently considering the Successor Agency’s Recognized 
Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS). The ROPS is a payment schedule which details 
the enforceable financial obligations of the Successor Agency including the amounts, 
dates of payment, source of funding and payee for each payment. Once approved by 
the Oversight Board, the ROPS will then be forwarded to the State Department of 
Finance for consideration and approval as required by AB 26. The final amount 
determined to be enforceable obligations by the Oversight Board may differ from the 
amount reported by the Successor Agency of the Redevelopment Agency of the City of 
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Santa Barbara. 
Grand Jury Finding 8 - Detailed data are not available on the amount of money spent 
on individual projects, the recipients of this money, or how these projects have 
contributed to eliminating blight.  
City Response: Detailed data regarding the amount of money spent on past individual 
projects including housing and non-housing projects, and the recipients of the money 
spent, has always been available via the former RDA’s Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report (CAFR). The CAFR for years 2005 through 2011 can currently be 
found on the City’s website at: 

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Government/Finance/CAFR/ 
Hard copies of all years prior to 2005 are available upon request. The CAFR is an 
extremely detailed document that presents information in a clear and concise manner 
and includes an annual financial audit.  
In addition, California Community Redevelopment Law required that every 
Redevelopment Agency develop and adopt an Implementation Plan. The 
Implementation Plan for the Central City Redevelopment Project (CCRP) is prepared 
pursuant to Health & Safety Code Section 33490. Its purpose was to set forth the goals 
of the Redevelopment Plan for the Central City Redevelopment Project and to present 
an overview of the programs the Redevelopment Agency expects to implement over the 
next five years to advance those goals and to eradicate blight within the Project Area. 
The Implementation Plan also details how each project and each project category’s 
relationship to the elimination of blight. Implementation Plans for the periods of 2000-
2004, 2005-2009, and 2010-2014 can be found on the City’s website at the following 
address: 

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Home/Redevelopment/rda_reports.htm 

Grand Jury Recommendation 1: That all successor agencies provide on their 
websites the following for projects funded over the past 10 years, including projects that 
have been funded, but not completed:  

1. List of all projects funded (completed or not) and the designated blight they 
eliminated  

2. The amounts spent (or to be spent) on each individual project  
3. The names and locations of recipients of over $25,000 associated with each 

project  
4. Administrative costs and professional services associated with each project  
5. Amounts of principal and interest payments associated with each project  

City Response: Detailed data regarding projects, the amount of money spent on past 
individual projects including housing and non-housing projects, and the recipients of the 
money spent, has always been available via a variety of public sources including: the 
former RDA’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR), the former RDA’s Five 
Year Implementation Plans, as well as project specific Council Agenda Reports.  

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Government/Finance/CAFR/
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Home/Redevelopment/rda_reports.htm
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The CAFR for the years of 2005 through 2011 can currently be found on the City’s 
website at:  

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Government/Finance/CAFR/ 
Hard copies of all years prior to 2005 are available upon request. The CAFR is an 
extremely detailed document that presents information in a clear and concise manner 
and includes an annual financial audit.  
California Community Redevelopment Law required that every Redevelopment Agency 
develop and adopt an Implementation Plan. This Implementation Plan for the Central 
City Redevelopment Project (CCRP) is prepared pursuant to Health & Safety Code 
Section 33490. Its purpose was to set forth the goals of the Redevelopment Plan for the 
Central City Redevelopment Project and to present an overview of the programs the 
Redevelopment Agency expects to implement over the next five years to advance those 
goals and to eradicate blight within the Project Area. Implementation Plans for the 
periods of 2000-2004, 2005-2009, and 2010-2014 can be found on the City’s website at 
the following address: 

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Home/Redevelopment/rda_reports.htm 

City of Santa Barbara policies dictate that contracts above $25,000, excluding 
maintenance-type projects, be approved by City Council in a public meeting. Therefore, 
detailed information regarding contracts over $25,000 are available by viewing the 
Council Agenda Reports for the particular contract proposal. City Council Agenda 
Reports can be found on the City’s website at the following address: 

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/CAP/ 
Grand Jury Recommendation 2a: That all successor agencies provide on their 
websites their plans for defining and eliminating blight in the absence of RDAs.  
City Response: Since 1972 the tax increment generated by the Redevelopment 
Agency’s programs and projects have been the primary funding source to finance 
projects that fight blight within the 850-acre Central City Redevelopment Project Area. 
This funding source has been eliminated and the City of Santa Barbara will be looking 
for other sources including possible Federal and State grant programs to assist with the 
elimination of blighting conditions.  
The City will continue to support eliminating blight based upon available resources 
including funding sources such as the Federal Community Development Block Grant 
program. However, developing specific plans for defining and eliminating blight in the 
absence of redevelopment agencies, and posting such plans on the City’s website is not 
a current requirement of the City of Santa Barbara. In addition, there is no longer staff to 
the Redevelopment Agency and thus no near term plans to embark on such an 
endeavor.  
Grand Jury Recommendation 2b:  
That all successor agencies provide on their websites their plans for providing low-
income and moderate-income housing in the absence of RDAs.  

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Government/Finance/CAFR/
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Home/Redevelopment/rda_reports.htm
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/CAP/
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Response: Since 1972 the tax increment generated by the Redevelopment Agency’s 
programs and projects have been the primary funding source to to develop and 
maintain affordable housing in the City of Santa Barbara. This funding source has been 
eliminated and the City of Santa Barbara will be looking for other sources including 
possible Federal and State grant programs to assist with the elimination of blighting 
conditions. Over $50,000,000 has been invested in the development and preservation 
of affordable housing by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Santa Barbara. Of 
the roughly 37,000 housing units in Santa Barbara, approximately 8% are now 
considered affordable under long-term restriction. Many of the mechanisms used to 
develop and preserve affordable housing dissolved along with redevelopment agencies. 
On January 10, 2012 the City of Santa Barbara elected to have the City retain the 
housing assets and assume the functions previously held and performed by the 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Santa Barbara. The source of funding to perform 
these functions is unknown at this time. The City of Santa Barbara will continue to 
encourage the development and preservation of affordable housing through its 
Affordable Housing Policies and Procedures can be found on the City’s website at the 
following address: 

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Home/Housing/reports.htm 
In addition, the City of Santa Barbara will be looking to possible Federal and State grant 
programs to assist with the development and preservation of affordable housing. 
Detailed information articulating the City’s plans for providing low-income and moderate-
income housing can be found within the “Draft 2012 Action Plan” on the City’s 
Community Development Block Grant website located here: 

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Health/CDBG/CDBG.htm 
Grand Jury Recommendation 3:  
That all successor agencies provide on their websites debt retirement schedules. 
Response: The Successor Agency will post the debt retirement schedule on its website 
by June 1, 2012.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
James Armstrong 
City Administrator 
 
cc:  Mayor & Council, City of Santa Barbara 
 Robert Samario, Finance Director 
 Marcelo Lopez, Assistant City Administrator 
 Paul Casey, Assistant City Administrator 
 Ted Sten, Foreman Santa Barbara County Grand Jury 
 
 

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Home/Housing/reports.htm
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Health/CDBG/CDBG.htm
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012  
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: City Administrator’s Office 
 
SUBJECT: Proposition 29 – State Ballot Initiative That Imposes Additional Tax 

On Cigarettes For Cancer Research 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:    
 
That Council consider taking a position on Proposition 29, which will impose an additional 
five cent tax on each cigarette distributed ($1.00 per pack), and an equivalent tax increase 
on other tobacco products, to fund cancer research and other specified purposes.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The City Council received a request from CEASE (Coalition Engaged in a Smoke-free 
Effort) to support Proposition 29.  The Council Committee on Legislation reviewed the 
request at meetings on May 2 and 9 and recommended that the Council consider taking a 
position on Proposition 29.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Request from CEASE, May 10, 2012 
 2. Proposition 29, Official Title and Summary Prepared by the 

Attorney General and Analysis Prepared by the Legislative 
Analyst 

 
PREPARED BY: Nina Johnson, Assistant to the City Administrator 
 
SUBMITTED BY: James L. Armstrong, City Administrator 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 

 

May 10, 2012 

 

Santa Barbara City Council Members: 

 

On behalf of CEASE, I would like Santa Barbara City Council to consider 

supporting the ballot initiative Proposition 29 called the California Cancer 

Research Act (CCRA) to be voted on in June. The CCRA will help save 

lives by raising the state’s tobacco tax by $1.00.   The money will fund 

cancer and other smoking related research, tobacco use prevention and 

smoking cessation, facilities and equipment to support research, 

enforcement of anti-tobacco laws and stop tobacco smuggling. 

 

Our coalition composed of 16 community-based organizations strongly 

urges you to consider this request. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Jayne Brechwald 

Co-Chair 

CEASE—Coalition Engaged in A Smoke-free Effort 
Information and Operating Procedures 
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OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY PREPARED BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

IMPOSES ADDITIONAL TAX ON CIGARETTES FOR CANCER RESEARCH.  INITIATIVE STATUTE.
•	 Imposes	additional	five	cent	tax	on	each	cigarette	distributed	($1.00	per	pack),	and	an	equivalent	

tax	increase	on	other	tobacco	products,	to	fund	cancer	research	and	other	specified	purposes.
•	 Requires	tax	revenues	be	deposited	into	a	special	fund	to	finance	research	and	research	facilities	

focused	on	detecting,	preventing,	treating,	and	curing	cancer,	heart	disease,	emphysema,	and	other	
tobacco-related	diseases,	and	to	finance	prevention	programs.

•	 Creates	nine-member	committee	charged	with	administering	the	fund.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government Fiscal Impact:
•	 Net	increase	in	cigarette	excise	tax	revenues	of	about	$735	million	annually	by	2013–14	for	

research	into	cancer	and	tobacco-related	disease,	and	for	tobacco	prevention	and	cessation	
programs.		These	revenues	would	decline	slightly	each	year	thereafter.

•	 Increase	in	excise	tax	revenues	on	other	tobacco	products	of	about	$50	million	annually,	going	
mainly	to	existing	health	and	tobacco	prevention	and	cessation	programs.

•	 Net	increase	in	state	and	local	sales	tax	revenues	of	about	$10	million	to	$20	million	annually.
•	 Unknown	net	impact	on	other	long-term	state	and	local	government	health	care	costs.

PROPOSITION

29

increase	in	excise	taxes	on	other	tobacco	products,	
with	the	revenues	going	to	support	Proposition	99	
purposes.

Existing Federal Excise Tax.	The	federal	
government	also	imposes	an	excise	tax	on	
cigarettes	and	other	tobacco	products.	In	2009,	
this	tax	was	increased	by	62	cents	per	pack	(to	a	
total	of	$1.01	per	pack)	to	help	fund	the	
Children’s	Health	Insurance	Program,	which	
provides	subsidized	health	insurance	coverage	to	
children	in	low-income	families.

Existing State and Local Sales and Use Taxes.	
Sales	of	cigarettes	and	other	tobacco	products	are	
also	subject	to	state	and	local	sales	and	use	taxes.	
These	taxes	are	imposed	on	the	retail	price	of	a	
product,	which	includes	excise	taxes	that	have	
generally	been	passed	along	from	distributors.	The	
average	retail	price	of	a	pack	of	cigarettes	in	
California	currently	is	over	$5.	More	than		
$400	million	in	annual	revenues	from	sales	and	
use	taxes	on	cigarettes	and	other	tobacco	products	
go	to	the	state	and	local	governments.

BACKGROUND

Tobacco Taxes

Existing State Excise Taxes. Current	state	law	
imposes	excise	taxes	on	the	distribution	of	
cigarettes	and	other	tobacco	products,	such	as	
cigars	and	chewing	tobacco.	Tobacco	excise	taxes	
are	paid	by	distributors	who	supply	cigarettes	and	
other	tobacco	products	to	retail	stores.	These	taxes	
are	typically	passed	on	to	consumers	as	higher	
cigarette	and	other	tobacco	product	prices.

The	state’s	cigarette	excise	tax	is	currently		
87	cents	per	pack.	Figure	1	describes	the	different	
components	of	the	per-pack	tax.	As	the	figure	
shows,	two	voter-approved	measures—Proposition	
99	in	1988	and	Proposition	10	in	1998—are	
responsible	for	generating	the	vast	majority	of	
tobacco	excise	tax	revenues.	As	Figure	1	indicates,	
total	state	revenues	from	existing	excise	taxes	on	
cigarettes	and	other	tobacco	products	were	just	
over	$900	million	in	2010–11.

Revenues	from	existing	excise	taxes	on	other	
tobacco	products	support	Propositions	10	and	99	
purposes.	Under	current	law,	any	increase	in	
cigarette	taxes	automatically	triggers	an	equivalent	

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Current Health Research and  
Tobacco Cessation Activities

Across	the	country,	substantial	amounts	of	
money	are	spent	on	research	related	to	cancer	and	
tobacco-related	diseases,	such	as	heart	disease.	For	
example,	the	federal	National	Institutes	of	Health	
provide	several	billion	dollars	annually	for	grants	
and	research	in	these	areas.	Private	entities	and	
nonprofits	also	provide	funds	for	such	research.	In	
California,	the	University	of	California	(UC)	is	
one	of	the	primary	recipients	of	these	research	
dollars.	In	addition,	UC	uses	some	state	funds	for	
this	purpose.

Tobacco	prevention	and	cessation	programs	are	
currently	conducted	by	public	entities,	health	
insurers,	and	various	other	organizations.	For	
example,	approximately	$50	million	a	year	from	
Proposition	99	revenues	is	used	to	fund	tobacco	
prevention	and	cessation	programs	in	California.

PROPOSAL
This	measure	increases	excise	taxes	on	the	

distribution	of	cigarettes	and	other	tobacco	
products.	It	uses	the	additional	revenues	raised	for	
research	on	cancer	and	tobacco-related	diseases	
(such	as	heart	disease	and	emphysema),	as	well	as	
for	other	specified	purposes.	The	major	provisions	
of	the	measure	are	described	below.

New State Tobacco Tax Revenues

This	measure	increases—effective	October	
2012—the	existing	state	excise	tax	on	cigarettes	by	
$1	per	pack.	The	total	state	excise	tax,	therefore,	
would	be	$1.87	per	pack.	The	measure	also	creates	
a	one-time	“floor	tax”	on	the	majority	of	cigarettes	
that	are	stored	by	businesses	at	the	time	the	new	
excise	tax	is	levied.	Floor	taxes	are	typically	used	to	
prevent	businesses	from	avoiding	taxes	by	
stockpiling	products	before	a	tax	goes	into	effect.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST CONTINUED
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Figure 1

Existing State Tobacco Excise Taxes
(Dollars in Millions)

Description
Cents Per Pack 

of Cigarettes

Estimated
2010–11 Net 
Revenue a

State General Fund: Initially enacted by the Legislature in 1959 
for general support of the state budget.

10¢ $96

Proposition 99: Enacted by the voters in 1988 for the purposes of 
supporting tobacco education and prevention efforts, tobacco-
related disease research programs, health care services for 
low-income persons, and environmental protection and 
recreational resources. Some Proposition 99 revenues are used 
to support programs that also receive support from the state 
General Fund.

25 298 b

Breast Cancer Fund: Enacted by the Legislature in 1993 for the 
purposes of supporting breast cancer screening programs for 
uninsured women and research related to breast cancer.

2 23

Proposition 10: Enacted by the voters in 1998 for the purposes of 
supporting early childhood development programs.

50 489 b

  Totals 87¢ $905 c
a Accounts for payments from Proposition 10 to other funds in order to maintain pre-Proposition 10 revenue levels.
b Total includes excise tax revenue from other types of tobacco products, such as cigars and chewing tobacco.
c Does not total due to rounding.
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Existing	state	law	requires	the	Board	of	
Equalization	(BOE)	to	annually	set	a	tax	on	other	
tobacco	products—such	as	cigars	and	chewing	
tobacco—at	an	amount	equivalent	to	the	tax	on	
cigarettes.	Accordingly,	this	measure	would	also	
result	in	a	comparable	increase	in	the	excise	tax	on	
other	tobacco	products,	with	the	revenues	
supporting	Proposition	99	purposes.

How New Cigarette Tax Revenues Would Be Spent

Revenues	from	the	cigarette	excise	tax	increase	
would	be	deposited	in	a	new	special	fund,	called	
the	California	Cancer	Research	Life	Sciences	
Innovation	Trust	Fund.	These	revenues	would	be	
dedicated	to	the	support	of	research	on	cancer	and	
tobacco-related	diseases,	as	well	as	for	other	
specified	purposes.	After	compensating	existing	
tobacco	tax	program	funds	for	any	losses	due	to	
the	imposition	of	the	new	tax	(as	described	in	the	
next	section),	the	remaining	money	would	be	
distributed	among	five	funds:

•	 Hope 2010 Research Fund.	Sixty	percent	of	
the	funds	would	be	used	to	provide	grants	
and	loans	to	support	research	on	prevention,	
diagnosis,	treatment,	and	potential	cures	for	
cancer	and	tobacco-related	diseases.	The	
measure	states	that	all	qualified	researchers	
would	have	an	equal	opportunity	to	compete	
for	these	research	funds.

•	 Hope 2010 Facilities Fund.	Fifteen	percent	
would	be	used	to	provide	grants	and	loans	to	
build	and	lease	facilities	and	provide	capital	
equipment	for	research	on	cancer	and	
tobacco-related	diseases.

•	 Hope 2010 Tobacco Prevention and 
Cessation Fund.	Twenty	percent	would	be	
used	for	tobacco	prevention	and	cessation	
programs	administered	by	the	California	
Department	of	Public	Health	(DPH)	and	the	
California	Department	of	Education.

•	 Hope 2010 Law Enforcement Fund.	Three	
percent	would	be	allocated	to	state	agencies	
to	support	law	enforcement	efforts	to	reduce	
cigarette	smuggling,	tobacco	tax	evasion,	and	
illegal	sales	of	tobacco	to	minors,	and	to	

otherwise	improve	enforcement	of	existing	
law.

•	 Hope 2010 Committee Account. Two	
percent	would	be	deposited	into	an	account	
that	would	be	used	to	pay	the	costs	of	
administering	the	measure,	most	of	which	
would	likely	be	reimbursing	BOE	for	tax	
collection	costs.	

Backfill of Existing Tobacco Tax Programs.	
This	measure	requires	the	transfer	of	some	
revenues	from	the	trust	fund	to	“backfill,”	or	
offset,	all	revenue	losses	that	are	likely	to	occur	to	
existing	state	cigarette	and	tobacco	taxes	that	
directly	result	from	the	imposition	of	the	
additional	tax.	These	revenue	losses	would	occur	
mainly	because	an	increase	in	the	price	of	
cigarettes	and	other	tobacco	products	generally	
reduces	consumption	and	results	in	more	sales	for	
which	taxes	are	not	collected,	such	as	Internet	
purchases	and	purchases	of	out-of-state	products.	
This,	in	turn,	would	reduce	the	amount	of	
revenues	collected	through	the	existing	state	excise	
taxes	described	above.	The	amount	of	backfill	
payments	needed	to	offset	any	loss	of	funding	in	
these	areas	would	be	determined	by	BOE.

Committee Established to Administer Trust Fund 

The	trust	fund	would	be	overseen	by	a	newly	
created	Cancer	Research	Citizen’s	Oversight	
Committee.	The	committee	would	be	composed	
of	the	following	nine	members:

•	 Four	members	appointed	by	the	Governor,	
three	of	whom	are	directors	of	one	of	the	ten	
designated	cancer	centers	in	California.

•	 Two	members	appointed	by	the	Director	of	
DPH,	at	least	one	of	whom	has	been	treated	
for	a	tobacco-related	illness.

•	 Three	chancellors	from	UC	campuses	that	
are	members	of	the	California	Institute	for	
Quantitative	Biosciences	Research.	
(Currently,	three	UC	campuses—Santa	Cruz,	
Berkeley,	and	San	Francisco—are	institute	
members.)	

IMPOSES ADDITIONAL TAX ON CIGARETTES FOR CANCER RESEARCH. 
INITIATIVE STATUTE.
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Authority Granted to the Committee. The	
measure	authorizes	the	committee	to	administer	
the	trust	fund.	The	funds	would	have	to	be	
expended	solely	for	the	purposes	described	in	the	
act.	The	funds	would	be	allocated	by	the	
committee.	Thus,	they	would	not	be	subject	to	
appropriation	by	the	Legislature.	Furthermore,	
these	funds	could	not	be	loaned	to	other	state	
funds.

The	measure	gives	the	committee	the	authority	
to:

•	 Develop	short-	and	long-term	financial	
plans.

•	 Establish	a	process	for	soliciting,	reviewing,	
and	awarding	grants	and	loans	for	researchers	
and	facilities.

•	 Appoint	a	chief	executive	officer	and	other	
employees.

•	 Establish	policies	regarding	intellectual	
property	rights	arising	from	research	funded	
by	this	measure.	

Other Major Provisions 

Transfers Permitted From Facilities Fund. In	
the	event	the	committee	determines	that	there	is	a	
surplus	in	the	Hope	2010	Facilities	Fund,	the	
measure	would	authorize	the	committee	to	
transfer	the	surplus	money	to	the	Hope	2010	
Research	Fund,	the	Hope	2010	Tobacco	
Prevention	and	Cessation	Fund,	or	the	Hope	2010	
Law	Enforcement	Fund.

Accountability Measures. The	measure	requires	
the	committee	to	issue	an	annual	report	to	the	
public	that	includes	information	on	its	
administrative	expenses,	the	number	and	amount	
of	grants	provided,	and	a	summary	of	research	
accomplishments.	The	committee	would	also	be	
required	to	have	an	independent	financial	audit	
each	year.	The	measure	includes	conflict-of-
interest	provisions	that	govern	the	conduct	of	
committee	members,	and	includes	specific	
criminal	penalties	for	anyone	convicted	for	the	
misuse	of	trust	fund	monies.	

FISCAL EFFECTS
This	measure	would	have	a	number	of	fiscal	

effects	on	state	and	local	governments.	The	major	
impacts	are	discussed	below.

Impacts on State and Local Revenues 

Revenues Would Be Affected by Consumer 
Response. Our	revenue	estimates	assume	that	the	
proposed	excise	tax	increase	would	be	passed	along	
to	consumers.	In	other	words,	we	assume	that	the	
retail	prices	of	cigarettes	and	other	tobacco	
products	would	be	raised	to	include	the	excise	tax	
increase.	This	would	result	in	various	consumer	
responses.	The	price	increase	would	result	in	
consumers	reducing	the	quantity	of	taxable	
tobacco	products	they	consume.	Consumers	could	
also	change	the	way	they	acquire	tobacco	products	
so	that	fewer	transactions	are	taxed,	such	as	
through	Internet	purchases	or	purchases	of	out-of-
state	products.	While	we	believe	a	reasonable	
projection	of	consumer	response	is	incorporated	
into	our	revenue	estimates,	they	are	still	subject	to	
some	uncertainty.

New Cigarette Excise Tax Revenues.	We	
estimate	that	the	increase	in	cigarette	excise	taxes	
required	by	this	measure	would	raise	about		
$615	million	in	2012–13	(partial-year	effect)	and	
about	$810	million	in	2013–14	(the	first	full-year	
impact).	Our	estimate	of	the	allocation	of	new	
cigarette	excise	tax	revenues	in	2013–14	is	shown	
in	Figure	2	(see	next	page).	After	backfilling	losses	
in	existing	tobacco	excise	tax	revenue	(described	in	
more	detail	later),	the	new	cigarette	excise	tax	
would	generate	an	estimated	$735	million	in	net	
revenue	in	2013–14	for	the	purposes	described	in	
the	measure.	The	cigarette	excise	tax	increase	
would	generate	somewhat	lower	amounts	of	
revenue	each	year	thereafter,	based	on	our	
projections	of	continued	declining	cigarette	
consumption.

Effects on Existing Tobacco Excise Tax 
Revenues.	The	decline	in	consumption	of	
cigarettes	and	other	tobacco	products	caused	by	
this	measure	would	reduce	revenues	from	the	

IMPOSES ADDITIONAL TAX ON CIGARETTES FOR CANCER RESEARCH. 
INITIATIVE STATUTE.
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Figure 2

How Estimated Revenue From New Cigarette Tax
Would Be Allocated
(Dollars in Millions)

Allocation
2013–14 Funding

(Full Year)

Estimated Revenue From New Cigarette Tax $810
Less backfi ll to Proposition 99, 

Proposition 10, General Fund, and Breast 
Cancer Fund

— -75 a

  Estimated Net Revenue $735

Allocation of Estimated Net Revenue

Research Fund 60% $441
Facilities Fund 15 110
Tobacco Prevention and Cessation Fund 20 147
Law Enforcement Fund 3 22
Committee Account 2 15
a LAO estimate. Backfi ll amounts would be determined by the Board of Equalization.

existing	excise	taxes	that	go	to	support	Propositions	
99	and	10	purposes,	the	General	Fund,	and	the	
Breast	Cancer	Fund.	The	measure	provides	for	the	
backfill	of	these	losses	from	revenues	raised	by	the	
new	excise	tax.	We	estimate	that	the	amount	of	
backfill	funding	needed	to	comply	with	this	
requirement	would	be	about	$75	million	annually,	
as	shown	in	Figure	2.

As	noted	earlier,	this	measure	would	have	an	
additional	fiscal	effect	on	excise	taxes	which	go	to	
support	Proposition	99	purposes.	Under	current	
law,	any	cigarette	tax	increase	triggers	an	automatic	
corresponding	increase	in	the	taxes	on	other	
tobacco	products,	with	the	additional	revenues	
going	to	support	Proposition	99	purposes.	We	
estimate	that	the	higher	tax	on	other	tobacco	
products	would	result	in	a	full-year	Proposition	99	
revenue	gain	of	about	$50	million,	beginning	in	
2013–14.

Effects on State and Local Sales and Use Tax 
Revenues.	Sales	and	use	taxes	are	levied	on	a	
variety	of	products,	including	the	retail	price	of	
tobacco	products.	The	retail	price	usually	includes	
the	cost	of	all	excise	taxes.	The	higher	retail	price	
of	tobacco	products	resulting	from	the	new	excise	
tax,	therefore,	would	increase	state	and	local	
revenue	from	the	sales	and	use	tax	on	tobacco	
products.	This	effect	would	be	offset	somewhat		
by	several	factors,	including	lower	spending	on	
other	products	subject	to	sales	and	use	taxes.	On	
net,	we	estimate	an	increase	in	revenue	of	about		
$10	million	to	$20	million	annually.

Effects on Excise Tax Collection.	As	discussed	
earlier,	the	measure	would	deposit	3	percent	of	
revenues	from	the	new	cigarette	tax	into	a	Law	
Enforcement	Fund	to	support	state	law	
enforcement	efforts.	These	funds	would	be	used	to	
support	increased	enforcement	efforts	to	reduce	
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tax	evasion,	counterfeiting,	smuggling,	and	the	
unlicensed	sales	of	cigarettes	and	other	tobacco	
products.	The	funds	would	also	be	used	to	support	
efforts	to	reduce	sales	of	tobacco	products	to	
minors.	These	activities	would	have	an	unknown	
net	impact	on	the	amount	of	revenues	collected	
through	excise	taxes.

Impact on State and Local Government  
Health Care Costs 

The	state	and	local	governments	in	California	
incur	costs	for	providing	(1)	health	care	for	low-
income	and	uninsured	persons	and	(2)	health	
insurance	coverage	for	state	and	local	government	
employees	and	retirees.	Consequently,	changes	in	
state	law	such	as	those	made	by	this	measure	that	
affect	the	health	of	the	general	population—and	
low-income	and	uninsured	persons	and	public	

employees	in	particular—would	affect	publicly	
funded	health	care	costs.

For	example,	as	discussed	earlier,	this	measure	
would	result	in	a	decrease	in	the	consumption	of	
tobacco	products.	The	use	of	tobacco	products	has	
been	linked	to	various	adverse	health	effects	by	
federal	health	authorities	and	numerous	scientific	
studies.	Thus,	this	measure	would	reduce	state	and	
local	government	health	care	spending	on	tobacco-
related	diseases	over	the	long	term.	This	measure	
would	have	other	fiscal	effects	that	offset	these	cost	
savings.	For	example,	the	state	and	local	
governments	would	incur	future	costs	for	the	
provision	of	health	care	and	social	services	that	
otherwise	would	not	have	occurred	as	a	result	of	
individuals	who	avoid	tobacco-related	diseases	living	
longer.	Thus,	the	net	fiscal	impact	of	this	measure	
on	state	and	local	government	costs	is	unknown.
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Housing and Human Services Division, Community Development 

Department 
 
SUBJECT: Loan To Habitat For Humanity For New Affordable Housing Project 

At 822-824 East Canon Perdido 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council: 
 
A. Approve a $515,000 loan of federal HOME funds to Habitat for Humanity for the 

construction of twelve new residential ownership units affordable to low income 
persons located at 822-824 East Canon Perdido; and  

 
B. Authorize the Assistant City Administrator to execute a loan agreement and 

related documents and make nonsubstantive changes with approval by the City 
Attorney. 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
Habitat for Humanity of Southern Santa Barbara County (Habitat) has requested a 
$515,000 loan of federal Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME) funds to help 
finance the construction of a new 12-unit ownership housing project for low income 
households. The project site is located on East Canon Perdido, just west of Milpas and 
represents Habitat’s third project in Santa Barbara. Funding this project would help meet a 
June 30, 2012 deadline the City faces for committing federal HOME funds. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Project Description 
 
Habitat acquired the property located at 822-824 East Canon Perdido in December, 
2010 with financial assistance from the City’s former Redevelopment Agency Housing 
Setaside Funds (“RDA Housing Funds”) in the form of a $925,000 acquisition loan. The 
City’s Planning Commission and Architectural Board of Review have approved Habitat’s 
plans to demolish two residences on the 19,303 square foot property and develop three 
new residential structures with twelve ownership units comprising two 3-bedroom units, 



Council Agenda Report 
Loan To Habitat For Humanity For New Affordable Housing Project At 822-824 East 
Canon Perdido 
May 22, 2012 
Page 2 
 

 

eight 2-bedroom units, and two 1-bedroom units. Construction is expected to 
commence in the fall. Habitat seeks $515,000 in HOME funds from the City to help pay 
for construction costs. 
 
One of the two residences currently on the property is occupied. Residents will receive 
full relocation benefits consisting of relocation advisory services, moving expenses, plus 
42 months of rental assistance based on the difference between the rent for the new 
residence and rent for the existing residence. 
 
The cost to develop the project is estimated below: 
 

Project Costs & Financing 
 
Property acquisition:       925,000 
Site preparation:       400,000 
Building Materials:       750,000 
Professional Labor:       875,000 
Architect/Engineer/Permits:       425,000 
Misc. Fees       265,500 
Contingency:       175,000 
Total:      $3,815,500 

 
The majority of the project financing comes from Habitat’s extensive fundraising efforts. As 
demonstrated in previous projects, Habitat succeeds in raising funds from individuals, 
foundations, corporations, and local churches. Habitat will also rely on loan repayment 
from residents in two completed Habitat projects. From these sources, Habitat will raise 
$2,375,500. The $1,440,000 balance of the project funding consists of the previous RDA 
Housing Fund loan and the new HOME loan requested here. Not counted in this 
calculation, however, is the value of the hours of donated labor from future homeowners 
(sweat equity) and from community volunteers. 
 
A critical component to Habitat’s successful fundraising is their ReStore operation where 
donated materials not needed for Habitat projects are sold to contractors and the general 
public. Proceeds from the ReStore fund 90 percent of Habitat’s administrative expenses, 
enabling Habitat to ensure that donated funds go directly to families in need. 
 
Requested HOME Loan 
 
Habitat requests $515,000 in federal HOME funds from the City, which when combined 
with the previous RDA Housing Fund loan would result in a total City/RDA subsidy of 
$1,440,000 or $120,000 per unit. Previous City/RDA subsidies to Habitat have ranged 
from $80,000 per unit to $165,000 per unit, with variation dependent on project costs and 
availability of funds. 
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The terms of the requested HOME loan are proposed to match those of previous loans to 
Habitat. The $515,000 loan would be executed initially with Habitat, covers construction 
expenses, and bears zero interest. Upon completion of construction, the HOME loan 
would convert to twelve separate loans of $42,917 – one for each homeowner. The loans 
with the homeowners would be deferred, bear zero interest and would be forgiven upon 
conclusion of the City’s 90-year affordability period. The previous $925,000 RDA Housing 
Fund loan is structured similarly and will result in twelve separate loans of $77,083. 
 
The RDA Housing Fund and HOME loans would act as silent second and third mortgage 
loans behind the Habitat loan in first position. Habitat is providing homeowners with zero-
interest first mortgage loans of about $200,000, depending on actual construction costs 
and approval by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 
Payment terms on the Habitat loan would be structured so that homeowners pay no more 
than 35 percent of their income on housing costs (mortgage payments, taxes, insurance, 
and homeowner association fees). Payment on these Habitat loans would help finance 
future Habitat projects. 
 
The proposed HOME loan would be secured by a deed of trust in second position during 
construction, behind the previous RDA Housing Fund loan. With the property appraised at 
$965,000 in late 2010, the HOME loan would be partially unsecured during construction, 
which is a common position for City loans. Upon completion of construction, the individual 
loans with the homeowners would be fully secured by the anticipated value of the 
completed home. 
 
Income Targeting 
 
Habitat will be seeking low income families in the 40-80 percent range of Area Median 
Income (AMI), the upper limit for which is $60,700 for a family of four. City-subsidized 
ownership projects are typically targeted to moderate income households (80-120 percent 
of Area Median Income) and targeted to middle income households (up to 160% of AMI) 
under the City’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. Habitat is the only organization in Santa 
Barbara that develops low income ownership housing. Ordinarily it would take a very large 
City subsidy to reach affordability for this income group. However, given Habitat’s creative 
financing plan, they need only a total City subsidy of $120,000 per unit. 
 
Resale of the Units 
 
If the homeowner sells before the end of the City’s 90-year affordability period, the unit 
would be sold back to Habitat, who would market the unit to a new low income household. 
The departing homeowner would recoup only what they paid in down payment and 
mortgage payments, adjusted for inflation. The new homeowner would sign new loans and 
covenant agreements with the City and Habitat for the balance of the 90-year term, 
thereby assuring long-term affordability. 
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Community Housing Development Organizations 
 
HUD requires that 15 percent of each year’s HOME funds be used on affordable housing 
projects developed by Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs) – 
nonprofit organizations meeting HUD requirements pertaining to experience, capacity and 
board representation. Habitat is amending its by-laws and board membership to meet new 
HUD requirements. The proposed HOME loan would, thus, meet HUD’s 15-percent 
CHDO requirement. 
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
There are sufficient existing appropriations in the HOME Fund to cover the proposed loan. 
No additional appropriations are needed. The City must commit $752,530 before the end 
of the City’s fiscal year, in accordance with HUD regulations. The proposed loan would 
help meet this commitment deadline and was approved by the Finance Committee at its 
May 15, 2012 meeting. 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT: 
 
The proposed housing project features sustainability measures that meet the 4-Star 
level requirements of Built Green Santa Barbara – the penultimate level of sustainability 
as established by the Santa Barbara Contractor’s Association Education Foundation. 
Such project features include: 
 

1. Installing solar thermal and/or photovoltaic systems with whole house heat 
recovery ventilators and installing efficient Energy Star appliances, 

2. Meeting high standards for insulation, energy-efficient windows, recycled 
materials content, and re-used donated materials; and 

3. Landscape planning that preserves existing plants on site, such as young 
oak trees, roses and succulents, installs other low-water, low-maintenance 
landscaping, and installs permeable paving surfaces. 

 
Staff recommends that Council approve the requested HOME loan to assist in creating 
a new Habitat project. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT: Letter from Habitat for Humanity dated April 30, 2012 
 
PREPARED BY: Sue Gray, Administrative Services Manager/SK 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Paul Casey, Assistant City Administrator 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
 



 

April 30, 2012 

 

Mr. Simon Kiefer 

City of Santa Barbara Community Development Department 

Housing & Redevelopment Division 

630 Garden Street 

Santa Barbara, California 93102‐1990 

 

Dear Simon: 

This letter is to confirm Habitat for Humanity of Southern Santa Barbara County’s intent to build 

twelve affordable housing units for low‐income families at our site located at 822 and 824 E Canon 

Perdido Street, Santa Barbara. As per our attached budget, we will once again seek funding from a 

variety of sources, including individuals, foundation, faith‐based organizations, civic groups and 

corporations along with the RDA and HUD funding provided by the City. 

As part of our financing, we are applying for $515,000 in HOME funds to be used for site preparation 

and construction of the homes, a total of $42,917 per unit. These homes will be built in partnership 

with future homeowners and volunteers. Homeowners will be selected by our Family Selection 

committee according to Habitat’s criteria: annual income between 40% and 80% of area median 

income; currently living in substandard housing; and willingness to work a minimum of 250 hours of 

sweat equity per adult family member to build the homes. At our recent orientations, we dispersed 

over 300 applications, which underscores the huge need for affordable housing. 

We request that the HOME funds be carried as a zero‐interest ninety‐year mortgage on each of the 

units. Upon occupancy, the RDA funds previously provided by the City will also be carried as a silent 

mortgage in the amount of $77,083 on each home. The two mortgages combined total $120,000 per 

home, and would allow the City of Santa Barbara to monitor the continuing affordability of these 

homes through an affordability covenant recorded on each property. At the end of the affordability 

period and subject to restrictions imposed by the City, we request that these mortgages be forgiven. 

Habitat for Humanity of SSBC will carry the first mortgage, which will also be a zero‐interest loan. 

Mortgages will be established upon completion of construction that allow all shelter costs, including 

property taxes, homeowners association fees, utilities and insurance, to total no more than 35% of 

the homeowner’s income. 

 

 

 

Building 
homes, 

building 
hope 

ATTACHMENT 



 

We plan to break ground on this project later this year once all permits have been approved by the 

City. To date, we have received approvals from the Planning Commission on January 12, 2012 and 

from the Architectural Board of Review on March 5, 2012. The consultants we have hired are 

providing their expertise to create the construction drawings, paying particular attention to the 

energy conservation measures that will help us achieve our goal of creating “net zero” energy usage 

homes. 

The sustainability measures we propose for this project will satisfy the requirements of the Santa 

Barbara Built Green program, to Level 4. Our architect Ed DeVicente is also licensed in Passive House 

Design, and we plan to incorporate a number of components for sustainability, including: 

 House wrap, insulation and highly energy‐efficient windows to create a tight envelope 

 Recycled content and low‐VOC building materials such as carpet, flooring, adhesives and 

sealants 

 Use of building materials donated to the ReStore such as bath sinks and light fixtures 

 Solar thermal and/or photovoltaic systems with whole house heat recovery ventilators 

 Highly efficient Energy Star appliances 

 Permeable paving and low‐water, low‐maintenance landscaping 

 Preserving existing landscape materials including two young oak trees, roses and succulents 

We are pleased to join with other agencies in finding solutions to the affordable housing crisis on the 

South Coast, and we welcome a continuing partnership with the City of Santa Barbara. We look 

forward with great anticipation to the day we can begin building these affordable homes. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Joyce McCullough 

Executive Director 

 
 
 
 
 
 

PO Box 176, Goleta, CA 93116   *   6725 Hollister Ave., Suite 110, Goleta, CA 93117 
Phone:  (805) 692‐2226   *   Fax:  (805) 692‐8406   *   www.sbhabitat.org 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers  
 
FROM: Environmental Services Division, Finance Department 
 
SUBJECT:  Single-Use Bag Ordinance  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council: 
 
A. Review the draft Single-Use Bag Ordinance as referred to the Council by the 

Ordinance Committee on April 24, 2012; and,  
B. Consider declaring the draft ordinance as a project for the purposes of 

environmental review and as a possible “model” suggested ordinance to be 
considered and possibly adopted by other BEACON cities and counties with 
BEACON staff overseeing the CEQA environmental review process. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At its March 13, 2012 meeting, Council directed staff to develop an ordinance to 
regulate the distribution of single-use bags by retailers in the City. On April 10 and April 
24, 2012, staff presented the Ordinance Committee with a draft ordinance modeled after 
an ordinance adopted by Los Angeles County in November of 2010 for the 
unincorporated areas of the County. This ordinance is similar to ordinances adopted in 
recent years by several cities, such as San Jose, Long Beach, Santa Monica, Pasadena 
and other smaller municipalities in California. 
 
On April 24, 2012, the Ordinance Committee referred to Council for consideration an 
ordinance that would ban the use of plastic bags and require that a ten cent per bag 
charge be collected for paper bags of any size by stores that are 10,000 square feet or 
larger and which sell a line of dry grocery or canned goods or non-food items and some 
perishable food, or that has a pharmacy. The operative date of the ordinance for stores 
10,000 feet or larger would be 180 days after its adoption.  The ordinance would also 
apply to any other retail store that sells a limited line of grocery items (which typically 
includes milk, bread, soda and snack foods) including stores that possess a liquor license.  
This broader level of application would begin one year after the adoption date.  
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The draft ordinance would not regulate bags used by restaurants, fast food 
establishments, or other retailers which sell no food items, such as department and 
clothing stores. It also would not prevent stores from providing free bags, whether reusable 
or paper, to those persons receiving assistance under the State “Women, Infants, and 
Children” (“WIC”) Program or similar food assistance programs.  
 
The ordinance would require stores that collect the paper bag fee to use the net revenues 
from these fees to promote the use of reusable bags and to educate the public on the 
possible negative environmental impacts that result from the use of single-use bags. It 
would also require regulated stores to report to the City, on an annual basis, the total 
number of recyclable paper carryout bags provided, as well as the total amount of money 
collected for providing recyclable paper carryout bags and a summary of any efforts a 
store has undertaken to promote the use of reusable bags by customers in the prior year. 
This information would be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the ordinance and would 
be reported back to Council within two years following the effective date. 
 
As mentioned, the ordinance would become operative on larger grocery stores and food-
vending stores that contain a pharmacy 180 days following the effective date, and 365 
days following the effective date for all other retail stores that sell a limited line of grocery 
items. This will allow the affected stores to use up any existing supply of single-use bags in 
addition to allowing them some time to plan how they will implement and account for the 
paper bag fee. 
 
Environmental Review 
 
At the March 13, 2012 meeting, Council also directed staff to work with the Beach 
Erosion Authority for Clean Oceans (BEACON), a joint powers authority comprising 
several jurisdictions in Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties, in the preparation of a 
possible Central Coast model suggested single-use bag ordinance and for possible staff 
assistance for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental review of 
the draft ordinance. The goal would be for BEACON to possibly develop both a model 
single-use bag ordinance and a master environmental impact report (EIR) which could 
serve any BEACON member in the review and possible adoption of a local single-use 
bag ordinance. 
 
To this end, it is recommended that Council consider declaring the draft ordinance a 
project for the purposes of environmental review and as the conceptual “model” to be 
reviewed and possibly adopted by other BEACON cities and counties, with BEACON staff 
overseeing the CEQA environmental review process. As requested by Council, staff has 
initiated contact with BEACON staff to develop a possible memorandum of 
understanding to contract for the preparation of an EIR reviewing a draft model 
ordinance.  The agreement would also propose a cost-sharing arrangement of CEQA-
related costs among the member BEACON agencies who wish to pursue this 
cooperative model ordinance approach. 
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BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
Staff has contacted several jurisdictions which have implemented similar ordinances to 
determine the costs associated with the initial implementation and the ongoing 
administration and enforcement of the ordinance. Staff estimates the first-year costs to 
educate regulated businesses and consumers and to administer and enforce the 
ordinance to be approximately $83,690. Depending upon the additional workload posed 
by the Ordinance, additional hourly staff may be required to assist with its 
implementation in the first year. These initial costs will be covered through existing Solid 
Waste Fund revenues. Ongoing costs to administer and enforce the ordinance in future 
years will be incorporated into future Solid Waste Fund operating budgets.  
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:   
 
A single-use bag reduction ordinance has the potential to reduce negative 
environmental impacts related to the manufacture and disposal of single-use bags by 
increasing consumer use of reusable bags. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT: Chapter 9.150 – Proposed Model City Ordinance, Single-Use Bag 

Ordinance  
PREPARED BY: Matt Fore, Environmental Services Manager 
SUBMITTED BY: Robert Samario, Finance Director 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 
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1 

DRAFT 
 

Ordinance No. 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA AMENDING THE 
MUNICIPAL CODE BY ADDING CHAPTER 9.150 
PERTANING TO SINGLE-USE CARRY OUT BAGS 
AT CERTAIN RETAIL FOOD AND GROCERY 
STORE ESTABLISHMENTS IN THE CITY. 

 
 
THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION ONE:  Title 9 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code is 
amended by adding a new chapter, Chapter 9.150 (“Single-Use 
Carry Out Bags”), which reads as follows: 

Section 9.150.010 Definitions. 

The following definitions apply to this Chapter: 
 
A. Customer. Any person purchasing goods from a store. 
 
B. Operator. The person in control of, or having the 
responsibility for, the operation of a store, which may include, 
but is not limited to, the owner of the store. 
 
C. Person.  Any natural person, firm, corporation, partnership, 
or other organization or group however organized. 
 
D. Plastic carryout bag. Any bag made predominantly of plastic 
derived from either petroleum or a biologically-based source, 
such as corn or other plant sources, which is provided to a 
customer at the point of sale. “Plastic carryout bag” includes 
compostable and biodegradable bags but does not include reusable 
bags, produce bags, or product bags. 
 
E. Postconsumer recycled material. A material that would 
otherwise be destined for solid waste disposal, having completed 
its intended end use and product life cycle. “Postconsumer 
recycled material” does not include materials and by-products 



2 

generated from, and commonly reused within, an original 
manufacturing and fabrication process. 
 
F. Produce bag or product bag. Any bag without handles used 
exclusively to carry produce, meats, or other food items from a 
display case within a store to the point of sale inside a store 
or to prevent such food items from coming into direct contact 
with other purchased items. 
 
G. Recyclable. Material that can be sorted, cleansed, and 
reconstituted using available recycling collection programs for 
the purpose of using the altered form in the manufacture of a 
new product. “Recycling” does not include burning, incinerating, 
converting, or otherwise thermally destroying solid waste. 
 
H.  Recyclable paper carryout bag. A paper bag (of any size) 
that meets all of the following requirements: 1. contains no old 
growth fiber; 2. is one hundred percent (100%) recyclable 
overall and contains a minimum of forty percent (40%) post-
consumer recycled material; 3. is capable of composting, 
consistent with the timeline and specifications of the American 
Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard D6400; 4. is 
accepted for recycling in curbside programs in the City; 5. has 
printed on the bag the name of the manufacturer, the location 
(country) where the bag was manufactured, and the percentage of 
postconsumer recycled material used; and 6. displays the word 
“Recyclable” in a highly visible manner on the outside of the 
bag. 
 
I. Reusable bag. A bag with handles that is specifically 
designed and manufactured for multiple reuse and meets all of 
the following requirements: 1. has a minimum lifetime of 125 
uses, which for purposes of this subsection, means the 
capability of carrying a minimum of 22 pounds 125 times over a 
distance of at least 175 feet; 2. has a minimum volume of 15 
liters; 3. is machine washable or is made from a material that 
can be cleaned or disinfected; 4. does not contain lead, 
cadmium, or any other heavy metal in toxic amounts; 5. has 
printed on the bag, or on a tag that is permanently affixed to 
the bag, the name of the manufacturer, the location (country) 
where the bag was manufactured, a statement that the bag does 
not contain lead, cadmium, or any other heavy metal in toxic 
amounts, and the percentage of postconsumer recycled material 
used, if any; and 6. if made of plastic, is a minimum of at 
least 2.25 mils thick. 
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J. Store. Any of the following retail establishments located and 
operating within the City: 

 
1. A store of at least 10,000 square feet of retail space 
that generates sales or use tax pursuant to the Bradley-
Burns Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax Law (Part 1.5 
(commencing with Section 7200) of Division 2 of the Revenue 
and Taxation Code) which sells a line of dry grocery or 
canned goods, or non-food items and some perishable food 
items for sale or a store that has a pharmacy licensed 
pursuant to Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 4000) of 
Division 2 of the Business and Professions Code; or  
 
2. A drug store, pharmacy, supermarket, grocery store, 
convenience food store, food mart, or other similar retail 
store or entity engaged in the retail sale of a limited 
line of grocery items or goods which typically includes, 
but is not limited to, milk, bread, soda, and snack foods, 
including those stores with a Type 20 or 21 liquor license 
issued by the state Department of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control. 
 

Section  9.150.020 Plastic carryout bags prohibited. 
 
A. No store shall provide to any customer with a plastic 
carryout bag. 
 
B. The prohibition on providing plastic carryout bags applies 
only to bags provided by a store for the purpose of carrying 
away goods from the point of sale within the store and does not 
apply to produce bags or product bags supplied by a store.  

Section 9.150.030 Permitted bags. 

All stores shall provide or make available to a customer only 
recyclable paper carryout bags or reusable bags for the purpose 
of carrying away goods or other materials from the point of 
sale, subject to the terms of this Chapter. Nothing in this 
Chapter prohibits customers from using bags of any type which 
the customer may bring to the store themselves or from carrying 
away goods that are not placed in a bag, in lieu of using bags 
provided by the store. 
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Section 9.150.040 Regulation of recyclable paper carryout 
bags. 

A. Any store that provides a recyclable paper carryout bag to a 
customer must charge the customer ten cents ($0.10) for each bag 
provided, except as otherwise allowed by this Chapter. 
 
B. No store shall rebate or otherwise reimburse a customer any 
portion of the ten cent ($0.10) charge required in subparagraph 
A, except as otherwise allowed by this Chapter. 
 
C. All stores must indicate on the customer receipt the number 
of recyclable paper carryout bags provided and the total amount 
charged the customer for such bags. 
 
D. All charges collected by a store under this Chapter may be 
retained by the store and used for one or more of the following 
purposes: 1. the costs associated with complying with the 
requirements of this Chapter; 2. the actual costs of providing 
recyclable paper carryout bags; 3. the costs of providing low or 
no cost reusable bags to customers of the store who are exempted 
by section 9.150.060; or 4. the costs associated with a store’s 
educational materials or education campaign encouraging the use 
of reusable bags, if any. 
 
E. All stores shall report to the City Finance Director, on an 
annual (calendar year) basis, the total number of recyclable 
paper carryout bags provided, the total amount of monies 
collected for providing recyclable paper carryout bags, and a 
summary of any efforts a store has undertaken to promote the use 
of reusable bags by customers in the prior year. Such reporting 
must be done on a form prescribed by the City Finance Director, 
and must be signed by a responsible agent or officer of the 
store in order to confirm that the information provided on the 
form is accurate and complete. Such reports shall be filed no 
later than ninety (90) days after the end of each year following 
the year in which this chapter becomes effective. 

Section 9.150.050 Use of reusable bags. 

A. All stores must provide reusable bags to customers, either 
for sale or at no charge. 
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B. Stores are strongly encouraged to educate their staff to 
promote the use of reusable bags and to post signs and other 
informational materials encouraging customers to use reusable 
bags. 

Section 9.150.060 Exempt customers. 

All stores must provide at the point of sale, free of charge, 
either reusable bags or recyclable paper carryout bags or both, 
at the store’s option, to any customer participating either in 
the California Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, 
Infants, and Children pursuant to Article 2 (commencing with 
Section 123275) of Chapter 1 of Part 2 of Division 106 of the 
Health and Safety Code or in the Supplemental Food Program 
pursuant to Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 15500) of Part 3 
of Division 9 of the state Welfare and Institutions Code. 

Section 9.150.070 Enforcement and violations - penalties. 

A. Administrative Enforcement. The City Finance Director (or his 
designee) shall have the primary responsibility for enforcement 
of this Chapter. The Director is authorized to promulgate 
Departmental regulations to assist stores in understanding and 
in complying with this Chapter and to take any and all other 
actions reasonable and necessary to enforce and interpret this 
Chapter.  
 
B. Regulations on Free Reusable Bags. If determined to be 
appropriate and necessary, the City Finance Director may adopt 
regulations restricting or limiting the ability of those stores 
defined in subparagraphs J(1) and J(2) of section 9.150.010 to 
offer customers free reusable bags as a promotional item.  
 

Section 9.150.080 Operative date. 

For those stores defined in subparagraph (J)1) of section 
9.150.010, this Chapter shall become operative One Hundred 
Eighty (180) days after the effective date of the City ordinance 
adopting this Chapter. For stores defined in subparagraph J(2) 
of Section 9.150.010, this Chapter shall become operative one 
year after the effective date of the City ordinance adopting 
this Chapter.   
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SECTION TWO: Within two years of the adoption date of this 
ordinance, the staff of the City Finance Department shall submit 
a written agenda report to the City Council describing, among 
other things, whether it appears to the Finance Department that 
this ordinance has reduced the number of plastic and paper bags 
used within the City by those stores regulated by this 
ordinance.  



Agenda Item No._____________ 
 

File Code No.  160.03 
 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Risk Management Division, Finance Department 
 
SUBJECT: Conference With Legal Counsel – Pending Litigation  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council hold a closed session to consider pending litigation pursuant to subsection 
(a) of section 54956.9 of the Government Code and take appropriate action as needed. 
Pending litigation considered is a workers' compensation claim: Janet Sackett v. City of 
Santa Barbara, Case Number ADJ3865678. 
 
Scheduling:   Duration, 10 minutes; anytime 
Report:  None anticipated 
 
 
PREPARED BY: Mark W. Howard, Risk Manager 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Robert Samario, Finance Director 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
 
 



Agenda Item No._____________ 

File Code No.  440.05 
 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: City Administrator’s Office 
 
SUBJECT: Conference With Labor Negotiator 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council hold a closed session, per Government Code Section 54957.6, to consider 
instructions to City negotiator Kristy Schmidt, Employee Relations Manager, regarding 
negotiations with the City’s General bargaining unit, the Supervisory bargaining unit, the 
Police Officers Association, and the Police Management Association, and regarding 
discussions with confidential City employees and unrepresented management about 
salaries and fringe benefits.  
 
SCHEDULING:  Duration, 45 minutes; anytime 
 
REPORT:  None anticipated 
 
 
PREPARED BY: Kristy Schmidt, Employee Relations Manager 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Marcelo López, Assistant City Administrator 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
 



Agenda Item No.  ________ 
File Code No. 140.05  

 

 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: May 22, 2012 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: City Clerk’s Office, Administrative Services Department 
 
SUBJECT: Interviews For City Advisory Groups 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council: 
 
A. Hold interviews of applicants to various City Advisory Groups; and 
B. Continue interviews of applicants to June 5, and June 12, 2012. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Interviews of applicants for various positions on City Advisory Groups are to be held on 
May 22, 2012, at 6:00 p.m.  Applicants will also have the option to be interviewed on 
June 5, and June 12, 2012, at an estimated time of 4:00 p.m.   
 
For the current vacancies, 45 individuals submitted 51 applications.  A list of eligible 
applicants and pertinent information about the City Advisory Groups is attached to this 
report. 
 
Applicants have been notified that to be considered for appointment they must be 
interviewed.  Applicants have been requested to prepare a 2-3 minute verbal presentation, 
in response to a set of questions specific to the group for which they are applying.  
Applicants applying to more than one advisory group may have up to 5 minutes for their 
presentation. 
 
Applicants for the newly established Santa Barbara Youth Council have been notified that 
they must also appear for an interview before the Youth Council.  They will have the option 
to appear on Monday, May 14, 2012, at 5:00 p.m. at the Louise Lowry Davis Recreation 
Center, or Monday, May 21, 2012, at 5:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber. 
 
Appointments are scheduled to take place on June 26, 2012. 
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ATTACHMENT: List of Applicants 
 
PREPARED BY: Brenda Alcazar, CMC, Deputy City Clerk 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Marcelo A. López, Assistant City Administrator/Administrative 

Services Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 
 



ATTACHMENT 

1 
 

ACCESS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

• Two vacancies. 
• Terms expire 12/31/2014. 
• Residents of the City or a full-time employees of an entity doing business within the City who demonstrate an 

interest, experience, and commitment to issues pertaining to disability and access and who represent the public at 
large: 
 Two representatives from the Architectural/Engineering/Building Community. 

• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 

CATEGORY 
(Number of Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Architectural/ 
Engineering/Building 
Community (2) 
 

Brian Barnwell 12/16/08 
(3 years, 6 months) 

  

 



2 
 

BUILDING AND FIRE CODE BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

• Two vacancies. 
• Open terms. 
• Residents of the City or adjoining unincorporated areas of Santa Barbara County. 
• Appointees shall demonstrate knowledge and expertise in specialty areas governed by the construction and fire 

codes of the City. 
• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 

 

 
CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Resident of the City or 
unincorporated area 
of Santa Barbara 
County (2) 
 

None    
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CENTRAL COAST COMMISSION FOR SENIOR CITIZENS 
 

 

• One vacancy. 
• Term expires 6/30/2013. 
• Resident of the City. 
• Appointee may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 
 

CATEGORY 
(Number of Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Resident of the City (1) Brenda Collins Powell   Current Community 
Development & Human 
Services Committee 
Member; term expires 
12/31/13. 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND HUMAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
 

• Three vacancies. 
• One term expires 12/31/2013; one term expires 12/31/2014; and one term expires 12/31/2015 
• Residents or employees within the City but need not be qualified electors of the City. 
• One representative from each: 

 Housing Interests   Human Services Agencies   Senior Community 

• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 
CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Housing Interests (1) Jacqueline Duran  1) Community Development 
& Human Services; 

2) Rental Housing Mediation 
Task Force 

 

Dale Fathe-Aazam    

Steven B. Faulstich    

Human Services 
Agencies (1) 

Alejandra Gutierrez    

Senior Community (1) Bonnie Raisin   Also eligible for the 
Human Services 
Agencies category. 
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COMMUNITY EVENTS & FESTIVALS COMMITTEE 
 

• Four vacancies. 
• One term expires 12/31/2014; and three terms expire 12/31/2015. 

 Three representatives of the Business/Lodging/Retail Industry; and 
 One resident of the City who represents the public at large (one of whom shall not represent any specific 

group). 
• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 

 

CATEGORY 
(Number of Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Business/Lodging/ 
Retail Industry (3) 

Laura McIver    

Public at Large (1) Rebekah Altman 12/19/06 
(5 years, 6 months) 

  

Robert W. Burnham  1) Transportation and 
Circulation Committee; 

2) Community Events & 
Festivals 

Current Access Advisory 
Committee Member; term 
expires 12/31/14 

Charles Huff  1) Community Events & 
Festivals; 

2) Parks and Recreation 
Commission;  

3) Neighborhood Advisory 
Committee 
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FIRE AND POLICE PENSION COMMISSION 
 

• Three vacancies. 
• One term expires 12/31/2012; one term expires 12/31/2013; and one term expires 12/31/2014. 
• One active retired police officer who need not be a resident or qualified elector of the City; and 
• Two qualified electors of the City who are not active firefighters or police officers for the City of Santa Barbara. 
 

 

 
CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Active/Retired Police 
Officer (1) 
 

None   
 

Qualified Electors (2) 
 

Luis Esparza  1) Water Commission; 
2) Measure P Committee;  
3) Fire & Police Pension 

Commission 
 

Current Measure P Committee 
Member; continuing to serve 
until a successor is appointed. 
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HOUSING AUTHORITY COMMISSION 

• Two vacancies. 
• One term expires 6/30/2014 (appointment effective on 7/1/2012); and one term expires September 14, 2016 

(appointment effective September 15, 2012). 
• One appointee may be a non-City resident: 

 One representative of the public at large; and 
 One tenant who is receiving housing assistance from the Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara. 

• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 
CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Public at Large (1) 
 

Sarah Maria Anthony   City 

 

Robert Burke   City 

Also eligible for the 
Tenant category. 

Current Rental Housing 
Mediation Task Force 
Member; term expires 
12/31/14. 

 

Geoff Green 7/1/08 
(4 years) 

 County 

Tenant (1) Mary Johnston 6/28/05, 7/11/06, 7/1/08, 6/29/10 
(7 years) 

 City 
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LIBRARY BOARD 
 

 

• Two vacancies. 
• Terms expire 12/31/2015. 
• Qualified electors of the City. 
• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 
 

CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Qualified Electors (2) Jonathan R. Glasoe    

Lucille Teresa Boss Ramirez    

Christine Roberts 12/16/08 
(3 years, 6 months) 

  

Patricia E. Ruth    
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LIVING WAGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

• Three vacancies. 
• One term expires 6/30/2015; and two terms expire 6/30/2016 
• One representative from each: 

 Employee of a local Santa Barbara area nonprofit entity;  
 Owner/Manager of a service contractor subject to the City’s Living Wage Ordinance;  
 Santa Barbara Downtown Organization or Santa Barbara Chamber of Commerce Nominee 

 

• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 

CATEGORY 
(Number of Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Nonprofit Entity (1) None    

Owner/Manager of a service 
contractor subject to the 
City’s Living Wage 
Ordinance (1) 

None    

Santa Barbara Downtown 
Organization or Santa 
Barbara Chamber of 
Commerce Nominee (1) 

None    
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MEASURE P COMMITTEE 
 

• Six vacancies. 
• Two terms expire 12/31/2012; One term expires 12/31/2013; two terms expire 12/31/2014; and one term expires 

12/31/2015 
• Two residents of the City; and one representative from each: 

 Civil Liberties Advocate  Criminal Defense Attorney 
 Drug abuse, treatment & prevention counselor  Medical Professional 

• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 

CATEGORY 
(Number of Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Civil Liberties Advocate (1) Luis Esparza 3/6/07 
(5 years, 3 months) 

1)  Water Commission; 
2) Measure P Committee;  
3) Fire & Police Pension 

Commission 

 

Criminal Defense Attorney (1) None    

Drug abuse, treatment & 
prevention counselor (1) 

None    

Medical Professional (1) None    

Residents of the City (2) None    
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MOSQUITO AND VECTOR MANAGEMENT DISTRICT BOARD 
 

 

• One vacancy.   
• Term expires 1/7/2013. 
• Registered voter of the City of Santa Barbara or a member of the City Council. 
• Appointee may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 
 

CATEGORY 
(Number of Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Registered Voter of the 
City of Santa Barbara or 
a member of the City 
Council (1) 
 

None    
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NEIGHBORHOOD ADVISORY COUNCIL 
 

• Two vacancies. 
• One term expires 12/31/2014; and one term expires 12/31/2015 
• Residents of the City who need not be qualified electors of the City: 
• One resident of the City who represents the public at large; and  
• One representative from any of the following neighborhoods: 

 West Downtown  Eastside  Lower Eastside 
 Laguna  Westside  Lower Westside 

• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 

 
NOTE: Applicants under the Neighborhood Representative category are also eligible for appointment to the 

Public at Large category. 
 

CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd 

 
Notes 

Neighborhood 
Representative (1) 

Roane Akchurin   Westside Neighborhood 

Ed Cavazos   Westside Neighborhood 

Ed King   Eastside Neighborhood 

Joseph A. Rution   Laguna Neighborhood 

 

(Cont’d) 
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NEIGHBORHOOD ADVISORY COUNCIL (CONT’D) 
 

CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd 

 
Notes 

Public at Large (1) Jacques Habra    

Charles Huff  1) Community Events & 
Festivals; 

2) Parks and Recreation 
Commission;  

3) Neighborhood Advisory 
Committee 

 

Mari G. Mender    
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PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
 

 

• Two vacancies.   
• Terms expire 12/31/2012. 
• Qualified electors of the City. 
 Note:  Council may appoint a youth member that is age 16 or 17 years, is a resident of the City and a citizen of the 

United States. 
• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 
 

CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Qualified 
Electors of the 
City (2) 

Megan Luciana Diaz   Qualified Elector 

 

Christina Nicole Gonzalez   Qualified Elector 

 

Charles Huff  1) Community Events & 
Festivals; 

2) Parks and Recreation 
Commission;  

3) Neighborhood Advisory 
Committee 

Qualified Elector 

Charmaine Curtis Jacobs   Qualified Elector 
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RENTAL HOUSING MEDIATION TASK FORCE 
 

• Three vacancies. 
• One term expires 12/31/2012; and two terms expire 12/31/2015. 
• Residents of the City or the County of Santa Barbara: 

 One homeowner  Two landlords  
Note:  Non-resident members must be owners of residential rental property within the City limits or 
affiliated with organizations concerned with landlord-tenant issues within the City limits. 

• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 
CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Homeowner (1) None    

Landlords (2) Silvio DiLoreto 6/28/05 & 12/18/07 
(7 years) 

 County 

 

Jacqueline Duran  1)  Community Development 
& Human Services; 

2) Rental Housing Mediation 
Task Force 

County 

 

Charles V. Eckert, III   County 

 

Martin B. Manzo   City 
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SANTA BARBARA YOUTH COUNCIL 
 

 

• Three vacancies. 
• Terms expire 6/30/2014. 
• Members must be between the ages of 13 – 19 years.  Members may be students attending any public, private, 

alternative or continuation high school, or independent studies. 
• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 
 

CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Student Members (3) 
 

Rocio Pacheco Garcia   San Marcos High School 
 

Amber Rowley   San Marcos High School 
 

Sami Soto   Bishop Diego High School 
 

Anna Rose Welsh   Alta Vista Middle College 
 

Naomi Zamudio    Santa Barbara High School 
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SINGLE FAMILY DESIGN BOARD  
 

• Two vacancies. 
• One term expires 6/30/2015; and one term expires 6/30/2016 
• Residents of the County of Santa Barbara: 

 One licensed landscape architect; 
 One person who possesses professional qualifications in fields related to architecture, including but not 

limited to, building design, structural design, structural engineering, industrial design, or landscape 
contracting. 

• Appointees may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 

 
 

CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Licensed Landscape 
Architect (1) 
 

Lisa James   City 

 

Jaime Pierce   County 

 

Professional 
Qualifications (1) 
 

Travis B. Colburn   City 
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION COMMITTEE 
 

 

• One vacancy. 
• Term expires 12/31/2014. 
• Qualified elector of the City or the County of Santa Barbara. 
• Appointee may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 
 

CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Qualified Elector (1) 
 

Robert Burnham  1) Transportation and 
Circulation Committee; 

2) Community Events & 
Festivals 

Current Access Advisory 
Committee Member; term 
expires 12/31/14. 

Daniel Ramirez   Current Community 
Development & Human 
Services Committee 
Member; term expires 
12/31/15. 
 

Kathleen Rodriguez    

Jonathan H. Ziegler    
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WATER COMMISSION 
 

• One vacancy. 
• Term expires 12/31/2015. 
• Qualified elector of the City. 
• Appointee may not hold any full-time paid office or employment in City government. 
 

 
 

CATEGORY 
(Number of 
Vacancies) 

 
APPLICANT Incumbent 

Appt. Dates 
(Years Served) 

Applicant’s 
Preference 
(1st, 2nd, 3rd) 

 
Notes 

Qualified Elector (1) 
 

Megan Birney    

Gabe Dominocielo   Current Civil Service 
Commissioner; term 
expires 12/31/14. 
 

Luis Esparza  1)  Water Commission; 
2) Measure P Committee;  
3) Fire & Police Pension 

Commission 

Current Measure P 
Committee Member; 
continuing to serve until a 
successor is appointed. 
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