
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
CITY COUNCIL 

 
Helene Schneider 
Mayor 
Grant House 
Mayor Pro Tempore 

 
James L. Armstrong 

City Administrator 
 

Bendy White 
Ordinance Committee Chair 

Stephen P. Wiley 
City Attorney 

Das Williams 
Finance Committee Chair 

 

Dale Francisco 
Frank Hotchkiss 
Michael Self 

City Hall 
735 Anacapa Street 

http://www.SantaBarbaraCA.gov
 

MARCH 9, 2010 
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/


 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

 
 2:00 p.m. - City Council Meeting 
 
 
 

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING – 2:00 P.M. 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

ROLL CALL 
 

CEREMONIAL ITEMS 

1. Subject:  Proclamation Declaring March 7, 2010, As Arbor Day (120.04) 
 

2. Subject:  Proclamation Declaring March 2010 As Colon Cancer Awareness 
Month (120.04) 

 

CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

3. Subject:  Minutes 

Recommendation:  That Council waive the reading and approve the minutes of 
the regular meeting of February 23, 2010. 

 

4. Subject:  Records Destruction For Community Development 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 Community Development Department in the Housing and 
Redevelopment Division. 
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CONSENT CALENDAR (CONT’D) 

5. Subject:  Records Destruction For Waterfront 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 Waterfront Department in the Administration Division. 

 

6. Subject:  Agreement With SCI Consulting Group For Engineering Services 
To Renew The Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment District (290.00) 

Recommendation:  That Council authorize the Fire Chief, subject to approval as 
to form by the City Attorney, to negotiate and execute a five-year professional 
services agreement with SCI Consulting Group (SCI) in the amount of $34,375, 
which includes a 10% contingency, for the purpose of providing engineering 
services necessary for the annual renewal of the Wildland Fire Suppression 
Assessment District (WFSAD). 

 

7. Subject:  Contract For Construction Of Alisos Street Sidewalk Access 
Ramps (530.04) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Award a contract with Talcal Engineering, Inc. (Talcal), in the amount of 

$145,015, for construction of the Alisos Street Sidewalk Access Ramps 
(Project), Bid No. 3597; and 

B. Authorize the Public Works Director to execute a contract with Talcal in 
the amount of $145,015, and approve expenditures up to $14,500 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. 

 

8. Subject:  Contract For Construction Of Eastside Sidewalk Access Ramps 
(530.04) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Award a contract with Draper Construction (Draper), in the amount of 

$88,675.75, for construction of the Eastside Sidewalk Access Ramps 
(Project), Bid No. 3598; and 

B. Authorize the Public Works Director to execute a contract with Draper in 
the amount of $88,675.75, and approve expenditures up to $8,900.00 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. 
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CONSENT CALENDAR (CONT’D) 

9. Subject:  GeoSyntec Contract For Research Into Landfill Area At Garden 
And Montecito Streets (540.13) 

Recommendation:  That Council authorize the Finance Director to approve a 
change order in the amount of $12,700, for a contract total of $36,400 with 
Geosyntec Consultants, Inc., for the development of a final report on the old 
landfill area at Garden and Montecito Streets as requested by the Central Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 

10. Subject:  Purchase Order For Fire Department Breathing Air Compressor 
(520.03) 

Recommendation:  That Council find it in the best interest of the City to waive the 
bidding process as provided in Municipal Code Section 4.52.070(l) and authorize 
the General Services Manager to issue a purchase order to Bauer Compressors 
in the amount of $50,144.18 to replace the Fire Department's main breathing air 
compressor. 

 

NOTICES 

11. The City Clerk has on Thursday, March 4, 2010, 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. 

12. Received a notification advising of a vacancy created on the Santa Barbara 
Metropolitan Transit District Board with the death of Member Sharon Anderson, 
and letters of resignation from Housing Authority Commissioner Stanley Eisele, 
and Parks and Recreation Commissioner Daniel Hochman; the vacancies will be 
part of the next City Advisory Group recruitment. 

13. Cancellation of the regular Redevelopment Agency meeting of March 9, 2010. 
 
This concludes the Consent Calendar. 
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CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS 

CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

14. Subject:  Participation In The Santa Barbara County Municipal Financing 
Program (California AB 811) (150.04) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
 A.  Adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution Approving County of Santa 

Barbara Resolution of Intention, Consenting to Participation in Contractual 
Assessment Program and Approving the Financing of Installation of 
Distributed Generation Renewable Energy Sources, and Energy Efficiency 
and Water Efficiency Improvements Within the Incorporated Area of the 
City; and 

 B. Authorize the City Administrator to execute a cooperative agreement to 
implement an AB 811 Contractual Assessment Program with the County 
of Santa Barbara. 

 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

15. Subject:  Appeal Of The City Planning Commission's Certification Of An 
Environmental Impact Report And Project Approval For 3714-3744 State 
Street (Sandman Inn Redevelopment Project) (640.07) 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Certify the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Sandman Inn 

Redevelopment Project;  
B. Deny the appeal of Citizens Planning Association and Allied 

Neighborhoods Association; 
C. Uphold the Planning Commission approval of the development at 

3714-3744 State Street; and 
D. Adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of the Council of the City of 

Santa Barbara Denying the Appeal of the City Planning Commission's 
Certification of an Environmental Impact Report and Project Approval for 
Development Located at 3714-3744 State Street (Sandman Inn 
Redevelopment Project). 

 

COUNCIL AND STAFF COMMUNICATIONS 
 

COUNCILMEMBER COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENT REPORTS 
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CLOSED SESSIONS 

16. 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.  The pending litigation is Valley Slurry 
Seal Company v. City of Santa Barbara, et. al., SBSC Case Number 1341521. 
 Scheduling:  Duration, 30 minutes; anytime 
 Report:  None anticipated 
  

17. Subject:  Conference With Real Property Negotiator (330.03) 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session to consider instructions to 
its negotiators regarding the possible lease of property owned by the City, 
commonly known as 130 Harbor Way (APN 045-250-11).  Instructions to 
negotiations will direct staff regarding the price and terms of payment of a 
possible lease of the City-owned property with the Santa Barbara Yacht Club for 
a 67,500 square-foot ground lease.  Negotiations are held pursuant to the 
authority of Section 54956.8 of the Government Code.  City Negotiators are:  
John Bridley, Waterfront Director, Scott Riedman, Waterfront Business Manager, 
and Sarah Knecht, Assistant City Attorney.  Negotiators for Lessee are Robert 
Duncan and Tony Papa, Representatives of the Yacht Club, tenant.  Under 
Negotiation: Price and terms of payment of a possible ground lease. 
 Scheduling:  Duration, 30 minutes; anytime 
 Report:  None anticipated 
  

18. 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 Police Officers 
Association, the Police Managers Association, the General Bargaining Unit, the 
Treatment and Patrol Bargaining Units, the Firefighters Association, the Hourly 
Bargaining Unit, and the Supervisory Employees Association, and regarding 
discussions with unrepresented management and confidential employees about 
salaries and fringe benefits.  
 Scheduling:  Duration, 15 minutes; anytime 
 Report:  None anticipated 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
 

REGULAR MEETING 
February 23, 2010 

COUNCIL CHAMBER, 735 ANACAPA STREET 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mayor Helene Schneider called the joint meeting of the Council and Redevelopment 
Agency to order at 2:00 p.m.  (The Finance Committee and the Ordinance Committee 
met at 12:30 p.m.) 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
Mayor Schneider. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Councilmembers present:  Dale Francisco, Frank Hotchkiss, Grant House, Michael Self, 
Bendy White, Das Williams, Mayor Schneider. 
Councilmembers absent:  None. 
Staff present:  City Administrator James L. Armstrong, City Attorney Stephen P. Wiley, 
Deputy City Clerk Susan Tschech. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Speakers:  Cheri Rae, Bungalow Haven Neighborhood; Nikolai Lambert; Robert Burke; 
Jack Wilson; Darlena Moore; Bob Hansen; Kenneth Loch; Kate Smith.  
 
CONSENT CALENDAR (Item Nos. 1 – 6 and 8)  
 
The title of the resolution related to Item No. 2 was read.  
 
Motion:   

Councilmembers House/Williams to approve the Consent Calendar as 
recommended.   

Vote:  
Unanimous roll call vote.  
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1. Subject:  Minutes   
 

Recommendation:  That Council waive the reading and approve the minutes of 
the regular meeting of February 2, 2010.   
 
Action:  Approved the recommendation.  

 
2. Subject:  Resolution For Purchase Of Property At 309 West Ortega Street For 

The Ortega Street Bridge Replacement Project  (330.03)   
 

Recommendation:  That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of 
the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Accepting Real Property Located at 309 
West Ortega Street, and Authorizing the Public Works Director to Execute an 
Agreement for Acquisition of Real Property with Escrow Instructions and All 
Related Documents That May Be Required, Including, Among Others, Any 
Interim Rental Agreement, All Subject to Review and Approval as to Form by the 
City Attorney, Relating to the Proposed Ortega Street Bridge Replacement 
Project, and Consenting to the Recordation of the Related Deed in the Official 
Records, County of Santa Barbara.   
 
Action:  Approved the recommendation; Resolution No. 10-007; Agreement Nos. 
23,296 and 23,297; Deed No. 61-347 (February 23, 2010, report from the Public 
Works Director; proposed resolution).   

 
3. Subject:  January 2010 Investment Report  (260.02)   
 

Recommendation:  That Council accept the January 2010 Investment Report.   
 
Action:  Approved the recommendation (February 23, 2010, report from the 
Interim Finance Director).   

 
4. Subject:  Rental Agreement For Hilda Ray House  (330.04)   
 

Recommendation:  That Council authorize the Parks and Recreation Director to 
enter into an agreement with Tatum Marie Sarinana for a 3-year and 4-month 
rental agreement, subject to approval of the form of the agreement by the City 
Attorney, for the Hilda Ray House at Hilda Ray McIntyre Ray Park, beginning 
March 1, 2010.   
 
Action:  Approved the recommendation; Agreement No. 23,298 (February 23, 
2010, report from the Parks and Recreation Director).   

 



5. Subject:  Contract For Design Of The Lower Sycamore Creek Drainage 
Improvements Project  (540.14)   

 
Recommendation:  That Council authorize the Public Works Director to execute a 
professional services contract with Penfield & Smith (P&S) in the amount of 
$234,320 for design services for the Lower Sycamore Creek Drainage 
Improvements Project (Project), and authorize the Public Works Director to 
approve expenditures of up to $23,430 for extra services of P&S that may result 
from necessary changes in the scope of work.   
 
Action:  Approved the recommendation; Contract No. 23,299 (February 23, 2010, 
report from the Public Works Director).   

 
6. Subject:  Proposed Changes To Projects Funded By Workforce Housing Reward 

Program  (660.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council authorize staff to amend the projects funded by 
the State Workforce Housing Reward Program currently appropriated in the 
General Fund Capital Program. 
 
Speakers: 

Staff:  Project Planner Simon Kiefer.  
 
Action:  Approved the recommendation (February 23, 2010, report from the 
Assistant City Administrator/Community Development Director).   

 
Agenda Item No. 7 appears in the Redevelopment Agency minutes. 
 
NOTICES  
 
8. The City Clerk has on Thursday, February 18, 2010, 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.   

 
This concluded the Consent Calendar.  

 
REPORT FROM THE FINANCE COMMITTEE  
 
Finance Committee Chair Das Williams reported that the Committee reviewed and 
forwarded for Council’s acceptance the January 2010 Investment Report and the 
Redevelopment Agency Interim Financial Statements for the six months ended 
December 31, 2009; these reports were approved by the Council/Redevelopment 
Agency as part of this agenda’s Consent Calendar (Item Nos. 3 and 7, respectively).  
The Committee also heard a Staff report on the status of revenues and expenditures in 
relation to budget as of December 31, 2009, and reviewed the City’s Interim Financial 
Statements for the six months ended December 31, 2009; these items will be 
considered by the Council as Agenda Item No. 11.  
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REPORT FROM THE ORDINANCE COMMITTEE  
 
Ordinance Committee Chair Bendy White reported that the Committee met to consider 
a proposed amendment to the Santa Barbara Municipal Code establishing procedures 
for the appointment and service of a youth member on the Parks and Recreation 
Commission.  The Committee voted to forward the proposed ordinance to the Council 
for possible introduction and subsequent adoption.  
 
CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS  
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  
 
9. Subject:  Update On 2010 Census  (610.01)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hear a presentation by the United States 
Census Bureau regarding the 2010 Census. 
 
Documents: 

February 23, 2010, report from the Assistant City Administrator/ 
Community Development Director. 

 
Speakers: 
 - Staff:  Redevelopment Specialist Elizabeth Limón. 
 - United States Census Bureau:  Priscilla Handley, Partnership Specialist 

for Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties. 
 
Discussion: 

Ms. Handley described outreach efforts being made for the 2010 United 
States Census and answered Councilmembers' questions.  

 
10. Subject:  Medical Cannabis Dispensary Ordinance Phase I Revisions  (520.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council introduce and subsequently adopt, by reading of 
title only, An Ordinance of the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Amending the 
Municipal Code by Revising Chapter 28.80 and Establishing Revised 
Regulations and Procedures for Medical Marijuana Dispensaries. 
 
Documents: 
 - February 23, 2010, report from the Assistant City Administrator/ 

Community Development Director. 
 - Proposed Ordinance. 
 - Affidavit of Publication. 
 - PowerPoint presentation prepared and made by Staff. 
 - February 17, 2010, letter from L. Paul Golie. 
 

(Cont'd) 
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10. (Cont'd) 
 

Documents (Cont'd): 
 - February 18, 2010, letters from Santa Barbara Against Dispensaries; 

Gerald and Marian Groff. 
 - February 18, 2010, e-mail communications from Shirley Nelson; Carl 

Gans; Rick Lee; Karl Willig, Santa Barbara Rescue Mission Board of 
Directors. 

 - February 19, 2010, e-mail communication from Pat Johnson. 
 - February 21, 2010, e-mail communication from Richard Johnson. 
 - February 22, 2010, letter from Tony Vassallo. 
 - February 22, 2010, e-mail communication from Aida Cordero. 
 - February 23, 2010, letter from S. Timothy Buynak, Attorney representing 

The Farmacy Santa Barbara. 
 - Undated letter from Janet Rowse. 
 
The title of the ordinance was read. 
 
Speakers: 
 - Staff:  Senior Planner Danny Kato, Police Captain Armando Martel. 
 - Members of the Public:  Hathor Hammett; Jeff Spangler; Jack Brandon; 

Tom Thomas, Fighting Back; John Donohue; Lilly Lawrence; Patrick 
Fourmy; William Leahy; Bud Andrews, Santa Barbara School Districts; 
Mark Russell; Sharon Palmer (letter read by Patrick Fourmy); Jen 
Lemberger, Fighting Back; Marge Schwartz; Denice Fellows; Tim Cooney; 
Cathy Oliverio, Goleta Valley Junior High PTA; Tamara Erickson; Ben 
Romo, Santa Barbara County Board of Education; Janet Rowse; Randy 
Rowse, Downtown Organization. 

 
Recess:  3:44 p.m. - 3:57 p.m. 
 
Speakers (Cont’d): 
 - Staff:  City Attorney Stephen Wiley, Assistant City Administrator/ 

Community Development Director Paul Casey. 
 - Members of the Public:  Christina Pizarro, Juanita Merced, and Sharon 

Byrne, West Downtown Neighborhood Group; Marcus; Maryann Cassidy; 
Preston Maloney; Geoff Roland; Jerry Johnson and Derek Westen, Santa 
Barbara Patients Group; Hugh Marsh; Tony Vassallo; Bryce Maloney; 
Chris Guadagnini; Sergio Bautista; Bonnie Raisin; Jim Westby; Rolf 
Geyling, Santa Barbara Rescue Mission; Bonnie Donovan; Wendy 
Kaysing; Angela Franke; Becky Betancourt; Heather Poet; Hans Edwards; 
Robert Burke. 

 
(Cont'd) 
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10. (Cont'd) 
 

Motion: 
Councilmembers Francisco/Hotchkiss to refer the proposed ordinance to 
Staff and the Ordinance Committee to 1) clarify the definition of a medical 
marijuana dispensary, 2) add a prohibition buffer around major substance 
abuse treatment facilities, but allow an exception for the siting of one 
dispensary in the Cottage Hospital area, 3) reduce the maximum number 
of dispensaries to five, and 4) delay ordinance implementation and the 
start of the amortization period until these revisions are finalized. 

Substitute Motion: 
Councilmembers Williams/House to revise the proposed ordinance to 
1) reduce the maximum number of dispensaries to five, 2) remove the 
Mesa area and lower Chapala Street from consideration for the siting of 
dispensaries, and 3) revise the term "private-party" to "private patrol" 
(page 9 of ordinance). 

Following a straw vote on the substitute motion, the substitute motion was 
withdrawn. 
 
Amendment Motion: 

Councilmembers Francisco/Hotchkiss to direct Staff and the Ordinance 
Committee to return to Council within 60 days with a revised ordinance 
which 1) clarifies the definition of a medical marijuana dispensary, 2) 
includes a prohibition buffer around major substance abuse treatment 
facilities, 3) excludes the Mesa area and lower Chapala Street from 
consideration for the siting of dispensaries, and 4) reduces the maximum 
number of dispensaries to five. 

Vote on Original Motion as Amended: 
Unanimous voice vote.   

 
Councilmember Williams left the meeting at 7:03 p.m.  
 
FINANCE DEPARTMENT  
 
11. Subject:  Fiscal Year 2010 Mid-Year Review  (230.04)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council: 
A. Hear a report from staff on the status of revenues and expenditures in 

relation to budget as of December 31, 2009; 
B. Accept the Fiscal Year 2010 Interim Financial Statements for the Six 

Months Ended December 31, 2009; and 
 

(Cont'd) 
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11. (Cont'd) 
 

C. Increase appropriations in the Miscellaneous Grants Fund by $43,712 for 
the purchase of a Breathing Air Compressor Fill Station for fire operations 
from reserves accumulated in the Miscellaneous Grants Fund for Hazmat 
expenditures. 

 
City Administrator Armstrong advised that the Staff report referred to in 
recommendation A would be postponed until a special meeting of Council to be 
held February 25, 2010. 
 
Documents: 

February 23, 2010, report from the Interim Finance Director.  
 
Motion:   

Councilmembers Francisco/White to approve recommendations B and C. 
Vote:  

Unanimous voice vote (Absent:  Councilmember Williams).  
 
CHANGES TO THE AGENDA  
 
Item Continued to Future Agenda  
 
City Administrator Armstrong stated that the following item would be continued to a 
future date:  
 
12. Subject:  Conference With Real Property Negotiator (330.03)    
 

Recommendation:  That Council hold a closed session pursuant to the authority 
of Section 54956.8 of the Government Code to consider instructions to City staff 
and the City Attorney regarding potential lease negotiations with R. D. Olson 
Development for a four-acre parcel of real property located at 6100 Hollister 
Avenue at the Airport, bounded by Hollister Avenue, Frederic Lopez Road, 
Francis Botello Road and David Love Place, owned by the City of Santa Barbara 
(Parcel 22 of the Airport Specific Plan Map [City Parcel Map No. 20,608]).  City 
Negotiators are: Karen Ramsdell, Airport Director; Paul Casey, Assistant City 
Administrator/Community Development; and Sarah Knecht, Assistant City 
Attorney; and negotiator for Lessee is Robert D. Olson, owner. 

Scheduling:  Duration, 20 minutes; anytime 
Report:  None anticipated 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
Mayor Schneider adjourned the meeting at 7:04 p.m. in memory of Sharon Anderson, 
who was serving as the City's representative to the Metropolitan Transit District Board 
and had also been a member of the City's Fire and Police Commission. 
 
SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA 
  CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 
 
 
 
  ATTEST:       
HELENE SCHNEIDER  SUSAN TSCHECH, CMC 
MAYOR  DEPUTY CITY CLERK 
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Agenda Item No._____________ 

File Code No.  160.06 
 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE:  March 9, 2010 
 
TO:    Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Community Development Department, Housing and Redevelopment 

Division 
 
SUBJECT:  Records Destruction For Community Development 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 Community 
Development Department in the Housing and Redevelopment Division. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The City Council adopted Resolution No. 09-098 on December 15, 2009, 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 Community Development 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 Community Development Director requests the City Council to approve the 
destruction of the Community Development Department records in the Housing and 
Redevelopment Division listed on Exhibit A of the resolution without retaining a copy. 
 
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. 
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PREPARED BY: Janette Carr, Administrative Specialist 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Paul Casey, Assistant City Administrator - Community 

Development 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 



1 

RESOLUTION NO. ________ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SANTA BARBARA RELATING TO THE DESTRUCTION OF 
RECORDS HELD BY THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT IN THE HOUSING AND 
REDEVELOPMENT DIVISION  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 09-098 on December 15, 2009, 
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 Community Development Director submitted a request for the 
destruction of records held by the Community Development 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. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA 
BARBARA that the Community Development Director, or his designated representative, 
is authorized and directed to destroy the Records without retaining a copy. 



EXHIBIT A 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM (CDBG) 

Record Series Date(s) 
CDBG Files 2004 
Community Development Block Grant Project Files 1999 and 2004 

HUMAN SERVICES 

Record Series Date(s) 
Human Services Project Files 2002 

RENTAL HOUSING MEDIATION TASK FORCE (RHMTF) 

Record Series Date(s) 
Intake Forms 2002 – 2004 
Statistical Reports 2002 – 2004 

HOUSING REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM (HLRP) 

Record Series Date(s) 
HRLP and Project Files 1985 – 2004 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

Record Series Date(s) 
Contracts and Agreements 1991 – 1994 
Reports and Studies 1972 - 1978 and 1985 
Leases 1997 and 2005 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE:  March 9, 2010 
 
TO:    Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM:   Administration Division, Waterfront Department 
 
SUBJECT:  Records Destruction For Waterfront 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 Waterfront 
Department in the Administration Division. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The City Council adopted Resolution No. 09-098 on December 15, 2009, 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 Waterfront 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 Waterfront Director requests the City Council to approve the destruction of the 
Waterfront Department records in the Administration Division listed on Exhibit A of the 
resolution without retaining a copy. 
 
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. 
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PREPARED BY: Mary Adams, Executive Assistant 
 
SUBMITTED BY: John N. Bridley, Waterfront Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office 



1 

RESOLUTION NO. _______ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA 
BARBARA RELATING TO THE DESTRUCTION OF 
RECORDS HELD BY THE WATERFRONT DEPARTMENT IN 
THE ADMINISTRATION DIVISION 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 09-098 on December 15, 2009, 
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 Waterfront Director submitted a request for the destruction of records held 
by the Waterfront 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. 
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA 
BARBARA that the Waterfront Director, or his designated representative, is authorized and 
directed to destroy the Records without retaining a copy. 
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WATERFRONT DEPARTMENT – ADMINISTRATION DIVISION 
 
 
Records Series Date(s) 
 
Slip Files 2003 & 2005 
Watch Logs 2004 
Administrative Files 1993, 1999 & 2003-4 
Visitor Registration Cards 2004-05 
Slip Checks 2006-07 
Case Reports 1999 
Harbor Patrol Subject Files 2004-07 
Harbor Patrol Logs 1999 
Business Activity Reports 2006-07 
Special Events Files 2006 
Daily Parking Kiosk Revenue Reports 2007 
Stearns Wharf Administrative Subject Files 2001-04 
Telephone Messages 2007 
Correspondence 1998-2008 
Stearns Wharf Safety Files 1980-2004 
Training Records 2000-2007 
Travel Expense Records 2000-2002 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: March 9, 2010 
 
TO: Mayor and Council Members 
 
FROM: Fire Prevention Bureau, Fire Department 
 
SUBJECT: Agreement With SCI Consulting Group For Engineering Services To 

Renew The Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment District 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council authorize the Fire Chief, subject to approval as to form by the City Attorney, 
to negotiate and execute a five-year professional services agreement with SCI Consulting 
Group (SCI) in the amount of $34,375, which includes a 10% contingency, for the purpose 
of providing engineering services necessary for the annual renewal of the Wildland Fire 
Suppression Assessment District (WFSAD).  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
In June 2006, the City Council established the Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment 
District (WFSAD) to expand vegetation road clearance, implement a defensible space 
inspection and assistance program, and implement a vegetation management program 
within the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones.  
 
The assessment district must be renewed on an annual basis. In accordance with 
Proposition 218 (The Right to Vote on Taxes Act), a certified engineer’s report is required 
to determine whether the benefit of the assessment is special to each parcel in the District 
and whether the assessment is proportional to the special benefit.  
 
As part of the initial work and formation of the assessment district, the City contracted with 
Shilts Consultants Inc. (SCI), to undertake the studies, engineering and balloting work 
necessary under state law to form an assessment district.  
 
Since the formation of the WFSAD in June 2006, the Fire Department has used SCI 
each year for the renewal because of their expertise with assessment districts, 
knowledge of the local community, and legal understanding of Proposition 218 
requirements.  
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In addition to routine renewal of the WFSAD, SCI also provided the following services in 
the past year.  Several important judicial opinions challenging the formation to 
assessment districts under Proposition 218 required SCI assistance, in consultation with 
the City Attorney’s Office, to ensure that the assessments met the requirements for 
special benefit and proportionality.  When the City was faced with the challenge of the 
Tea Fire, which affected property values, the City decided to reimburse levied 
assessments for property owners that had lost their homes. SCI provided the City with 
the mechanism to move forward with the reimbursements, required property 
calculations, reviewed the public letter to property owners and helped explain the 
reimbursement process to the City. 
 
SCI is widely recognized as a leader in this highly specialized field and is the only firm 
hired by the State of California as a sole source for their Proposition 218 expertise.  The 
Fire Department believes that SCI’s expertise and professionalism continue to make 
them the best value.  
 
Scope of Services 
 
The specific scope of services provided by SCI for administration and renewal of the 
assessment district include: 
 

• Provide initial planning, property research and assistance with preparation of 
assessment budgets. 

• Complete acquisition and validation of current property data, comparison with 
other property data sources and data accuracy validation services. 

• Complete comprehensive research and confirmation of all levies on a parcel-by-
parcel basis, and submittal to Santa Barbara County Auditor. 

• Prepare notices, Council Resolutions, and City of Santa Barbara review items. 
• Prepare an annual Assessment Report that will meet all legal requirements for 

the continuation of the assessments and provide the specific assessment amount 
for each parcel. 

• Levy collection reports and confirmation of the accuracy of the Auditor’s Tax Roll 
for the District. 

• Use SCI’s toll-free 800 phone line for inclusion with tax bills and directly respond 
to property owner inquiries regarding their proposed assessments or other 
questions about the Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment or the services and 
improvements it funds. 

• Keep the City appraised of any legal changes to Proposition 218 policies and 
procedures that may affect the Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment. 
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BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
The costs for SCI’s services for a contract period of 5 years are as follows: 
 
FY 2010-11   $  6,650 
FY 2011-12   $  6,150  
FY 2012-13   $  6,150  
FY 2013-14   $  6,150 
FY 2014-15   $  6,150 
10% Contingency   $  3,125 
    $34,375 
 
The total contract cost is $34,375, including incidentals and a 10% contingency. The 
single year contract cost for SCI services has historically been $6,500, plus $650 for 
incidentals. The net savings to the City to enter into a professional services agreement 
with SCI for 5 years is $4,500. 
 
Pursuant to the proposed professional services agreement, the Fire Chief is authorized 
to execute, subject to Council's approval of the assessment district renewal each year, 
the annual renewal of the contract based on the assessment district’s fiscal year 
budget.  
 
Based on the cost savings, and SCI’s exemplary record, the Fire Department requests 
approval for the Fire Chief to execute a five-year professional services agreement with 
SCI for the annual renewal of the Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment District 
through 2015.  
 
The funds for engineering services are budgeted in the Wildland Fire Suppression 
Assessment Fund.  These costs are added to the final assessment amount and 
recovered through the assessment to property owners. 
 
In the upcoming months, the annual renewal of the assessment district will return to 
Council with the determined assessment value.   
 
 
PREPARED BY: Joseph Poiré, Fire Marshal 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Andrew DiMizio, Fire Chief 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE:  March 9, 2010 
 
TO:    Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM:   Engineering Division, Public Works Department 
 
SUBJECT:  Contract For Construction Of Alisos Street Sidewalk Access Ramps 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council:  
 
A. Award a contract with Talcal Engineering, Inc. (Talcal), in the amount of 

$145,015, for construction of the Alisos Street Sidewalk Access Ramps (Project), 
Bid No. 3597; and 

B. Authorize the Public Works Director to execute a contract with Talcal in the 
amount of $145,015, and approve expenditures up to $14,500 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. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Project is funded primarily through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
of 2009 (Recovery Act), signed into law by President Obama on February 17, 2009.  
The Recovery Act awarded $1 billion in Community Development Block Grant (CDBG-
R) funds to be distributed to cities, counties, insular areas, and states.  The City’s 
portion of these funds total $289,274.  Based on this funding, the City’s Community 
Development and Human Services Committee recommended CDBG-R funding in the 
amount of $156,883 for this Project, to be administered by the Public Works 
Department.   
 
Alisos Street is a heavily used pedestrian alternative to Milpas Street and has many 
locations where there are no sidewalk access ramps.  In 2006, the Access Advisory 
Committee advised staff that Alisos Street is a priority for sidewalk access ramps in 
order to complete accessibility of the street corridor.  The City subsequently completed 
a 2008 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) project to construct sidewalk 
access ramps at three intersections on Alisos Street.   
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There are many intersections on Alisos Street that still need sidewalk access ramps.  
The Project consists of installing sidewalk access ramps at six intersections on Alisos 
Street.  Curb extensions are not included in the construction plans for this Project. 
 
The work locations are: the intersection of Alisos Street at Ortega Street (two ramps); 
Alphonse Street (two ramps); Haley Street (four ramps); Neil Park Street (two ramps); 
Yanonali Street (three ramps); and Mason Street (three ramps), as shown on the 
Project Location Map (Attachment 1).  The completed Project will enhance accessibility 
along this route of travel in conformance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 
 
CONTRACT BIDS 
 
A total of eight bids were received for the subject work.  The bid ranges are shown on 
Attachment 2. 
 
The low base bid of $113,205, submitted by Talcal, is an acceptable bid that is 
responsive to and meets the requirements of the bid specifications.  To maximize the 
use of available funds, this project was divided into two bid schedules.  Favorable bids 
were received for the base bid in Bid Schedule 1, providing sufficient funding to award 
Bid Schedule 2 for an additional $31,810.  Bid Schedule 2 includes sidewalk access 
ramps at the intersection of Alisos Street and Mason Street. 
 
The total contract amount is $145,015, plus change order funding.  The change order 
funding recommendation of $14,500, or 10%, is typical for this type of work and size of 
project.   
 
PUBLIC OUTREACH 
 
Prior to construction, notices will be delivered to each business and residence located 
within 200 feet of the work included within this contract.  The notice will include a brief 
outline of the work, project schedule, and phone contacts for the contractor and City.  
Notice will also be given to the Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District, Clean Air 
Express, and the Coastal Express.  
 
FUNDING   
 
This Project is funded with CDBG-R and Measure D funds.  The CDBG-R amount of 
$156,883 is for construction only.  Measure D funding is for staff time and the small 
portion of the construction contract that exceeds the available CDBG-R funds.  There 
are sufficient appropriated funds in the CDBG Fund and Streets Fund to cover the cost. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Council Agenda Report 
Contract For Construction Of Alisos Street Sidewalk Access Ramps  
March 9, 2010 
Page 3 
 

 

 
The following summarizes the expenditures recommended in this report: 
 

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT FUNDING SUMMARY 
 

 Basic Contract Change Funds Total 

Talcal Engineering, Inc. $145,015 $14,500 $159,515

TOTAL RECOMMENDED AUTHORIZATION $159,515
 
The following summarizes all Project design costs, construction contract funding, and 
other Project costs: 
 

ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COST 
 

Task City 
Share 

CDBG-R 
Share 

Total 
Amount 

Design (by City staff) $22,750 $0 $22,750
Survey (by City staff) $10,250 $0 $10,250

 Subtotal $33,000 $0 $33,000

Construction Contract   $0 $145,015 $145,015

Construction Change Order Allowance $2,632 $11,868 $14,500

 Subtotal $2,632 $156,883 $159,515

Construction Management/Inspection 
(by City Staff) 

$32,000 $0 $32,000

Other Construction Costs (testing, etc.) $1,750 $0 $1,750

 Subtotal $33,750 $0 $33,750

TOTAL PROJECT COST $69,382 $156,883 $226,265
 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT: 
 
This Project will improve safety and accessibility for pedestrians along Alisos Street.  It 
will also contribute to the City’s sustainability goals by encouraging more people to walk 
along this corridor, reducing fuel consumption and air pollution. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 1. Alisos Street Sidewalk Access Ramps Project Location Map 
 2. Contract Bid Schedules 
 
PREPARED BY: Joshua Haggmark, Principal Civil Engineer/BD/sk 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Christine F. Andersen, Public Works Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator’s Office 



ATTACHMENT 1



ATTACHMENT 2 
ALISOS SIDEWALK PROJECT CONTRACT BID SCHEDULES 

 

 BID SCHEDULE 

BIDDER 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Talcal Engineering, Inc. 
West Hills, CA  $113,205.00 $31,810.00 $17,985.00 $21,115.00 $19,155.00 

2. PE Pacific Engineering Company 
Bakersfield, CA  $113,318.75** $28,554.50** $13,113.00** $16,161.50 $14,550.50** 

3. Aguilera Brothers Construction, Inc.
Santa Paula, CA $114,610.00 $32,800.00 $15,890.00 $21,385.00 $17,415.00 

4. Lash Construction, Inc. 
Santa Barbara, CA $130,890.00 $31,777.86 $15,510.00 $22,075.00 $21,400.00 

5. B + T Works, Inc. 
Wildomar, CA $151,570.00 $39,055.00 $18,350.00 $24,540.00 $21,355.00 

6. Granite Construction Company 
Watsonville, CA $170,208.75** $34,105.00 $14,240.00 $21,310.00 $16,870.00 

7. V. Lopez Jr. & Sons, Inc. 
Santa Maria, CA $212,823.25 $44,953.20 $18,815.05** $29,582.65 $17,606.25** 

8. G. Sosa Construction, Inc. 
Santa Maria, CA $232,110.00 $70,135.00 $34,890.00 $46,810.00 $39,165.00 

 
* Award of contract based on low bid Bid Schedule 1 (Base Bid) 
**Corrected bid total 
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AGENDA DATE:  March 9, 2010 
 
TO:    Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM:   Engineering Division, Public Works Department 
 
SUBJECT:  Contract For Construction Of Eastside Sidewalk Access Ramps 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council:  
 
A. Award a contract with Draper Construction (Draper), in the amount of 

$88,675.75, for construction of the Eastside Sidewalk Access Ramps (Project), 
Bid No. 3598; and 

B. Authorize the Public Works Director to execute a contract with Draper in the 
amount of $88,675.75, and approve expenditures up to $8,900.00 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. 
 

DISCUSSION: 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The Project is funded primarily through the City’s annual Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG).  The Community Development and Human Services Committee 
recommended use of 2010 CDBG funding in the amount of $90,000 for this Project, to 
be administered by the Public Works Department.  
 
The Eastside is a heavily used pedestrian area and has many areas where there are no 
sidewalk access ramps.  The Project consists of installing sidewalk access ramps at 
seven intersections in the Eastside neighborhood.  Curb extensions are not included in 
the construction plans for this Project.   
 
The work will be completed at the following intersections: Alisos Street at Cacique 
Street (two ramps), Canada Street at Indio Muerto Street (four ramps), Soledad Street 
at Carpinteria Street (two ramps), Soledad Street at Indio Muerto Street (two ramps), 
Salinas Street at Indio Muerto Street (two ramps), Voluntario Street at Quinientos Street 
(one ramp), and Salinas Street at Carpinteria Street (four ramps), as shown on 
Attachment 1.  The Access Advisory Committee supported sidewalk access ramps at 
these locations in the Eastside area.  The completed Project will enhance accessibility 
along this route of travel in conformance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.   
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CONTRACT BIDS 
 
A total of nine bids were received for the subject work.  The bid range is shown on 
Attachment 2. 
 
The low base bid of $55,886, submitted by Draper, is an acceptable bid that is 
responsive to and meets the requirements of the bid specifications.  To maximize the 
use of available funds, this project was divided into multiple bid schedules.  Favorable 
bids were received for the base bid in Bid Schedule 1, providing sufficient funding to 
award alternate Bid Schedules 2 and 3 for an additional $32,789.75.  Bid Schedule 2 
includes sidewalk access ramps at the intersection of Voluntario Street and Quinientos 
Street.  Bid Schedule 3 includes sidewalk access ramps at the intersection of Salinas 
Street and Carpinteria Street. 
 
The total contract amount is $88,675.75, not including the change order funding.  The 
change order funding recommendation of $8,900, or 10%, is typical for this type of work 
and size of project.   
 
PUBLIC OUTREACH 
 
Prior to construction, notices will be delivered to each business and residence located 
within 200 feet of the work included within this contract.  The notice will include a brief 
outline of the work, Project schedule, and the Contractor and City contact 
representatives with phone numbers.  Notice will also be given to the Santa Barbara 
Metropolitan Transit District, Clean Air Express, and the Coastal Express.  
 
FUNDING   
 
This Project is funded with CDBG and Measure D funds.  The CDBG amount of 
$90,000 is for construction only.  Measure D funding is for City staff time and the small 
portion of the construction contract that exceeds the available CDBG funds.  There are 
sufficient appropriated funds in the CDBG Fund and Streets 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 

Draper Construction $88,675.75 $8,900 $97,575.75

TOTAL RECOMMENDED AUTHORIZATION $97,575.75
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The following summarizes all Project design costs, construction contract funding, and 
other costs: 
 

ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COST 
 

Task
 

City Share CDBG 
Share

 

Total Amount

Design (by City staff) $12,250.00 $0 $12,250.00
Survey (by City staff) $5,500.00 $0 $5,500.00

 Subtotal $17,750.00 $0 $17,750.00

Construction Contract  $0 $88,675.75 $88,675.75

Construction Change Order Allowance $7,575.75 $1,324.25 $8,900.00

 Subtotal $7,575.75 $90,000.00 $97,575.75

Construction Management/Inspection  
(by City Staff) 

$20,000.00 $0 $20,000.00

Other Construction Costs (testing, etc.) $1,000.00 $0 $1,000.00

 Subtotal $21,000.00 $0 $21,000.00

TOTAL PROJECT COST $46,325.75 $90,000.00 $136,325.75
 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT: 

 
This Project will improve safety and accessibility for pedestrians in the Eastside 
neighborhood.  This Project will contribute to the City’s sustainability goals by 
encouraging more people to walk along this corridor, reducing fuel consumption and air 
pollution. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Eastside Sidewalk Access Ramps Project Location Map 
 2. Eastside Sidewalk Project Contract Bid Schedules 
 
PREPARED BY: Joshua Haggmark, Principal Civil Engineer/BD/sk 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Christine F. Andersen, Public Works Director 
 
APPROVED BY: City Administrator’s Office 
 



ATTACHMENT 1



ATTACHMENT 2 
 

EASTSIDE SIDEWALK PROJECT CONTRACT BID SCHEDULES 
 

 BID SCHEDULE 
BIDDER 1* 2 3 

1. Draper Construction 
Somis, CA   $55,886.00  $7,268.75**  $25,521.00 

2. PE Pacific Engineering Company 
Bakersfield, CA   $62,212.00**  $5,970.00  $23,265.00** 

3. Aguilera Brothers Construction, Inc. 
Santa Paula, CA  $114,610.00  $14,685.00  $34,225.00 

4. Granite Construction Company 
Watsonville, CA  $130,890.00  $9,960.00  $29,667.00 

5. Toro Enterprises, Inc. 
Oxnard, CA  $151,570.00  $12,652.50  $37,550.00 

6. Lash Construction, Inc. 
Santa Barbara, CA  $169,992.75*  $8,510.00  $37,170.00 

7. Talcal Engineering, Inc. 
West Hills, CA  $212,823.25  $11,125.00  $45,800.00 

8. G. Sosa Construction, Inc. 
Santa Maria, CA  $232,110.00  $24,175.00  $75,660.00 

9. V. Lopez Jr. & Sons, Inc. 
Santa Maria, CA  $232,110.00  $11,288.65**  $53,022.40 

 
*Contract awarded to low bidder of Bid Schedule 1 (Base Bid) 
**corrected bid total 
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File Code No.  540.13 
 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: March 9, 2010 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Environmental Services Division, Finance Department 
 
SUBJECT: GeoSyntec Contract For Research Into Landfill Area At Garden 

And Montecito Streets 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
That Council authorize the Finance Director to approve a change order in the amount of 
$12,700, for a contract total of $36,400 with Geosyntec Consultants, Inc., for the 
development of a final report on the old landfill area at Garden and Montecito Streets as 
requested by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On February 6, 2004, the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water 
Board) adopted a General Order designed to more closely regulate closed, inactive or 
abandoned landfills in the State of California.  The General Order’s general discharge 
requirements stated that owners/operators of landfills on this list were required to 
perform regular monitoring of their respective sites to determine whether and to what 
extent a closed, inactive or abandoned landfill might be impacting surface and/or 
groundwater. Contained on the 2004 General Order list of landfill sites is an area 
formerly owned by Southern Pacific Transportation Company in the area south of the 
101 freeway, near Montecito and Garden Streets.   
 
In response to the General Order, the City hired Padre Associates (Padre) to conduct 
an investigation of the area and to determine whether and the extent to which the fill in 
this area had any impacts on surface or groundwater. On March 1, 2004, after 
researching the site, Padre Associates requested a waiver on behalf of the City to the 
General Discharge Requirements. Padre asserted that any remaining fill at the site 
primarily consists of inert soil and debris associated with the 1925 earthquake and, as a 
result, does not contain significant quantities of decomposable waste. Padre also cited 
the County Environmental Health Services Department’s annual monitoring and 
reporting program for the site that has been in place since 1992.  The results of 
County’s monitoring and reporting program have not indicated the presence or evidence 
of leachate from the fill or any potential degradation to surface or groundwater. 
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On July 31, 2007, Water Board staff responded, stating that they were unable to grant a 
waiver without first receiving a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) from the City and, 
with it, a more compelling explanation of why the fill material poses no threat to surface 
or groundwater. 
 
In response, the City hired Padre again to develop a ROWD. On June 12, 2008, Padre 
submitted the ROWD on behalf of the City and reiterated that the fill material contained 
within the area does not appear to be a threat to the environment or human health.  
They also reiterated the findings of the county Environmental Health Services 
Department’s monitoring and reporting program indicating no evidence of leachate from 
the site or any potential degradation of surface and/or groundwater.  In their response to 
the ROWD, the Water Board staff requested that the City submit several additional 
reports, including a: 1) Wet Weather Preparedness Report; 2) Sampling and Analysis 
Plan; 3) Existing Monitoring Data Report; 4) Proposed Deed Notice or similar 
mechanism.   
 
Before spending additional taxpayer funds to create additional reports and plans, staff 
felt it was prudent to first determine, without a doubt, whether the City actually owned or 
operated a landfill operation in the area at any time, and what the true boundaries of 
such a landfill were.  If it was determined that the City did own or operate a landfill in the 
area, additional research would be conducted to determine if there are real threats to 
surface and/or groundwater and the requested reports would be prepared. Staff 
believes this prudent approach satisfies dual interests of being good stewards of public 
funds while taking responsibility for the assessment of environmental contamination if 
the City is determined to be responsible. 
 
To accomplish these objectives the City hired Geosyntec Consultants (Geosyntec) at a 
cost of $23,700 in October, 2009 to determine historical ownership and land uses of the 
site and to analyze all existing groundwater monitoring data. Geosyntec is a national 
firm that specializes in the design and construction of solid waste disposal facilities, and 
has prior experience working on local landfill projects, including those at Elings Park.    

 
On December 9, 2009, after the bulk of Geosyntec’s research had been conducted, City 
staff and Geosyntec met with Water Board staff to discuss their preliminary findings and 
the next steps for the site. One of the major topics of discussion at the meeting was the 
fact that, while it is clear that landfilling occurred throughout the lower eastside area, it 
does not appear that the City ever owned or operated a landfill in the area in question. 
Water Board staff have now requested a summary report from the City demonstrating 
Geosyntec’s findings.   
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Because staff did not know whether or in what format a report to the Water Board might 
be required at the time, a formal summary report of Geosyntec’s research was not a 
part of their original scope of work. As a result, they have requested additional funds of 
$12,700 to develop and revise a final written report documenting all of their findings for 
the Water Board.  Of this total amount,  $7,500 is for the initial written report and staff 
expects that the remaining $5,200 will only be used in or part or full, as needed, if 
revisions are necessary. 
 
In the meeting of December 9, 2009, Water Board staff also requested that City staff 
work to develop a mechanism by which the City could educate developers in the proper 
handling and disposal of any debris-impacted soils in the City. To that end, 
Environmental Services staff has been working with Community Development to 
develop educational materials that will be included in all ministerial and discretionary 
permit packages.  Water Board staff have indicated satisfaction with these actions. 
 
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
If approved, the cost of this change order would be $12,700 with a revised contract total 
of $36,400 paid with Solid Waste Funds.  There is no impact on the General Fund.   
 
 
PREPARED BY: Stephen MacIntosh, Environmental Services Supervisor   
 
SUBMITTED BY: Robert Samario, Interim Finance Director 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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File Code No.  520.03 
 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: March 9, 2010 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: Administration Division, Fire Department 
 
SUBJECT: Purchase Order For Fire Department Breathing Air Compressor 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
That Council find it in the best interest of the City to waive the bidding process as 
provided in Municipal Code Section 4.52.070(l) and authorize the General Services 
Manager to issue a purchase order to Bauer Compressors in the amount of $50,144.18 
to replace the Fire Department’s main breathing air compressor. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Fire Department’s primary breathing air compressor is located at Fire Station One, 
121 W. Carrillo Street.  The compressor requiring replacement was manufactured by 
American Bristol Breathing Air Systems and purchased in 1999 for $27,434. The 
compressor was in serviceable order prior to being placed in storage during the recent 
remodel of Station One.  After reinstallation, it was determined that the compressor had 
suffered a malfunction in the central operating unit and would not function correctly.   A 
replacement operating unit was sought, but was found to be unavailable because the 
manufacturer is no longer in business, having been purchased by Scott/Tyco in 2002.   
 
The Fire department is currently using a mobile air compressor to fill self-contained 
breathing cylinders, but it lacks the capacity to recharge large amounts of air bottles in 
the case of long duration, high intensity events.  Staff is recommending that the normal 
bidding procedures be waived and the City purchase and install a Bauer Unicus III air 
compressor because: 
 

A) A dependable source providing predictable volumes of breathing air is a critical 
need for firefighting and emergency services (including Harbor Patrol) 

B) A same source maintenance contract can be established for both the mobile and 
the stationary units through Bauer Compressors, resulting in cost savings from 
both machines being serviced at the same time by one technician 

C) Bauer Compressors has a unit located in Los Angeles, California, available for 
immediate installation, with minimal freight charges 

D) Vendor is offering training on site for fire department operators 
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BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION: 
 
Following Council’s approval of a mid-year appropriation for the Fiscal Year 2010 
budget, there are sufficient funds in the Fire Department budget to purchase the 
breathing air compressor. 
 
 
PREPARED BY: Dean Sylvies, Operations Division Chief 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Andrew DiMizio, Fire Chief 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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File Code No.  150.04 
 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 

AGENDA DATE: March 9, 2010 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM: City Administrator’s Office 
 
SUBJECT: Participation In The Santa Barbara County Municipal Financing 

Program (California AB 811) 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council: 
 
A.  Adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution Approving County of Santa Barbara 

Resolution of Intention, Consenting to Participation in Contractual Assessment 
Program and Approving the Financing of Installation of Distributed Generation 
Renewable Energy Sources, and Energy Efficiency and Water Efficiency 
Improvements Within the Incorporated Area of the City; and 

B. Authorize the City Administrator to execute a cooperative agreement to 
implement an AB 811 Contractual Assessment Program with the County of Santa 
Barbara. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In July 2008 California passed Assembly Bill 811 permitting local governments to create 
municipal financing programs that allow property owners to enter into voluntary 
contractual assessment to finance the installation of energy efficiency or distributed 
renewable energy generation improvements on their property.  By entering into a 
voluntary contractual assessment, property owners are able to borrow the funds they 
need to improve the energy and water efficiency of their home or business real property.  
The property owners would repay the borrowed funds through a fully amortized 
assessment billed as part of their property taxes over a period of up to 20 years.  In 
November 2009 Assembly Bill 474 was enacted; it now permits the inclusion of water 
efficiency projects as part of a municipal financing program.   
 
In June 2009 the County of Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors (Board) directed 
County staff to determine the feasibility of an AB 811 municipal financing program, to 
explore initial and ongoing funding and design a program.  Since that time, the County 
staff completed a feasibility study, identified sources of funding and began program 
design.  The feasibility study acknowledged that, in order for the program to be 
successful in Santa Barbara County, regional participation by all of the cities located 
within the County is necessary.  With regional participation the program can achieve 
economies of scale and generate sufficient interest from the public.   
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As part of the financial analysis, the County estimates that the initial start-up cost for 
funding the AB 811 municipal energy and water financing program (Program) is 
$1 million.  County staff identified and submitted applications for American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding opportunities for the start up costs.  As part of 
the requirements for the State Energy Program and Energy Efficiency Conservation 
Block Grant applications, the County was required to submit resolutions of intention to 
participate in the municipal financing program from partnering agencies.  On 
November 17, 2009, in support of these applications, the City of Santa Barbara passed 
a resolution declaring its intention to participate in the program.   
 
On January 12, 2010, the Board directed County staff to provide participating cities a 
draft resolution approving formal participation in the County’s program.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
This program will provide financial incentives for building retrofits to residential and 
commercial properties located throughout the region, thereby stimulating the local 
economy and reducing energy and water consumption in our community.   
 
Staff has reviewed the County’s Draft Administrative Guidelines (Guidelines) and has 
worked closely with County staff on the authorized improvement projects.  All authorized 
improvement projects within City boundaries will be required to comply with the City of 
Santa Barbara Building Code.  The majority of  projects specified in the Guidelines will 
require building permits and are covered by our standard Municipal Code requirements.    
 
The cooperative agreement requires potential carbon credits generated by 
improvements in the City of Santa Barbara be held by the County on behalf of the 
Program.  Due to the uncertainty regarding state regulation and the potential value of 
the credits, the agreement also requires the future use, sale, or transfer of the credits to 
be determined by the mutual agreement of the City and County.   
 
As part of the agreement, the City is also requiring participating property owners to 
complete a water check-up as part of proposed water efficiency projects.  If solar 
projects are proposed, program participation will require compliance with the City’s 
Solar Design Guidelines. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
 
The City of Santa Barbara will not be required to provide administrative funding in order 
to participate in the Program since these costs will be included in the total assessment 
amounts.  However, the City will receive revenue generated by the building permits 
issued for these energy and water efficiency projects.  Staff does not anticipate that the 
Program will generate additional workload for staff, beyond the current practice of 
conducting building permit inspections.   
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SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT: 
 
By assisting property owners with the financing of renewable energy projects and 
energy and water efficiency projects, this Program will help the community reduce 
energy use and conserve water.   
 
NEXT STEPS: 
 
In order for the County to move forward on March 16, 2010, with its Resolution of 
Intention to establish the program, each of the Santa Barbara County cities must adopt 
a resolution agreeing to participate in the program.   
 
Final action to approve program financing will be considered by the County Board of 
Supervisors on April 13, 2010 with an anticipated program start date of April 22, 2010.  
 
Draft Administrative Guidelines for the program are on file in the City Clerk’s Office. 
 
 
PREPARED BY: Lori Pedersen, Administrative Analyst 
 
SUBMITTED BY: James L. Armstrong, City Administrator 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
 



1 

 
RESOLUTION NO. ______________ 

 
RESOLUTION APPROVING COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA RESOLUTION 
OF INTENTION, CONSENTING TO PARTICIPATION IN CONTRACTUAL 
ASSESSMENT PROGRAM AND APPROVING THE FINANCING OF 
INSTALLATION OF DISTRIBUTED GENERATION RENEWABLE ENERGY 
SOURCES, AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND WATER EFFICIENCY 
IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN THE INCORPORATED AREA OF THE CITY 
 
WHEREAS, the County of Santa Barbara (the “County”) is authorized under Chapter 29 

of Part 3 of Division 7 of the Streets & Highways Code of the State of California (”Chapter 29”) 
to enter into contractual assessments to finance the installation of distributed generation 
renewable energy sources, and energy efficiency and water efficiency improvements that are 
permanently fixed to real property (“Authorized Improvements”);  

 
WHEREAS, the County has notified the City of Santa Barbara  (the “City”) that the Board 

of Supervisors of the County will consider forming a contractual assessment program (the 
“Program”), pursuant to which the County will enter into contractual assessments to finance the 
installation of Authorized Improvements; 

 
WHEREAS, the County has provided the City with a form of a resolution to be 

considered by the Board of Supervisors of the County entitled “Resolution Declaring Intention to 
Finance Installation of Distributed Generation Renewable Energy Sources, and Energy 
Efficiency and Water Efficiency Improvements” (the “County Resolution of Intention”), which 
form of County Resolution of Intention is attached as Exhibit A; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the County Resolution of Intention, and the 

City Council wishes to provide for the contractual assessment financing of the installation of 
Authorized Improvements through the Program within the incorporated territory of the City; and 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Santa 

Barbara as follows: 
 
Section 1. Findings. The City Council hereby finds and declares the following: 
 
(a) The above recitals are true and correct. 
 
(b) A public purpose will be served by establishing a contractual assessment 

program, pursuant to which the County will finance the installation of Authorized Improvements 
to residential, commercial, industrial, or other real property in the incorporated territory of the 
City. Properties in the incorporated territory of the City will benefit from the Program. 

 
(c) The upfront cost of making residential, commercial, industrial, or other real 

property more energy and water efficient, along with the fact that most commercial loans for that 
purpose are due on the sale of the property, prevents many property owners from installing 
Authorized Improvements.  

 
(d) Energy conservation efforts, including the promotion of energy-related Authorized 

Improvements to residential, commercial, industrial, or other real property, will support efforts to 
foster communitywide sustainability and lowered greenhouse gas emissions by promoting 
economic stability and environmental stewardship through participation in the green economy. 

 



(e) Energy conservation efforts, including the promotion of energy-related Authorized 
Improvements to residential, commercial, industrial, or other real property, are necessary to 
address the issue of global climate change and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions in 
the City. 

 
(f)  Water conservation efforts, including the promotion of water-related Authorized 

Improvements to residential, commercial, industrial, or other real property, are necessary to 
address the issue of chronic water shortages in California. 

 
Section 2. Approval of Resolution of Intention and Other Related Matters. The City 

Council hereby approves the County Resolution of Intention, in substantially the form attached 
to this Resolution as Exhibit A, which County Resolution may be amended by the Board of 
Supervisors at the time of its adoption without further approval by the City Council.  The City 
Council hereby consents to including the incorporated territory of the City within the territory 
covered by the Program. The City Council hereby approves the financing by the County of 
installation of the Authorized Improvements within the incorporated territory of the City. 

 
The City Council’s consent to including the incorporated territory of the City within the 

territory covered by the Program constitutes the City’s Council’s assent to the assumption by the 
County of jurisdiction over such incorporated territory for all purposes of the financing of 
installation of Authorized Improvements on property within the incorporated territory of the City 
and authorizes the Board of Supervisors to take each and every step required for or suitable for 
the consummation of the Program within the incorporated territory of the City, and the levying, 
collecting and enforcement of the contractual assessments to finance the Authorized 
Improvements and to cover the expenses of the Program, and the issuance and enforcement of 
bonds to represent unpaid contractual assessments.  

 
Section 3. Approval of Cooperation Agreement. The City Council hereby authorizes 

the City Administrator, on behalf of the City, to execute a cooperation agreement with the 
County, which agreements shall be in substantially the form considered by the City Council 
when adopting this resolution, to reflect the terms on which the County and the City will 
cooperate to offer the Program within the incorporated territory of the City.  

 
Section 4. Official Actions. The City Administrator is authorized and directed in the 

name and on behalf of the City to undertake any and all actions necessary to accomplish the 
purposes of this Resolution.  

 
Section 5. Effective Date. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its 

adoption. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



* * * * * * 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted and passed 

by the City Council of the City of Santa Barbara, California, at a regular meeting thereof held on 
the    day of    , 20__, by the following vote of the members 
thereof: 

 
AYES, and in favor of, thereof 
 
NOES, Councilmembers:  
 
ABSENT, Councilmembers:  
 
 

   
 City Clerk  

APPROVED: 
 
   
 Mayor 



 
EXHIBIT A 

 
FORM OF RESOLUTION OF INTENTION 

 
Jan 6, 2010 DRAFT provided by Jones Hall 

 
RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 
RESOLUTION DECLARING INTENTION TO FINANCE INSTALLATION OF 

DISTRIBUTED GENERATION RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCES, AND 
ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND WATER EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENTS 

 
WHEREAS, the County of Santa Barbara (the “County”) is authorized under Chapter 29 

of Part 3 of Division 7 of the Streets & Highways Code of the State of California (”Chapter 29”) 
to enter into contractual assessments to finance the installation of distributed generation 
renewable energy sources, and energy efficiency and water efficiency improvements that are 
permanently fixed to real property (“Authorized Improvements”); and  

 
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors wishes to declare its intention to establish a 

contractual assessment program (the “Program”), pursuant to which the County would enter into 
contractual assessments to finance the installation of Authorized Improvements in the County; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Santa Barbara as follows: 
 
Section 1. Findings. The County hereby finds and declares the following: 
 
(a) The above recitals are true and correct. 
 
(b) A public purpose will be served by establishing a contractual assessment 

program, pursuant to which the County will finance the installation of Authorized Improvements 
to residential, commercial, industrial, or other real property in the County. 

 
(c) The upfront cost of making residential, commercial, industrial, or other real 

property more energy and water efficient, along with the fact that most commercial loans for that 
purpose are due on the sale of the property, prevents many property owners from installing 
Authorized Improvements.  

 
(d) Energy conservation efforts, including the promotion of energy-related Authorized 

Improvements to residential, commercial, industrial, or other real property, will support efforts to 
foster communitywide sustainability and lowered greenhouse gas emissions by promoting 
economic growth and stability, and environmental stewardship through participation in the green 
economy. 

 
(e) Energy conservation efforts, including the promotion of energy-related Authorized 

Improvements to residential, commercial, industrial, or other real property, are necessary to 
address the issue of global climate change and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions in 
the County. 

 
(f)  Water conservation efforts, including the promotion of water-related Authorized 

Improvements to residential, commercial, industrial, or other real property, are necessary to 
address the issue of chronic water shortages in California. 

   



Section 2. Determination of Public Interest. The Board of Supervisors hereby 
determines that (a) it would be convenient, advantageous, and in the public interest to designate 
an area, which shall encompass the territory described in Section 4 below, within which the 
County and property owners within the County may enter into contractual assessments to 
finance the installation of Authorized Improvements pursuant to Chapter 29 and (b) it is in the 
public interest for the County to finance the installation of Authorized Improvements in the 
County pursuant to Chapter 29.  

 
Section 3. Identification of Authorized Improvements. The Board of Supervisors 

hereby declares that it proposes to make contractual assessment financing available to property 
owners to finance installation of Authorized Improvements, including but not limited to those 
improvements detailed in the Report described in Section 8 below, as that Report may be 
amended from time to time. 

 
Section 4. Identification of Boundaries. Contractual assessments may be entered into 

by property owners located within the entire geographic territory of the County. The County 
provided a form of this Resolution to each of the eight incorporated cities in the County, and the 
legislative body of each of the eight cities has (i) approved this Resolution, (ii) consented to 
including its incorporated territory within the territory covered by the Program and (iii) approved 
the financing of installation of the Authorized Improvements within such incorporated territory. 
The Board of Supervisors hereby finds that including the incorporated territory within the 
boundaries of the Program will benefit such territory. 

 
The Board of Supervisors intends to enter into agreements with each of the eight cities 

in the County to reflect the terms on which the County and the City will cooperate to offer the 
Program within the incorporated territory. 

 
Section 5. Proposed Financing Arrangements. Under Chapter 29, the County may 

issue bonds or enter into other financing relationships pursuant to Chapter 29 that are payable 
by contractual assessments and the County may advance its own funds to finance work to be 
repaid through contractual assessments, and may from time to time sell bonds to reimburse 
itself for such advances.  Division 10 (commencing with Section 8500) of the Streets & 
Highways Code of the State (the “Improvement Bond Act of 1915”) shall apply to any bonds 
issued pursuant to Chapter 29, insofar as the Improvement Bond Act of 1915 is not in conflict 
with Chapter 29. 

 
The County shall determine the creditworthiness of a property owner to participate in 

the financing of Authorized Improvements based on the criteria developed by the County in 
consultation with the Program financing team, as such criteria shall be set forth in the Report 
described in Section 8 below, as that Report may be amended from time to time.   

 
In connection with bonds issued under the Improvement Bond Act of 1915 that are 

payable from contractual assessments, serial and/or term improvement bonds shall be issued 
in such series and shall mature in such principal amounts and at such times (not to exceed 20 
years from the second day of September next following their date) and at such rate or rates of 
interest (not to exceed the maximum rate permitted by applicable law) as shall be determined 
by the County at the time of the issuance and sale of the bonds.  The provisions of Part 11.1 
of the Improvement Bond Act of 1915 shall apply to the calling of the bonds.  It is the intention 
of the County to create a special reserve fund for the bonds under Part 16 of the Improvement 
Bond Act of 1915.  The County will not advance available surplus funds from its treasury to 
cure any deficiency in the redemption fund to be created with respect to the bonds; provided, 
however, that this determination shall not prevent the County from, in its sole discretion, so 
advancing funds.  The bonds may be refunded under Division 11.5 of the California Streets 



and Highways Code or other applicable laws permitting refunding of the bonds, upon the 
conditions specified by and at the determination of the County. 

 
In connection with the issuance of bonds payable from contractual assessments, the 

County expects to obligate itself, through a covenant with the owners of the bonds, to exercise 
its foreclosure rights with respect to delinquent contractual assessment installments under 
specified circumstances. 

 
Section 6. Public Hearing. Pursuant to the Act, the Board of Supervisors hereby orders 

that a public hearing be held before this Board at __________, on ______, _______, 2010 at 
_____ a.m., for the purposes of allowing interested persons to object to or inquire about the 
proposed Program or any of its particulars. The public hearing may be continued from time to time 
as determined by the Board of Supervisors for a time not exceeding a total of 180 days.  

 
At the time of the hearing, the Report described in Section 8 below shall be summarized 

and the Board of Supervisors shall afford all persons who are present an opportunity to comment 
upon, object to, or present evidence with regard to the proposed Program, the extent of the area 
proposed to be included within the Program, the terms and conditions of the draft Contract 
described in Section 8 below, or the proposed financing provisions. Following the public hearing, 
the Board of Supervisors may adopt a resolution confirming the Report (the “Resolution 
Confirming Report”) or may direct the Report’s modification in any respect, or may abandon the 
proceedings. 

 
The Board of Supervisors hereby orders the Clerk to publish a notice of public hearing 

once a week for two successive weeks.  Two publications in a newspaper published once a week 
or more often, with at least five days intervening between the respective publication dates not 
counting such publication dates, are sufficient.  The period of notice will commence upon the first 
day of publication and terminate at the end of the fourteenth day. The first publication shall occur 
not later than 20 days before the date of the public hearing. 

 
Section 7.  Notice to Water and Electric Providers. Pursuant to Section 5898.24 of the 

Streets & Highways Code, the Board of Supervisors has provided written notice of the proposed 
Program within the County to all water and electric providers within the boundaries of the County. 

 
Section 8. Report. The Board of Supervisors hereby directs the Director of Housing & 

Community Development to prepare and file with the Board of Supervisors a report (the “Report”) 
at or before the time of the public hearing described in Section 6 above containing all of the 
following: 

 
(a) A map showing the boundaries of the territory within which contractual 

assessments are proposed to be offered, as set forth in Section 4 above. 
 
(b) A draft contract (the “Contract”) specifying the terms and conditions that would be 

agreed to by the County and a property owner within the County. The Contract may allow 
property owners to purchase directly the related equipment and materials for the installation of 
the Authorized Improvements and to contract directly for the installation of such Authorized 
Improvements. 

 
(c) A statement of the County’s policies concerning contractual assessments 

including all of the following:     
 

(1) Identification of types of Authorized Improvements that may be financed 
through the use of contractual assessments.     

 



(2) Identification of the County official authorized to enter into contractual 
assessments on behalf of the County.     

 
(3) A maximum aggregate dollar amount of contractual assessments in the 

County.      
 
(4) A method for setting requests from property owners for financing through 

contractual assessments in priority order in the event that requests appear likely to 
exceed the authorization amount.      

 
(d) A plan for raising a capital amount required to pay for work performed pursuant 

to contractual assessments. The plan may include amounts to be advanced by the County 
through funds available to it from any source. The plan may include the sale of a bond or bonds 
or other financing relationship pursuant to Section 5898.28 of Chapter 29. The plan shall include 
a statement of or method for determining the interest rate and time period during which 
contracting property owners would pay any assessment. The plan shall provide for any reserve 
fund or funds. The plan shall provide for the apportionment of all or any portion of the costs 
incidental to financing, administration, and collection of the Program among the consenting 
property owners and the County.     

 
(e) A report on the results of the consultations with the County Auditor-Controller 

described in Section 10 below concerning the additional fees, if any, that will be charged for 
incorporating the proposed contractual assessments into the assessments of the general taxes 
of the County on real property, and a plan for financing the payment of those fees.  

 
Section 9. Nature of Assessments. Assessments levied pursuant to Chapter 29, and 

the interest and any penalties thereon, will constitute a lien against the lots and parcels of land 
on which they are made, until they are paid.  Unless otherwise directed by the Board of 
Supervisors, the assessments shall be collected in the same manner and at the same time as 
the general taxes of the County on real property are payable, and subject to the same 
penalties and remedies and lien priorities in the event of delinquency and default.   

 
Section 10. Consultations with County Auditor-Controller. The Board of 

Supervisors hereby directs the Director of Housing & Community Development to enter into 
consultations with the County Auditor-Controller in order to reach agreement on what 
additional fees, if any, will be charged to the County for incorporating the proposed contractual 
assessments into the assessments of the general taxes of the County on real property. 

 
Section 11. Preparation of Current Roll of Assessment.  Pursuant to Section 

5898.24(c), the County hereby designates the Director of Housing & Community Development 
(or his/her designee) as the responsible official for annually preparing the current roll of 
assessment obligations by assessor’s parcel number on property subject to a voluntary 
contractual assessment in consultation with other responsible officials.  

 
Section 12. Procedures for Responding to Inquiries.  The Director of Housing & 

Community Development shall establish procedures to promptly respond to inquiries 
concerning current and future estimated liability for a voluntary contractual assessment in 
consultation with other responsible officials. 
 

Section 13. Effective Date. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its 
adoption. 

 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * *  



PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Santa Barbara held on this ___ day of _____________, 2010, by the following vote: 

 
AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
ABSENT: 

 
 

         
CHAIR, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

 
 

ATTEST: 
MICHAEL F. BROWN 
CLERK OF THE BOARD 
 
 
By: _________________________ 

Deputy  
 
 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
DENNIS A. MARSHALL 
COUNTY COUNSEL 

 
 

By: _________________________ 
 Deputy County Counsel 

APPROVED AS TO ACCOUNTING FORM: 
 
ROBERT GEIS 
AUDITOR-CONTROLLER 

 
 

By: _________________________ 
  

 
 
 

 
 



Agenda Item No._____________ 

File Code No.  640.07 
 

 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
 
 COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

 
 
 

AGENDA DATE: March 9, 2010 
 
TO: Mayor and Councilmembers 
 
FROM:  Planning Division, Community Development Department  
 
SUBJECT: Appeal Of The City Planning Commission’s Certification Of An 

Environmental Impact Report And Project Approval For 3714-3744 
State Street (Sandman Inn Redevelopment Project) 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council:  
 
A. Certify the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Sandman Inn 

Redevelopment Project;  
B. Deny the appeal of Citizens Planning Association and Allied Neighborhoods 

Association; 
C. Uphold the Planning Commission approval of the development at 3714-3744 

State Street; and 
D. Adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of the Council of the City of Santa 

Barbara Denying the Appeal of the City Planning Commission’s Certification of an 
Environmental Impact Report and Project Approval for Development Located at 
3714-3744 State Street (Sandman Inn Redevelopment Project).  

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
On December 17, 2009, the Planning Commission approved a mixed-use office/residential 
development located at 3714-3744 State Street (hereinafter referred to as the “Current 
Project.”)  At that time, the Planning Commission also certified the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the Project.  The EIR analyzed two versions of the Project at a 
project-specific level: 1. the “Proposed Project” (hotel and residential development), and 
2. the “Applicant’s Alternative” (office and residential development).  On January 7, 2010, 
an appeal of that Planning Commission decision was filed (Attachment 1) that primarily 
focuses on the potential consequences of the EIR not having identified an environmentally 
superior alternative in the Final EIR.  This staff report addresses the concerns raised in the 
appeal letter, and why the Planning Commission’s certification of the Final EIR and 
subsequent approval of the Sandman Inn Redevelopment Project (hereinafter referred to 
as the “Current Project”) was appropriate. 
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DISCUSSION: 
 
Project Description  

The Current Project consists of the demolition of the existing 113 room Sandman Inn 
Hotel, Downtown Brewing Co. restaurant building and all existing site improvements, and 
the construction of a new office complex on Lot A, and two commercial condominiums and 
73 residential condominium units on Lot B.  Total square footage of development would be 
approximately 105,693 net square feet, plus a 121,800 gross square foot underground 
garage.  A total of 238 parking spaces would be provided.  More project details can be 
found in Attachment 4, the Planning Commission Staff Report. 
 
Environmental Review Process 

In spring 2008, an Initial Study was prepared to evaluate the potential for the project 
(called the “Proposed Project”) to result in potentially significant adverse environmental 
impacts.  The Initial Study determined that further study in an EIR was needed to 
determine whether the Proposed Project may have the potential to result in significant 
adverse impacts in the areas of: Visual Aesthetics, Transportation/Circulation, and Air 
Quality (short-term).  
 
An EIR is intended by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to be an 
informational document that is considered in conjunction with other planning documents 
and project analysis as part of the overall permitting process.  The CEQA environmental 
review process has two overall purposes: first, to disclose potential environmental 
impacts so that the public and decision-makers can fully consider the possible 
environmental consequences of a project before it is approved, and second, to allow the 
approving lead agency to impose project conditions which will avoid or reduce the 
potentially significant environmental effects to the extent feasible.  CEQA requires that 
the Final EIR be certified by the Lead Agency (City) prior to actions approving the 
project.  The City CEQA Guidelines provide for certification of EIRs by the Planning 
Commission, with this action appealable to the City Council.   
 
The Sandman Inn Redevelopment Project EIR analyzed two distinct versions of the 
project at a project-specific level: the “Proposed Project,” which consisted of 
redevelopment of the site with a 106-room hotel and 73 residential condominium units, 
and the “Applicant’s Alternative,” which consisted of the redevelopment of the site with 
14,254 net square feet of office space and 73 residential condominium units.  The EIR 
also analyzed four alternatives to the Proposed Project and Applicants Alternative. 
 
The Draft EIR was released by the City for a 30-day public review and comment period 
between April 22, 2009, and May 22, 2009, and a Draft EIR hearing was held by the 
Planning Commission on May 14, 2009.  The City received 16 comment letters during 
the Draft EIR public review period, and comments were made by the Planning 
Commission and the public at the Draft EIR hearing.  The Final EIR includes responses 
to all comments received on the Draft EIR, and concludes that the Applicant’s 
Alternative project would not result in any significant, unavoidable (Class I) impacts.   
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The project approved by the Planning Commission (Current Project) was slightly revised 
from the “Applicant’s Alternative” that was reviewed in the EIR (refer to Exhibit 4, 
Planning Commission staff report, for a complete discussion of these revisions).  These 
project changes were analyzed by staff and were determined to be minor in nature 
because they did not change the potential scope or severity of any environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR for the “Applicant’s Alternative.”  Therefore, the Planning 
Commission determined that the Final EIR addressed all project impacts, and all 
applicable mitigation measures were applied to the approved Current Project.   
 
Planning Commission Approval 

On December 17, 2009, the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR and approved 
the Current Project on a vote of 6-0 (Attachment 2, Resolution 049-09; Attachment 3, 
Planning Commission Minutes).  That hearing and decision was the culmination of 
approximately six years of review of development proposed on the project site (refer to 
Attachment 4, Planning Commission Staff Report, for a more detailed history of the 
review process).   
 
Appeal Issues: 
 
An appeal of the Planning Commission’s certification of the Final EIR and approval of the 
Current Project was filed by Citizen’s Planning Association and Allied Neighborhoods 
Association on January 7, 2010.  The appeal addresses six areas of concern, as detailed 
below: 
 
1. Final EIR does not identify an “environmentally superior alternative” / Lack of 
directness and clarity in illustrating the environmental superiority of the Applicant’s 
Alternative over the originally Proposed Project to decision makers and the public.   
 
The purpose of an EIR is not to approve or disapprove a project, but rather to provide 
decision makers with detailed environmental impact information which enables them to 
make land use decisions which intelligently take account of potential environmental 
consequences. (CEQA Guidelines, §15151).  The purpose of an environmental 
document is to identify potentially significant impacts of a proposed project and to 
explore mitigation measures and alternatives that avoid or lessen any identified 
significant impacts.  The CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6 (a)) require the consideration of 
alternatives to a project that could “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project…”   
 
In the case of the Sandman Inn Redevelopment Project, the EIR indicates that all 
potentially significant environmental impacts identified can be reduced to a less than 
significant level through mitigation measures.  Therefore, no unavoidable, significant 
impacts were identified.  As such, the EIR presents alternatives to the project that could 
further lessen impacts already considered less than significant after mitigation, and 
alternatives that are more consistent with City goals and policies than either the 
“Proposed Project” or the “Applicant’s Alternative.”  
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The EIR includes analysis of two projects: the “Proposed Project” and the “Applicant’s 
Alternative,” and four other alternatives.  At the time that the Notice of Preparation was 
issued, the applicant began to seriously consider potentially changing their project to the 
“Applicant’s Alternative” to be more consistent with City policies.  As with the original 
hotel and condominium project, the “Applicant’s Alternative” was analyzed at a project-
specific level in the EIR so that if the applicant chose to modify the project description to 
reflect the project identified as the “Applicant’s Alternative,” it would be less likely that 
additional environmental review would be necessary.  The practice of analyzing multiple 
projects (i.e., alternatives) in detail and to the same degree as the proposed project in 
CEQA documents is not typical for the City.  However, this practice is relatively common 
in other jurisdictions, particularly for projects requiring both CEQA and National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review.  CEQA has requirements for the minimum 
analysis needed for alternatives, but does not expressly require an in-depth study of all 
alternatives. 
 
As previously stated, the purpose, according to CEQA, of an alternatives analysis is to 
identify alternatives to a project that would attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would lessen or avoid any significant adverse impacts of a project.  
According to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 (e) (2), when comparing alternatives, “If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also 
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”  There is 
thus no explicit requirement for any of the alternatives to be designated the 
“environmentally superior alternative” unless the "no project” alternative is determined to 
be the environmentally superior alternative. 
 
In the Alternatives section of the subject EIR, the various environmental effects of the 
alternatives are evaluated and compared, but, given the absence of significant and 
unavoidable adverse impacts with respect to the Current Project, the EIR concludes that 
none of the alternatives truly constitute an environmentally superior alternative.  Table 
9.0-1 provides a comparative analysis of the “Proposed Project” and “Applicant’s 
Alternative” to the alternatives analyzed.  It is noted that Table 9.0-1 does not provide a 
direct comparison between the “Proposed Project” and the “Applicants Alternative”, nor 
does the EIR suggest a preferred project for consideration.  However, throughout the 
EIR, the “Applicant’s Alternative” is compared to the “Proposed Project” and the EIR 
provides a comprehensive analysis of potentially significant issues from both projects.  
For example, page 7.0-36 of the Final EIR notes that the Applicant’s Alternative 
generates fewer traffic trips than the Proposed Project, and page 8.0-26 of the Final EIR 
notes that “The impact [of the applicant’s alternative] on views from this location would 
be less than that of the proposed project.”  As stated in the Responses to Comments in 
the Final EIR, if a comparison of the “Applicant’s Alternative” to the “Proposed Project” 
were made, similar to the comparison of alternatives in Table 9.0-1 of the EIR, it would 
state that the “Applicant’s Alternative” would have less impact in the areas of Air Quality, 
Transportation/Circulation and Visual Aesthetics as compared to the “Proposed Project” 
(Final EIR, Section 12.0, Responses 14-11 and 14-12). 
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The Planning Commission recognized the validity of the analysis done in the EIR; 
however, and although not required by any state statute, the Commission preferred to 
acknowledge that the Current Project was “environmentally superior” to all other 
projects/alternatives evaluated in the EIR.  Therefore, the Planning Commission added 
the following statement to their findings in certifying the Final EIR: 
 

“The Planning Commission finds the project dated December 3, 2009 to be 
environmentally superior in terms of relative environmental impacts to all other 
alternatives evaluated in the EIR.” 

 
The Planning Commission’s CEQA findings, Final EIR certification findings, including 
the statement above, and Final EIR constitute the complete environmental 
administrative record for the Commissioners’ approval of the land use entitlements for 
the project.  Staff believes the Final EIR as certified by the Planning Commission is 
adequate as defined by the CEQA statutes with regards to alternatives analysis.  
 
The Planning Commission determined that the EIR set forth sufficient information to 
foster informed public participation and to enable decision makers to consider the 
environmental factors necessary to make an informed decision.  The Planning 
Commission also determined that the Current Project was superior to the projects 
evaluated in the EIR.  The fact that the “Applicant’s Alternative” was not formally 
identified as environmentally superior to the “Proposed Project” does not make the EIR 
inadequate or non-compliant.   
 
2. Concern that the alternatives analysis in EIR would lead to de facto 
environmental approval of all the alternatives and project iterations outlined in the EIR / 
Request for imposition of a condition that requires enhanced public and decision maker 
review of any changes to the project description from the analyzed “Applicant’s 
Alternative”. 
 
As with any project, the applicant may choose not to pursue the approved development, 
or may make design or aesthetic changes to the Current Project as it moves through its 
final design stages. 
 
Design changes to projects after Planning Commission approval, typically the result of 
completing the design review and plan check process, are not uncommon.  Land use 
changes to a project after Planning Commission approval require the review and 
approval of either a revised application by the Planning Commission or, for non-
substantial “land use” changes, a “Substantial Conformance Determination (SCD)”. If 
the changes are deemed minor, as provided for in the Planning Commission Guidelines 
adopted by City Council in 1997, they may be approved on an SCD basis.  As a 
discretionary determination this SCD also requires environmental review under CEQA.  
If a determination of substantial conformance cannot be made because the changes go 
beyond the scope of the prior project approval, then a revised project submittal would 
be required, thereby triggering complete review by City staff and any applicable 
decision-making bodies including a new environmental review of the revised project.   
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Staff does not believe it is appropriate to impose a condition on the Current Project that 
treats it any differently than other projects going through the City’s review process.   
 
The Appellants also express concern that a revised project (such as the inclusion of a 
hotel component) could be submitted, and that further detailed environmental review 
would be precluded, as long as that project’s environmental impacts are not significantly 
more severe than those of the “Proposed Project” analyzed in the EIR.  This is 
essentially correct but only with respect to environmental review; however, it is not 
unique to the subject project or the subject EIR.  Any such future project would be 
subject to a new review process, including additional environmental review and a new 
period of time within which to file a legal challenge to the subsequent environmental 
review.  The certified Final EIR could be used as the basis for analysis of that future 
project as long as the new project would not cause new significant environmental 
effects or an increase in the severity of impacts previously identified in the certified Final 
EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15162-15164) and so long as the certified EIR had not become 
dated or stale. Any future approval of a different project (such as one containing a hotel 
component) would still  require full discretionary land use review by the Planning 
Commission for consistency with applicable local land use, zoning, general plan and 
design requirements and guidelines, as well as environmental review under CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15092.  Unquestionably, should the City Council 
approve the Current Project, and in the future the applicant proposes changing the 
project to the original “Proposed Project” described in the EIR, staff would consider such 
a revision substantial enough from the Current Project as to require a new full 
discretionary review of the revised Project  by the Planning Commission. 
 
3. Lack of systematic updating of essential information (relevant especially, but not 
only, to the originally Proposed Project).  
 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15125, the physical environmental conditions 
that exist at the date of issuance of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR 
constitute the baseline for determining the environmental impacts of a project.  CEQA 
anticipates changes in information throughout the process, and the intent of this 
requirement is to avoid the need for continual updates and changes to an EIR in 
response to minor changes in the physical conditions that occur during preparation of 
the EIR.  CEQA also specifies when an EIR must be recirculated as a result of new 
information (CEQA Guidelines, §15088.5).   
 
The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15088.5(a)) state that “A lead agency is required to 
recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after public 
notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review”.  The Guidelines state 
that “[n]ew information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in 
a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a new 
significant adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid a significant adverse effect that the project’s proponents have declined to 
implement.”   
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For the subject EIR, the NOP was issued on May 22, 2008.  Staff determined that the 
new project-related information received for the Current Project, as well as the minor 
changes to traffic and other resources that occurred since May 22, 2009, would not 
change any of the significance determinations made in the EIR or create a new 
substantial adverse environmental effect.  Therefore, the EIR was not changed or 
recirculated based on this new information.  However, staff did provide the updated 
information to the extent feasible in staff reports and presentations when relevant for 
policy consistency analysis.  
 
The Appellant accurately notes that the project’s drainage report was updated in 
November 2009, but the updated report was not included in the Final EIR.  Water 
quality impacts of the project were determined to be potentially significant, but mitigable 
based on compliance with the City’s standard requirements.  The updated drainage 
report was prepared to ensure that the Current Project could be consistent with the 
City’s recently adopted Storm Water Management Plan requirements.  There was no 
change to the environmental impact, but staff wanted to ensure that the project design 
did not preclude natural solutions to water quality issues, which is a high priority of the 
City and State.  The updated drainage report was requested for planning/policy 
purposes, not for environmental concerns. 
 
The traffic analysis in the EIR analyzes the potential impacts of the Project and 
alternatives with respect to traffic conditions near the project site around the time of 
issuance of the NOP for the EIR.  It should be noted that this analysis included the 
larger Whole Foods Redevelopment Project that was an active proposal at the time of 
NOP issuance.  The traffic analysis in the EIR showed that area intersections would 
continue to operate at acceptable levels of service after completion of the either the 
“Proposed Project” or the “Applicant’s Alternative.”  Traffic impacts are concluded, 
therefore, to be less than significant for both the “Proposed Project” and “Applicant’s 
Alternative”.   
 
A new traffic study was not required for the Current Project design, which adds only 790 
gross square feet to the size of the “Applicant’s Alternative” project analyzed in the EIR.  
City staff was able to do the requisite calculations, and confirmed that the Current 
Project would result in a decrease of 836 daily trips, 3 AM trips and 31 PM trips, as 
compared to existing conditions.  The Current Project, therefore, would result in similar 
less than significant traffic impacts to those described in the EIR for the “Applicant’s 
Alternative.”  Because the Current Project would not contribute any new traffic to any 
impacted intersections makes any recent increase in traffic conditions in the area due to 
neighboring projects such as Whole Foods irrelevant from a CEQA environmental 
perspective.   
 
As identified by the Appellants, the EIR erroneously describes Hitchcock Way as having 
bicycle lanes on both sides of the street (EIR p. 7.0-6), when in fact there are no 
delineated bicycle lanes on that street.  An errata sheet has been prepared to correct 
this error; however, this information does not change any of the findings, significance 
levels, or proposed mitigation in the EIR and does not warrant recirculation. 
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As noted in the Planning Commission’s findings for approval, all other potential impacts 
of the Current Project are also either less than or similar to those described in the EIR 
for the “Applicant’s Alternative.”  The fact that the precise details of the Current Project 
were not specifically analyzed in the EIR does not make the document inadequate.  The 
EIR, therefore, adequately described the potential environmental impacts of the Current 
Project.   
 
4. No attention paid to job-generation by market-rate and middle-income housing. 
 
This issue was addressed in the Final EIR as part of the Responses to Comments 
(Section 12.0, i.e., Response 2-4).  Although new residents of residential units may 
generate an additional demand for goods and services within the City, it does not 
necessarily follow that building market-rate housing will negatively affect the City’s 
jobs/housing balance.  The project would increase City housing stock by 73 units (11 of 
which are affordable to middle-income homebuyers), and would decrease jobs on-site 
(by demolishing existing commercial space) by approximately 70 jobs.  Therefore, Staff 
believes that the approved project is likely to slightly improve, rather than negatively 
impact, the City’s jobs/housing balance.   
 
Many of the service-type jobs referenced in the Appellants’ comment would occur 
regardless of the development.  For example, landscape maintenance is required for 
the existing development, and would be required for the redeveloped site, but it is 
unlikely that individual homeowners will generate significant demand for additional 
gardeners for their private yards due to their relatively small size.  While housekeepers, 
babysitters or other service workers may be hired by the owners or tenants of these 
new residential units, they would likely be existing City residents or workers, as the 
limited size of the development is unlikely to warrant the creation of significant demand 
for new workers.  As indicated in the Final EIR, “no information is available that 
indicates the extent to which this demand [for goods and services] would not be able to 
be accommodated by existing goods and services providers.” (Final EIR, page 12.0-9) 
 
5. Fuller awareness of limitations in natural and infrastructural resources is needed.  
 
This issue was addressed in the Final EIR as part of the Responses to Comments 
(Section 12.0, i.e., Response 3-7).  The analysis of potential impacts to public services 
(police and fire protection, library services, public and facilities, electricity, natural gas, 
water supply, and sewer capacity) was based on the City’s Conditions, Trends and 
Issues (CTI) Report (2005), which does acknowledge the daily influx of people (tourists 
and commuters) into the City.  The CTI Report examined existing conditions and 
determined that there were no existing or anticipated public service deficiencies for the 
next 20-year planning period.  Although the Appellants note the increased strain on our 
natural and infrastructural  resources (i.e., due to recent fires and the decreasing 
availability of State Water), no formal determination has been made that existing 
facilities, services or supplies are inadequate to meet existing and future demand.  
Therefore, the analysis and conclusions contained in the EIR and Initial Study are valid. 
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6. Base the allowable residential density solely on the proposed size of the 
condominium parcel (3.58-acres) rather than on the total redevelopment area (4.58-
acres).   
 
This issue was addressed in the Final EIR as part of the Responses to Comments 
(Section 12.0, i.e., Response 3-9).  Early on in the review process, City staff determined 
that using the entire 4.58-acre site to determine density was appropriate because the 
development is essentially a mixed-use development of the entire site.  The two parcels 
could be merged and the office development could be its own condominium lot, in which 
case this density concern is no longer applicable.  Staff determined that, as long as 
future residential development is prohibited on the office parcel, the end result in terms 
of allowable square footage and density for the entire project site would be the same.  
The Planning Commission concurred with this decision in their approval of the Current 
Project and prohibited future residential development on the office parcel. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The City staff believes that the City’s review process for the Sandman Redevelopment 
Project worked well and worked properly.  It has resulted in a better project than the 
project which was originally proposed by the applicants, as evidenced by the comments 
made by Planning Commissioners on December 17, 2009.  Moreover, it is not appropriate 
or fair to insist that an EIR be revised in order to reflect beneficial, voluntary project 
changes which have evolved as a necessary part of the environmental review and City 
approval process.  To make the changes requested by the Appellants would require 
recirculation of the EIR, which could take approximately 3-6 months, and would impose 
additional costs to the Applicant (consultant fees) and City (noticing, staff time and public 
hearing time and resources) - all for a project not requested by the Applicant.  
 
As described above, the Sandman Inn Redevelopment Project Final EIR constitutes a 
complete, accurate, and good faith effort toward full disclosure of the project’s potential 
environmental impacts and has been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act and the state OPR CEQA Guidelines.  Furthermore, 
certification of the Final EIR will not lead to unintended consequences as a result of not 
identifying the “Applicant’s Alternative” as the environmentally superior alternative.  There 
is no local or state precedent that supports this Appellant concern.  In fact, the City 
standards of review are clear that, in the event the applicant was to propose a new or 
revised project, the revised project would then be subject to all necessary City 
discretionary reviews.  Approval of the Current Project was and is appropriate given that 
the project is consistent with the General Plan, City Guidelines and Policies and City 
Zoning and Building Ordinances, and the Current Project will not have a significant effect 
on the environment. 
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NOTE: The documents listed below have been separately delivered to the City 

Council as part of the Council’s reading file and are available for public 
review in the City Clerk’s Office: 
 
• Project Plans dated December 3, 2009 
 
• Final Environmental Impact Report dated November, 2009, certified by 

Planning Commission on December 17, 2009 – (Also available online: 
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Resident/Environmental_Documents/3714-
3744_State/ ) 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Appellants’ letter dated January 7, 2010 

2. Resolution No. 046-09, approved December 17, 2009  
3. Planning Commission Minutes dated December 17, 2009  
4. Planning Commission Staff Report dated December 10, 

2009 (excluding Exhibits) 
5. Letter from Applicant’s Attorney dated February 25, 2010 

 
PREPARED BY: Allison De Busk, Project Planner 
 
SUBMITTED BY: Paul Casey, Community Development Director 
 
APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office 
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