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1.0 REQUEST/PROJECT bESCRIPTION

The proposed project is limited to the Montecito Fire Protection District (District) acquiring a
vacant, privately owned, .85 acre (37,026 square feet) parcel for the purpose of potential future
development of a new fire station. While the Standards of Coverage Study and Risk Assessment
prepared by the District identified the need to locate a new fire station in the southern area of the
District's boundaries, no specific information is available at this time with respect to future
structural development or activities on the site. Accordingly, the project evaluated. in the IS/ND
is limited to site acquisition. Any potential effects of future development and operational
activities will be fully analyzed in a separate CEQA document once a fire station development
plan is prepared. No specific timeline has been established by the District for the potential
construction of a new fire station on this parcel.

2.0 PROJECT LOCATION

The project site is located at 1510 San Leandro Lane (APN 009-203-011) in the Montecito Planning
Area.

2.1 Site Information
Comprehensive Plan Urban Area, SRR-1.8 (1.8 units per acre)
Designation
Zonin District, Ordinance 20-R-1, Article II, Coastal Zonin Ordinance, 20,000 sf minimum lot size.
Site Size .85 acres oss
Present Use &Development Vacant
Surrounding Uses/Zoning North: ResidentiaU20-R-1

South: ResidentiaU20-R-1
East: ResidentiaU20-R-1
West: ResidentiaU20-R-1

Access Private Drive via San Leandro Lane and San Ysidro Road
Public Services Water Supply Montecito Water District

Sewage: Montecito Sanitary District
Fire: Montecito Fire Protection District
Other: Montecito Union School District

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

3.1 PHYSICAL SETTING

The site is a vacant .85 acre parcel which is generally flat with an average slope of less than 2%.
Onsite vegetation consists of weedy annual grasses and sma11 shrubs and a small grove of mature
coast live oaks (approximately 15-20 individual trees located on the northern third of the parcel. No
known archaeological sites exist, nor any streams or water bodies. Surrounding land uses are single
family residential on all sides of the property.

3.2 ENVIIZONMENTAL BASELINE

The environmental baseline from which the project's impacts are measured consists of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity ofthe project, as described. above.
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4.0 POTENTIALLY SIG1vIFICANT EFFECTS CHECKLIST

The following checklist indicates the potential level of impact and is defined as follows:

Potentially Significant Impact: A fair argument can be made, based on the substantial evidence in the
file, that an effect may be significant.

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation: Incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an
effect from a Potentially Significant Impact to a Less Than Significant Impact.

Less Than Significant Impact: An impact is considered adverse but does not trigger a significance
threshold.

No Impact: There is adequate support that the referenced information sources show that the impact
simply does not apply to the subject project.

Reviewed Under Previous Document: The analysis contained in a previously adopted/certified
environmental document addresses this issue adequately for use in the current case and is summarized in the
discussion below. The discussion should include reference to the previous documents, a citation of the
pages) where the information is found, and identification of mitigation measures incorporated from the
previous documents.

4.1 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

Less than Reviewed

Will the ro osal result in:
p P Potcn.

Signif.
with

Less
Than No

Under
Previous

Signif. Mitigation Si nif. Im act Document

a. The obstruction of any scenic vista. or view open to the X
public or the creation of an aesthetically offensive site
o en to ublic view?

b. Change to the visual character of an area? X
c. Glare or night lighting which may affect adjoining X

areas?
d. Visually incompatible structures? X

Impact Discussion: Because the project consists solely of acquisition with no associated physical
development or land alteration, no project components would be visible from any public viewing
place, such as roads, highways, railroads, public and other open spaces, trails, beaches or other
recreation areas. Therefore, the project does not adversely alter the character of the landscape or
topography, nor would the project affect neighboring areas with glare or nightlighting.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary.

Cumulative Impacts: The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial
change in the aesthetic character of the area since no physical development is associated with the project.
Thus, the project would not cause a cumulatively considerable effect on aesthetics.
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4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Less than Reviewed

Will the proposal result in: Poten.
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

uoaer
Previous

Si nif. Miti anon Si nif. Impact Document

a. Convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural
use, impair agricultural land productiviTy (whether X
prime or non-prime) or conflict with agricultural
preserve rograms?

b. An effect upon any unique or other farmland of State
or Local Importance? X

Impact Discussion: The project site does not contain a combination of acreage and/or soils which render
the site an important agricultural resource. The site does not adjoin and/or will not impact any
neighboring agricultural operations.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary.

Cumulative Impacts: The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the
point at which a projects contribution to a regionally significant issue constitutes a significant effect at
the project level. In this instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance
for agricultural resources. Therefore, the projects contribution to the regionally significant loss of
agricultural resources is not considerable, and its cumulative effect on regional agriculture is less than
significant.

4.3 AIR QUALITY

Less than Reviewed

Will the TO osal result in:
p P

Signif. Less Under
Poten. with Thau No Previous
Si nif. Miti ation Si nif. Im act Document

a. The violation of any ambient air quality standard, a
substantial contribution to an existing or projected air X
quality violation, or exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations (emissions from
direct, indirect, mobile and stationary sources)?

b. The creation of objectionable smoke, ash or odors? X
c. Extensive dust eneration? X

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Less than Reviewed
Signif. Less Under

Poten. with Than No Previous
Si nif. Miti ation Si nif. Im act Document

d. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly X
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?

e. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or X
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Impact Discussion: The project would not result in significant new vehicle emissions (i.e., new vehicular trips
to or from the site would be fewer than 100). It would not involve new stationary sources (i.e., equipment,
machinery, hazardous materials storage, industrial or chemical processing, etc.) that would increase the
amount of pollutants released into the atmosphere. The project would also not generate additional smoke, ash,
odors, or long term dust after construction. The project's contribution to global warming from the generation
of greenhouse gases would be negligible.
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Cumulative Impacts: The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at
which a project's contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project
level. In this instance, the project has been found not to exceed the significance criteria for air quality.
Therefore, the project's contribution to regionally significant air pollutant emissions, including GHGs, is not
cumulatively considerable, and its cumulative effect is less than significant (Class III).

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary.

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less than Reviewed

Will the ro osal result in:P P Poten.
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

Uoaer
Previous

Si nif. Miti anon Si nif. Im act Document

Flora
a. A loss or disturbance to a unique, rare or threatened X

lant community?

b. A reduction in the numbers or restriction in the range X
of an uni ue, rare or threatened s ecies of lants?

c. A reduction in the e~ctent, diversity, or quality of X
native vegetation (including brush removal far fire
revention and flood control im rovements)?

d. An impact on non-native vegetation whether X
naturalized or horticultural if of habitat value?

e. The loss of healthy native specimen trees? X
f. Introduction of herbicides, pesticides, animal life, X

human habitation, non-native plants or other factors
that would chan e or ham er the e~stin habitat?

Fauna
g. A reduction in the numbers, a restriction in the range, X

or an impact to the critical habitat of any unique, rare,
threatened or endan ered s ecies of animals?

h. A reduction in the diversity or numbers of animals X
onsite (including mammals, birds, reptiles,
amphibians, fish ar invertebrates)?

i. A deterioration of e~sting fish or wildlife habitat (for X
foraging, breeding, roosting, nesting, etc.)?

j. Introduction of barriers to movement of any resident X
or migratory fish or wildlife species?

k. Introduction of any factors (light, fencing, noise, X
human presence and/or domestic animals) which
could hinder the normal activities of wildlife?

Impact Discussion: The site contains of a small grove of mature Coast Live Oak trees located in the northern

third of the parcel. However, the project consists only of acquisition of the parcel, with no physical
development or land alterations are proposed at this time. As a result, no impacts to these trees or any other
biological resources are anticipated.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary.

Cumulative Impacts: Since the project would not significantly impact biological resources onsite, it
would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on the County's biological resources.
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less than Reviewed

Will the ro osal result in:P P Poten.
s~gnir.
with

Less
Than No

unaer
Previous

Signif. Miti ation Si nif. lm act Document

Archaeolo ical Resources X
a. Disruption, alteration, destruction, or adverse effect on X

a recorded prehistoric or historic archaeological site
(note site number below)?

b. Disruption or removal of human remains? X

c. Increased potential for trespassing, vandalizing, or X
sabotaging archaeological resources?

d. Ground disturbances in an area with potential cultural X
resource sensitivity based on the location of known
historic or rehistoric sites?

Ethnic Resources X
e. Disruption of or adverse effects upon a prehistoric or X

historic archaeological site or property of historic or
cultural si ificance to a communi or ethnic ou ?

f. Increased potential for trespassing, vandalizing, or X
sabota ' g ethnic, sacred, or ceremonial places?

g. The potential to conflict with ar restrict existing X
religious, sacred, or educational use of the area?

Impact Discussion: Based on records on file at the CCIC (Central Coast Information Center of the
University of California, Santa Barbara),. a map and records search at the CCIC (cite date of letter), no
cultural resources are recorded within the proposed project area. Additionally, the proposed project does
not include any development or ground disturbance. As a result, no impacts to cultural resources are
anticipated.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary.

Cumulative Impacts: Since the project would not impact cultural resources, it would not have a
cumulatively considerable effect on the County's cultural resources.

4.6 ENERGY

Less than Reviewed

Will the ro osal result in:P p Poten.
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

uoaer
Previous

Signif. Miti ation Si nif. Im act Document

a. Substantial increase in demand, especially during peak X
periods, upon e~sting sources of energy?

b. Requirement for the development or extension of new X
sources of energy?

Impact Discussion: The County has not identified significance thresholds for electrical and/or natural gas service
impacts (Thresholds and Guidelines Manual). Private electrical and natural gas utility companies provide service to
customers in Central and Southern California, including the unincorporated areas of Santa. Barbara County. The
proposed project consists only of acquisition of privately owned parcel, therefore no adverse energy use ar imacts

would result.

Cumulative Impacts: The project's contribution to the regionally significant demand for energy is not
considerable, and is therefore less than significant.
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Mitigation and Residual Impact: No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than significant.

4.7 FIRE PROTECTION

Less than Reviewed

Will the 1'O osal result in:P P Poten.
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

Under
Previous

Si nif. Miti anon Si nif. Im act Document

a. Introduction of development into an e~cisting high fire X
hazard area?

b. Pro'ect-caused hi h fire hazard? X
c. Introduction of development into an area without X

adequate water pressure, fire hydrants or adequate
access for fire fi tin ?

d. Introduction of development that will hamper fire x
prevention techniques such as controlled burns or
backfirin in hi fire hazard areas?

e. Development of structures beyond safe Fire Dept. X
response time?

Impact Discussion: Although he project is located within a High Fire Hazard Area, it does not involve new
fire hazards. The project is located in an area with an adequate response time from fire protective services.

Midgadon and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary.

Cumulative Impacts: Since the project would not create significant fire hazards, it would not have a
cumulatively considerable effect on fire safeTy within the County.

4.8 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES

Less than Reviewed

Will the ro osal result in:P P Poten.
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

Under
Previous

Si nif. Miti anon Si nif. Im act Document

a. Exposure to or production of unstable earth conditions
such as landslides, earthquakes, liquefaction, soil x
creep, mudslides, ground failure (including expansive,
compressible, colla Bible soils), or similar hazards?

b. Disruption, displacement, compaction or overcovering
of the soil by cuts, fills or extensive ading? X

c. Exposure to or production of permanent changes in X
too a hy, such as bluff retreat or sea level rise?

d. The destruction, covering or modification of any X
uni ue eologic, aleontolo is or h sical features?

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either
on or off the site? X

f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands ar
dunes, or changes in siltation, deposition or erosion X
which may modify the channel of a river,. or stream, or
the bed of the ocean, or an ba ,inlet or lake?

g. The placement of septic disposal systems in X
impermeable soils with severe constraints to disposal
of li uid effluent?

h. Extraction of mineral or ore? X
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Less than Reviewed

Will the I'O osal result in:P P Poten,
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

Under
Previous

Si nif. Miti anon Si nif. Im act Document

i. Excessive gradin on slo es of over 20%? X
Sand ar avel removal or loss of to soil? X

k. Vibrations, from short-term construction or long-term X
o eration, which. may affect adjoining areas?

1. Excessive spoils, tailings or over-burden? X

Impact Discussion: The proposed project site does not have substantial geological constraints or slopes
exceeding 20%. The proposed project consists of acquisition of a parcel with no physical development or ground
disturbance and therefore would not result in excessive grading. As such, the proposed project would not result in
impacts related to geological resources.

Cumulative Impacts: Since the project would not result in significant geologic impacts, it would not
have a cumulatively considerable effect on geologic hazards within the County.

49 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET

Less than Reviewed

Will the r0 osal result in:P P Poten.
Signf.
with

Less
Than No

Under
Previous

Si nif. Miti ation Signif. Im act Document

a. In the known history of this properly, have there been
any past uses, storage or discharge of hazardous X
materials (e.g., fuel or oil stored in underground tanks,
pesticides, solvents ar other chemicals)?

b. The use, storage or distribution of hazardous or toxic X
materials?

c. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous X
substances (e.g., oil, gas, biocides, bacteria, pesticides,
chemicals or radiation) in the event of an accident or
upset conditions?

d. Possible interference with an emergency response X
plan or an emergency evacuation plan?

e. The creation of a otential ublic health hazard?
f. Public safety hazards (e.g., due to development near X

chemical or industrial. activity, producing oil wells,
toxic dis osal sites, etc.)?

g. Exposure to hazards from oil or gas pipelines or oil X
well facilities?

h. The contamination of a public water supply? X

Impact Discussion: There is no evidence that hazardous materials were used, stored or spilled on site in the
past, and there are no aspects of the proposed use that would include or involve hazardous materials at levels
that would constitute a hazard to human health ar the environment.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary.

Cumulative Impacts: Since the project would not create significant impacts with respect to hazardous
materials and/or risk of upset, it would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on safety within the
County.
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4.10 HISTORIC RESOURCES

Will the proposal result in: Poten.
Si nif.

Less than
Signif.
with

Miti ation

Less
Than
Si nif.

rro
Im act

Reviewed
Under

Previous
Document

a. Adverse physical or aesthetic impacts on a structure or X

property at least 50 years old and/or of historic or
cultural significance to the community, state or
nation?

b. Beneficial impacts to an historic resource by x
providing rehabilitation, protection in a
conservation open easement, etc.?

Impact Discussion: No structures or formal landscape features currently exist on the project site. The
proposed project consists of acquisition of a vacant parcel and does not include the demolition or
alteration of structures in excess of 50 years in age. Nor would the project alter the contextual nature of
the site in a manner which would significantly degrade the historical significance of the e~sting
structure(s). As a result, no impacts to historic resources are anticipated.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigations are necessary.

Cumulative Impacts: Since the project would not result in any substantial change in the historic
character of the site, it would not have any cumulatively considerable effect on the region's historic
resources.

4.11 LAND USE

Less than Reviewed

Will the ro osal result in:P P Poten.
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

Under
Previous

Si nif. Mitigation Si nif. Im act Document

a. Structures and/or land use incompatible with existing X
land use?

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, X
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

c. The induction of substantial growth or concentration X
of population?

d. The extension of sewer hunk lines or access roads X
with capacity to serve new development beyond this
proposed project?

e. Loss of existing affordable dwellings through X
demolition, conversion or removal?

f. Displacement of substantial numbers of existing X
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

g. Displacement of substantial numbers of people, x
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

h. The loss of a substantial amount of open space? x
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Will the 1'O osal result in:P P Poten.
Si nif.

Less than
Signif.
with

Miti ation

Less
Than
Si nif.

No
Im act

Reviewed
Under

Previous
Document

i. An economic or social effect that would result in a X
physical change? (i.e. Closure of a freeway ramp
results in isolation of an area, businesses located in the
vicinity close, neighborhood degenerates, and
buildings deteriorate. Or, if construction of new
freeway divides an e~cisting community, the
`construction would be the physical change, but the
economic/social effect on the community would be
the basis for determining that the physical change
would be si ificant.)

j. Conflicts with adopted airport safety zones? X

Impact Discussion: The proposed project, which consists of acquisition of a vacant parcel, does not cause a
physical change which conflicts with adopted environmental policies or regulations. The project is not
growth inducing and does not result in the loss of affordable housing, loss of open space, or a significant
displacement of people. The project does not involve the e~ctension of a sewer trunk line, and does not
conflict with any airport safety zones. However, the project site is zoned 20-R-1 (residential, with a minimum
parcel size of 20,000 square feet). The purpose of the acquisition by the District is for the potential future
development of a fire station. Under the exiting Article II Coastal Zoning Ordinance, fire stations are not
allowed as either a permitted use or conditionally permitted use in the R-1 zone district. As such, while
acquisition of the site is consistent with all adopted plans and policies, the intended future use a fire station is
not. Therefore, prior to or concurrent with processing of a development application for a new fire station on
the project site, the District shall seek either a rezone to a zone district which allows for the siting of fire
stations or a Local Coastal Plan amendment which would amend the R-1 zone district to specifically allow
fire stations as a conditionally permitted use.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than
significant.

Cumulative Impacts: The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial

change to the site's conformance with environmentally protective policies and standards. Thus, the
project would not cause a cumulatively considerable effect on land use.

4.12 NOISE

Less than Reviewed

Will the 1"O osal result in:P P Poten,
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

Under
Previous

Si uif. Miti ation Si nif. Im act Document

a. Long-term exposure of people to noise levels
exceedmg County thresholds (e.g. locating noise X
sensitive uses next to an airport)?

b. Short-term exposure of people to noise levels
exceeding County thresholds? X

c. Project-generated substantial increase in the ambient X
noise levels for adjoining areas (either day or night)?

Impact Discussion: The proposed project consists solely of acquisition of a vacant parcel and would not result in:

1) the generation of any noise exceeding County thresholds; 2) substantially increase ambient noise levels in

adjoining areas; or 3) exposure of noise sensitive uses on the proposed project site to off-site noise levels exceeding

County thresholds. No noise-related impacts would result.
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Mitigation and Residual Impact: No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than
significant.

Cumulative Impacts: The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial
noise effects. Therefore, the project would not contribute in a cumulatively considerable manner to noise
impacts.

4.13 PUBLIC FACILITIES

Less than Reviewed

Will the ro osal result in:P P Poten.
Signir.
with

Less
Than No

Under
Previous

Signif. Miti ation Si nif. Im act Document

a. A need for new or altered police protection and/or X
health care services?

b. Student generation exceedin school ca aci ? X
c. Significant amounts of solid waste or breach any X

national, state, or local standards or thresholds relating
to solid waste disposal and generation (including
rec clip facilities and existin landfill ca aci )?

d. A need for new or altered sewer system facilities X
(sewer lines, lift-stations, etc.)?

e. The construction of new storm water drainage or X
water quality control facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

Impact Discussion: The proposed project would result in any increase of population within the area and
would not have a significant impact on e~cisting police protection or health care services. Existing service
levels would be sufficient to serve the proposed project. The proposed project would not generate solid waste
in excess of County thresholds nor cause the need for new or altered sewer system facilities as it is already in
the service district. In addition, the proposed project would not create new impervious surfaces that could
result in greater surface runoff from the site and no additional drainages or water quality control facilities
would be necessary to serve the project. Therefore, the project would have no impact to public facilities.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No impacts are identified. No mitigation is necessary.

Cumulative Impacts: The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the
point at which a project's contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at
the project level. In this instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance
for public services. Therefore, the projects contribution to the regionally significant demand for public
services is not considerable, and is less than significant.

4.14 RECREATION

Less than Reviewed
Signif. Less Under

Will the i'O osal result in:P P Poten. with Than No Previous
Si nif. Miti ation Si nif: Im act Document

a. Conflict with established recreational uses ofthe area? X

b. Conflict with biking, equestrian and hiking trails? X
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Less than Reviewed

Will the 1'O osal result in:
Signif. Less Linder

P P Poten. with Thau No Previous
Signif. Miti ation Si nif. Im act Document

c. Substantial impact on the quality or quantity of X
existing recreational opportunities (e.g., overuse of an
area with constraints on numbers of people, vehicles,
animals, etc. which might safely use the area)?

Impact Discussion: The proposed project would not result in any population increase and would have no
adverse impacts on the quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities, either in the project vicinity
or County-wide. In addition, the proposed project site is not located on or near any established recreational
uses, including biking, equestrian or hiking trails. No adverse impacts would result.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than
significant.

4.15 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Less than Reviewed

Will the ro osal result in:P P Poten.
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

Under
Previous

Si nif. Miti anon Si nif. Im act Document

a. Generation of substantial additional vehicular X
movement (daily, peak-hour, etc.) in relation to
e~ustin traffic load and ca acity of the streets stem?

b. A need for private or public road maintenance, or need X
for new road(s)?

c. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for X
new arkin ?

d. Substantial impact upon e~cisting transit systems (e.g. X
bus service) or alteration of present patterns of
circulation or movement of peo le and/or goods?

e. Alteration to waterborne, rail or air traffic? X

f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists X
or pedestrians (including short-term construction and
lon -term operational)?

g. Inadequate sight distance? X
in ess/e ress? X
eneral road ca acity? X
emergency access? X

h. Impacts to Congestion Management Plan system? X

Impact Discussion: The proposed project is limited to acquisition of a vacant parcel with no physical
development proposed and therefore would not increase vehicular traffic to or from the site nor would it
affect roadways; parking facilities; pedestrian, bicycle, or transit access; or any other type of transportation
facility.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than
significant.

Cumulative Impacts: The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the
point at which a project's contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at
the project level. In this instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance
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for traffic. Therefore, the project's contribution to the regionally significant traffic. congestion is not
considerable, and is less than significant.

4.16 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING

Less than Reviewed

Will the ro osal result in:P P Poten.
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

unaer
Previous

Signif. Miti anon Si nif. Im act Document

a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of X
water movements, in either marine or fresh waters?

b. Changes in percolation rates, drainage patterns or the X
rate and amount of surface water runoff?

c. Change in the amount of surface water in any water X
body?

d. Discharge, directly or through a storm drain system, X
into surface waters (including but not limited to
wetlands, riparian areas, ponds, springs, creeks,
streams, rivers, lakes, estuaries, tidal areas, bays,
ocean, etc) or alteration of surface water quality,.
including but not limited to temperature, dissolved
o en, turbidi , or thermal water ollution?

e. Alterations to the course or flow of flood water or X
need for rivate or public flood control ro'ects?

f. Exposure of people or property to water related X
hazards such as flooding (placement of project in 100
year flood plain), accelerated runoff or tsunamis, sea
level rise, or seawater intrusion?

g. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of X
groundwater?

h. Change in the quantity of groundwater, either through X
direct additions or withdrawals, or through
interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations or
recharge interference?

i. Overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater x
basin? Or, a significant increase in the e~cisting
overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater
basin?

j. The substantial degradation of groundwater quality X
including saltwater intrusion?

k. Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise X
available for public water supplies?

1. Introduction of storm water pollutants (e.g., oil, X
grease, pesticides, nutrients, sediments, pathogens,
etc.) into groundwater or surface water?

Impact Discussion: The project would not result in impacts on surface water quality, including storm water
runoff, direction or course of surface or ground water or the direction, volume, or frequency of runoff: There
is an adequate supply of water for the project and the project would not contribute to overdraft of
goundwater resources.

Mitigation and Residual Impact: No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than
significant.
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Cumulative Impacts: The County's Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the
point at which a projects contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at
the project level. In this instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance
for water resources. Therefore, the project's contribution to the regionally significant issues of water
supplies and water quality is not considerable, and is less than significant.

5.0 INFORMATION SOURCES

5.1 County Departments Consulted (underline):

Police, Fire, Public Works, Flood Control, Parks, Environmental Health, Special Districts,
Regional Programs, Other :Planning and Development

5.2 Comprehensive Plan (check those sources used):

Seismic Safety/Safety Element
Open Space Element

X Coastal Plan and Maps
ERME

5.3 Other Sources (check those sources used):

X Field work
Calculations
Project plans
Traffic studies

X Records
Grading plans
Elevation, architectural renderings
Published geological map/reports
Topographical maps

Conservation Element
Noise Element
Circulation Element

Ag Preserve maps
X Flood Control maps

Other technical references
(reports, survey, etc.)

X Planning files, maps, reports
X Zoning maps

Soils maps/reports
Plant maps

X Archaeological maps and reports
Other

6.0 PROJECT SPECIFIC (short- and long-term) AND CUMULATIVE
IMPACT SUMMARY

7.0 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Will the I'O osal result in:
p 

P Poten.
Si nif.

Less than
Signif.
with

Mi6 a6on

Less
Than
Si nif.

No
Im act

Reviewed
Under

Previous
Document

1. Does the project have the potential to substantially X
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildtife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal, contribute significantly to greenhouse gas
emissions or significantly increase energy
consumption, ar eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or rehistory?
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Less than Reviewed

Will the 1'O osal result in:P P Poten.
Signif.
with

Less
Than No

Under
Previous

Si nif. Miti ation Si nif. Im act Document

2. Does the project have the potential to achieve short- X
term to the disadvantage of long-term environmental
oals?

3. Does the project have impacts that are individually X
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects and the effects of
robable future rojects.)

4. Does the project have environmental effects which X
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

5. Is there disagreement supported by facts, reasonable x
assumptions predicated upon facts and/or expert
opinion supported by facts over the significance of an
effect which would warrant investigation in an EIR ?

8.0 INITIAL REVIEW OF PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH
APPLICABLE SUBDIVISION, ZOl~TING AND COMPREHENSNE
PLAN REQUIREMENTS

9.0 FINDINGS

On the basis of the Initial Study, the Board of Directors:

X Finds that the proposed project WII,L NOT have a significant effect on the environment and,

therefore, recommends that a Negative Declaration (ND) be prepared.

Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there

will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures incorporated into the
REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION would successfully mitigate the potentially significant

impacts. Staff recommends the preparation of an ND. The ND fording is based on the assumption

that mitigation measures will be acceptable to the applicant; if not acceptable a revised Initial Study

finding for the preparation of an EIR may result.

Finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and recommends

that an EIR be prepared.

Finds that from e~cisting documents (previous EIRs, etc.) that a subsequent document (containing
updated and site-specific information, etc.) pursuant to CEQA Sections 1 5 1 62/1 5 1 63/1 S 164 should
be prepared.

Potentially significant unavoidable adverse impact areas:

With Public Hearing Without Public Hearing
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10.0 PREVIOUS DOCUMENT: Initial Study/DraftNegative Declaration, December 14, 2015

11.0 ATTACHMENTS

A. Vicinity Map

B. Comment Letters Received

C. Responses to Comment Letters



ATTACHMENT A —Vicinity Map
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ATTACHMENT B —Comment Letters Received



Negative Declaration Public Comments Received

Number Date Address Signator

1 01/08/16 1480 San Leandro Park Road Judith Ishkanian

2 01/08/16 Unknown Thomas Deardorff

3 01/08/16 171 Miramar Richard and Frances Monk

4 01/10/16 1481 Vereda Lane Bobbi and Paul Didier

5 01/11/16 1505 Lingate Lane Hilary and Alex Dessouky

6 01/12/16 Unknown Robin Lacks

7 01/12/16 124 Miramar Randall Badat

8 01/12/16 1526 San Leandro Ann Daniel

9 01/12/16 1569 San Leandro Ann Kale

10 01/12/16 Unknown Brooke Cheema

11 01/12/16 Unknown Jeanne Towles

12 01/12/16 1559 San Leandro Jeff Scholssberg

13 01/12/16 1595 San Leandro Jessica and Michael Schaeman

14 01/12/16 Unknown Kathy and David Nicolson

15 01/12/16 1544 San Leandro Laura Johnston

16 01/12/16 237 San Leandro Rachael and David Stein

17 01/12/16 Unknown Shelley Badat

18 01/12/16 1545 Ramona Lane Ted Simmons

19 01/13/16 Unknown Lingate Water District

20 01/13/16 180 San Ysidro Road Jonathan and Elizabeth Raith

21 01/14/16 Unknown Ryan Siemens

22 01/14/16 115 Miramar John Markham



MEMO T0: MFPD Board of Directors and Fire Chief Hickman

FROM: Judith Ishkanian, Montecito Resident
1480 San Leandro Park Road
Santa Barbara CA 93108
805-969-6020
drish~aal.c~m

RE: Proposed Fire Statioiz Public Hearing, 1 j25/16 @2:00 pm

January 8, 2016

Dear members of the Board of Directors and Chief Hicktnar~,

I regret that I cannot attend the public meeting concerning the Proposed
Fire Station at 1510 San Leandro Lane, 1 will be in Buellton preparing
for two meetings of great concern to a!1 of our Special Districts: The
LAFCO election of a Special District Representative and ~n Alternate
Representative at 5 pm at the Bue]Iton Marriott in the Jockey CIuI~
Room, The second scheduled meeting will be the election of the 2Qlb
Board of Directors to the SBC CSDA. I understand that you will have an
authorized representative to vote on your behalf at this important
meeting, for- which I thank you in advance.

Please allow me to goon record as fully su~orting t~~e MFPD ~L~rchase
of the~roperty at 1510 San Leandro Lane, which is located just 50 feet
from where F have lived with my family since 1967.

It will take years to develop the property into the small substation
envisioned by the department. W}~en it is, the small engine equipped
with the paramedic rescue service will be an asset to the nearby
neighbors. The siren noise will not occur near the station any more
than it does at the main station an upper San Ysidra road. Traffic
increase will be negligible, as the main station will continue to hold
meetings and events. I know these t}lings because I have been attending
MFPD Board meetings when possible and learning operations therein.
Further, I am acquainted with the City Gate study upon which key

decisions were made in accordance with the latest technology, as well as
conformity with State and Federal Requirert~ents.



Lastly, I feel that the ownership of the property at 1510 San Leandro
Lane will safeguard the property from acquisition by State HCD or
Federal Agency HUD for subsidized "Stack and Pack" housing, which has
been an ongoing threat up until now. This is due to its proximity to the
Freeway and the Bus stop right in front aF the property. It has been in
the crosshairs more than once in the past twelve years. Other agencies
will not, and cannot, interfere with a local agency concerned with health
and safety.

These are the reasons I support the Proposed Fire Station. Please know
you have the full support of many citizens who may not be able to
attend.

Sincerely,

Judith Ishkanian



January 8, 2015

The Montecito Fire Protection District
595 San Ysidro Road
Santa. Barbara CA 93108
Attention: Chip Hickman, Fire Chief,

Re: Initial Study/Negative Declaration for the Acquisition of Reul
Property at 1510 San Leandro Lane, Montecito

To Whom It May Concern:

The Montecito Fire Protection District ("MFPD") should not acquire the real property at
1510 San Leandro Lane unless and until the MFPD complies with (1) the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"}; (2) the limitations of power set forth for under the
California Health and Safety Code; (3) Santa Barbara County zoning laws; and (4) its
fiduciary obligations to the taxpaying citizens within its district.

CEQA —Improper Limitation of "Project' Description

The MFPD has failed to comply with CEQA. The document indentified as the Initial
Study/Negative Declaration ("ISND") is nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt to
side-step both the express language and intent of CEQA.

-There is no doubt that CEQA applies to the current situation. Indeed, CEQA requires all
state and local agencies to identify the significant environmental impacts of their actions
and to avoid or mitigate those impacts. Furthermore, the ISND itself acknowledges that
CEQA applies to the actions of the MFPD.

The fact CEQA applies means that there must be an environmental review that imposes
both procedural and substantive requirements. At a minimum, an initial review of the
project and its environmental effects must be conducted. Depending on the potential
effects, a further, and more substantial, review may be required in the form of an
environmental impact report (EIR).

In this case, the MFPD has not done a legal CEQA analysis. Instead, the MFPD is trying
to side-step its legal requirements under CEQA by using an extremely limited definition
of the word "project". However, their legal wordsmith has no logical or legal merit.



CEQA requires that every "project" undergo the required environmental review. The
definition of what is included in the term "project' is clearly set forth in CEQA and the
legal cases that interpret CEQA. A "project" is "the whole of an action". The term
"project" is further defined to include not just the activity that is being approved, but all
activity that may be subject to several discretionary approvals by governmental agencies.
The term "project" does not get split into meaning each separate activity on a piecemeal

basis. Rather, the "project" is meant to include all actions being taken over time to
effectuate the whole development plan. All of the actions and their cumulative impacts
must be analyzed together. And, the impacts must be analyzed at the start of the project.

The legal definition of the term "project" is inclusive to make sure environmental
analysis is done properly. Environmental review must commence at the earliest
practicable time, in order to make fully informed decisions at a project's formative stages

and avoid undue project momentum or post-hoc rationalizations. In other words, you

must analyze the impacts before financial, logistical or other outside considerations cause

improper influence of proper environmental analysis.

Here, the MFPD is trying to do exactly what CEQA and the cases that interpret CEQA

clearly say in not allowed. In particular, the MFPD is trying to limit the definition to one

action -namely "site acquisition". The 11~PD goes on to admit in the INSD that they

will piecemeal their CEQA analysis and that the other parts of the project will be

analyzed in a "separate CEQA document'. This piecemeal approach is not legal.

The real "project" being started by MFPD is clear. The ISND states "[t]he purpose of

the acquisition by the District is for the potential future development of a fire station".

The ISND also states that there will be development applications, rezoning efforts,

attempts to change the Local Coastal Ylan and ultimately "future development and

operational activities" of a "new fire station". Because the real "project" is to build a fire

station and not just "site acquisition", the MFPD is legally required under CEQA to

analyze all actions related to building the fire station.

The law clearly states piecemeal use of CEQA is not legal. The "project" review must

include an analysis of future actions if (1) those actions are a reasonably foreseeable

consequence of the initial action, and (2) the future action will be significant in that it will

likely change the scope or nature of the initial action or its environmental effects.

Here, the re-zoning, planning, development and operation of a fire station are "reasonably

foreseeable" and "significant". Indeed, the ISND itself states that there will be "future

development and operational activities". Accordingly, CEQA requires the whole of these

actions to be analyzed at this time before any one part of these actions is allowed to

proceed.

The law is simple and its interpretation has been consistent. First, the term "project"

must include alI foreseeable aspects of the project — not a single small element at a time.

Second, the project must be analyzed at the earliest commitment to a definite course of

action. The MFPD has a foreseeable project (acquire, plan, build and operate a fire
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station) and has started a definitive course of action (acquiring the lot). As such, the
MFPD must conduct a proper CEQA analysis of the entire project.

More disturbing than the failure to comply with the strict legal parts of CEQA is the fact
the MFPD is attempting to slide something through without a true environmental
analysis. As the cases interpreting CEQA state, this is an attempt to gain project
momentum so that the later environmental review is much less rigorous. The argument
down the road will be, "we have already spent $1,500,000 on the lot so some
environmental disturbance should be allowed". That is not a fair and honest approach
and the MFPD should be better than that. Indeed, doesn't the MFPD want to know that
its actions in buying a lot and then building and operating a fire station would not cause
undue harm to the environment? Wouldn't the MFPD want to know that before it spends
$1,500,000 to buy the lot? As a taxpayer within the district, I sure hope the MFPD would
want to know those things. And, I sure hope the MFPD chooses a more transparent, legal
and forthright course of action.

Because the MFPD has not conducted a proper CEQA analysis, they should not acquire
the lot at this time.

CEQA —Improper Analysis of Environmental Impacts

In addition to the erroneous definition of "project', the ISND completely ignores any
potential impacts from "site acquisition". The entire document goes through a cursory
exercise of noting "no impact" at each and every level of analysis. This ignores the facts

even if you limit the project definition to "site acquisition".

The Montecito Community Plan ("MCP") sets forth the community goals, policies, land-

use restrictions, zoning, and overall development plan for the area in question. The lot in

question is zoned residential. There is currently pending before the County of Santa

Barbara several permit application to effectuate the residential development of the lot.

Taken together, there is no doubt that the lot is residential and that the future plan is for a

residence to be built on the lot.

MFPD is a special district —meaning it provides a focused service within a specific area.

MFPD is governed by the California Health and Safety Code sections 13800-13970

("Fire Protection District Law") and must only operate within the special purposes for

which it was formed. The mission statement of MFPD states that it exists "to provide a

professional and timely response to the needs of the community in preparation for,

during, and in recovery from emergencies". There is no doubt that MFPD is a special

purpose entity that only provides emergency services.

On its face, the "site acquisition" of a residential lot by a special district that is only

authorized to provide emergency services means one thing -the residential lot will no

longer be used for residential purposes. This obvious conclusion is further solidified by

the statements in the ISND wherein the MFPD states that it will engage in the



"development of a fire station". Cleazly, the residential lot being acquired will forever be
altered and will no longer be a residential lot after "site acquisition".

How the ISND determined that there is "no impact" on any issues under CEQA makes no
sense. "Site acquisition" will (i) change the current development plan for the lot; (ii) stop
the current pernuts for a residence from being pursued; (iii) create a conflict with the
MCP; (iv) be in conflict with zoning rules; and (v) otherwise be at complete odds with
any prior, current or future plans for the tot and surrounding area. To say there is "no
impact" is simply not an honest analysis.

The MFPD should conduct a real CEQA study of the project (regardless of how you
define "project") before moving forward with the site acquisition.

California I-Iealtl~ and Safety Code

As stated above, the real "project' is more than just "site acquisition". If, however, the
MFPD is correct in limiting all analysis to just "site acquisition", then the "project"
violates the legal limitations on the operational authority of MFPD.

The Fire Protection District Law limits the type of transactions in which the MFPD can
engage. The MFPD is not a general government entity (like a city or county) with a
broad range of operational authority to spend taxpayer money. Instead, it has very
limited authority to spend only on specific enumerated transactions.

With regard to the current issue, the Fire Protection District Law authorizes special

districts to acquire property within the district by any means, to hold, manage, occupy,

dispose of, convey and encumber the properly, and to create a leasehold interest in the

property for the benefit of the district. (emphasis added). In other words, there is no

authorization to simply acquire and hold property -the property must benefit the district

in the performance of the special services for which it was created.

Buying a residential lot for $1,500,000 does not benefit the district in any way. The lot is
not income producing and does not otherwise fit into the MFPD investment criteria. As

such, the "site acquisition" itself is not a legally authorized transaction for the MFPD.

This conclusion makes logical sense as well because the "site acquisition" would hamper

the district more than it would benefit its operations. The "site acquisition" would at best

tie up money in an illiquid investment. At worst, it is a huge gamble on a speculative

investment. Either way, "site acquisition" is against both the law and logic of the Fire

Protection District Law.

Indeed, there has been no explanation how the "site acquisition" would benefit the

district. Instead, the MFPD has said we should only look at "site acquisition". By

limiting the "project" to "site acquisition", the MFPD has created a "project" that simply

cannot meet the rules of the Fire Protection District Law. As such, the "project" should

not proceed unless and until the MFPD makes a full and complete disclosure as to how

this "site acquisition" would benefit the district.
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The limitations in the Fire Protection District Law are important considerations that add
to the transparency requirements of government entities. In this case, there is a special
district that wants to spend $1,500,000 without making any disclosures about how the
spending benefits it operations. That is not legal —and, it is not fair to the taxpayers who
are entitled to transparency. The law requires disclosures by precluding the acquisition of
property unless and until it can be shown to benefit the district.

Furthermore, the acquisition still would not be a legal transaction even if you considered
the "potential future development of a fire station". The "potential" development is just
that - "potential". In fact, it is highly speculative. At present, the placement of a fire
station in the Coastal Zone (in which the lot is located) is illegal. In addition, the lot is
currently zoned for residential and, therefore, a fire station cannot legally be built on the
lot. These laws and zoning might be changed in the future, but they might not.
Importantly, the MFPD has not presented any CEQA analysis or other legal, zoning,
environmental or operational studies to show that its plan to build a fire station is even
feasible at this location. Finally, the MFPD has not shown there is even a need for a fire
station at this location. It is pure speculation to suggest that a fire station may be built
here someday.

Thankfully, laws have been created to prevent special districts from making such
speculative guesses with taxpayer's money. The law clearly states that the district can
only buy property that benefits the district. The district may not buy property that
"might" benefit the district someday in the future if the laws are changed, if the zoning is
changed, if the CEQA analysis is approved, if there is a need to double current capacity
(from Z to 4 stations), if, if, i£ This project is way too speculative and acquisition at this
time is not legally allowed under the Fire Protection District Law.

The MFPD should not acquire the site at this time because the acquisition of this very
expensive asset is way too speculative and cannot be shown that it would benefit the
district in any way.

Santa Barbara County Zonin Laws

All of the land use regulations state that no fire station should be built on the lot. And,
the MFPD has not done a single bit of legal, environmental or community due diligence
in order to contradict these zoning limitations. Because the only analysis we have to go
on concludes that there should not be a fire station on the lot, the MFPD should not
acquire the lot. It is really a quite simple conclusion.

If the MFPD wants to conduct the proper due diligence to contradict current land use
restrictions, then it should do so and present that analysis through the proper rezoning
process. Absent that, there should be no site acquisition. Indeed, why would the MFPD
buy a lot it cannot use?



The MCP is the gold standard for planning and development in the Montecito area. The
document, its updates and related land-use planning implementations were the result of
substantial legal, environmental and community research to create along-term
sustainable system of land use for the Montecito area of Santa Barbra County. The
document even reviewed, analyzed and made recommendations for fire protection related
activities.

The MFPD now wishes to abruptly act in a manner completely inconsistent with the
MCP. The MCP clearly states that the lot and adjoining area in question are residential
areas. There arc very specific goals, objectives, legal reasons and environmental
considerations as to why the MCP reached these conclusions and why the zoning
ordinances implementing the residential nature of the area were adopted. The MFPD
should not subvert these ordinances nor the underlying legal, environmental and
community reasons for their existence without first conducting its own analysis to ensure
the new fire station is an acceptable use.

It is clear, the MFPD wants to gain undue project momentum for rezoning by conducting
its "site acquisition" under the cover of the quick thirty (30) day notice trick. Assuredly,
their argument later will be that since the MFPD owns the lot, the County should allow
them to use it for the purposes for which is was acquired. That is undue project

momentum and should not be condoned. The MFPD should conduct the legally required
rezoning process now before it acquires the lot.

In addition, the rezoning process will allow for proper government transparency. The

process requires analysis and disclosures to the County of Santa Barbara. The process is

open to the public for comment and is very transparent far both sides. That is exactly
how government is intended to work and how it should work in this case. The idea of
slamming in a "project" with thirty (30) days notice is not how government should work.
The MCP was not created in thirty (30) days and it should not be allowed to be
completely rejected so quickly and without any analysis.

In addition, the area in question is within the Coastal Zone — an area where fire stations
are not allowed. As with the residential designation, there were legal, environmental and

community reasons analyzed and reviewed to make that conclusion and adopt the

regulations. And again, the MFPD would have us ignore that sound analysis in favor of

no analysis.

In short, there should be no "site acquisition" unless and until the MFPD has completed

the proper re-zoning process with the County of Santa Barbara.

Fiduciary Obli ate ions

The MFPD owes a fiduciary obligation to the taxpayers within the district to act with due

care. At a minimum, that requires compliance with all legal requirements. For the

reasons stated above, legal compliance has not been achieved and the acquisition should

not be completed unless and until all legal requirements have been met.



The fiduciary duty of care also requires that the MFPD use reasonable judgment and
investigation before committing to spend millions of dollars of taxpayer money. In this
case, we can draw comparison to reasonable practices used in the business of real
property acquisitions. The standard operating practice is to not acquire property unless
and until either (1) proper zoning has been obtained for the proposed development; or (2)
substantial due diligence has been completed to indicate zoning will be issued for the
intended development. Here, the MFPD has not done either one. They have not obtained
permits, the Iot is not zoned for the intended use and the intended use is illegal in the
Coastal Zone. In addition, the MFPD has not done any study or analysis to determine if
obtaining development permits or rezoning is even feasible. No entity exercising the
standard of care of a reasonably prudent businessperson would buy a lot in such a
speculative situation. There is simply no reasonable explanation for taking such a risk in
this case and, as such, to do so would violate the fiduciary obligation owed to the
taxpayers.

In its rush to get another fire station the MFPD is also ignoring its own statistics and
industry trends. This is just one more example of how it is failing to meet its fiduciary
duty of care.

There is no doubt that every second counts during emergencies. So, what emergencies
are occurring in the area serviced by the NIFPD? Over the last year, the MFPD
responded to an average of 1.75 fires per month. In contrast, the MFPD responded to an
average of 60 emergency medical service ("EMS") incidents per month. This is a
concrete trend that is seen year over year in the history noted on the MFPD website. The
absolute fact is that MFPD's primary service is EMS. They respond to 34 times as many
EMS calls as they do fire calls.

This is also a trend across the country. In the early 1900's big cities battled fires all the
time. Over the past 100 years, the building materials, fire sprinkler systems and code
requirements for all aspects of construction have resulted in a drastic reduction of
structure fires. Fire fighters spend most of their time on EMS calls, not on fires.

EMS calls require speed. Survivability can decline as the clock ticks away. According to
the American Heart Association, every minute that passes between collapse and

defibrillation, the chance of survival from sudden cardiac arrest declines by up to ten

percent per minute if no CPR is provided.

EMS does not require huge fire trucks, vast amounts of equipment or large buildings to
house trucks and equipment. EMS requires a brief case with emergency medical supplies

and a well trained emergency medical technician.

The MFPD should be focused on current and future trends for EMS response to meet the

needs of its taxpayers rather than focus on a 1900's model of building more fire stations

to house more large fire trucks and more heavy equipment. WhaYs the point? Does

Montecito really need to double the amount of fire stations (from 2 to 4) and apparently

7



double all the trucks and asset that go along with them? Really, To respond to 1 or 2 fire
calls a month. That means each fire station would get 1 fire call every two months. That
is an absurd use of taxpayer money.

Instead, the MFPD should do what other jurisdictions are doing. Innovate. If the need is
for speed, then move to a system of motorcycles equipped with emergency medical kits
that are driven by an emergency medical technician. The guy in Ennisbrook who is
having a heart attack does not need a hook and ladder truck in 10 minutes. He needs a
technician with the right equipment there in 2 minutes. That type of response time can be
achieved by innovating the use of existing fire stations.

This is just one example of the potential opportunities that would be missed if the MFPD
rushes to acquire this lot. The MFPD owes a fiduciary duty of care that requires proper
investigation of current and future trends for service needs of the public. They have not
done this investigation. 'The site acquisition would, therefore, violate the duty of care and
should not proceed until a complete investigation and due diligence is completed.

Conclusion

The MFPD should not acquire the lot at this time. They need to first comply with a
myriad of legal requirements under CEQA, the Fire Protection District Law, the MCP,
Santa Barbara County Zoning Ordinance and many other laws. They also need to
conduct investigations in order to meet their fiduciary obligations to the taxpayers.

Most importantly, the MFPD needs to act. in a trustworthy and ethical manner that shows
it cares about the environment, the MCP, the trends and needs for service, and the overall
community dynamic that makes Montecito a special place. This rush to acquire the lot
and avoid proper transparency and due diligence is not in keeping with the proud
tradition of the MFPD and should be stopped now in favor of a more deliberate, legal and
sound analytical process.

Si

Thomas D. Dear rff, II
(805)207-520
tom(r~,dear rfffarnilyfarms,com

cc. Salud Carbajal, Santa Barbara County Supervisor —First District (via e-mail)
Mark Morey, Surfrider Foundation —Santa Barbara Chapter (via e-mail)
J'Amy Brown, Montecito Planning Commission (via e-mail)
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January 8, 2016

Via Hand Delivery and
E-mail: chickman(a~~nontecrtoftre.com

Montecito Fire Protection District
595 San Ysidro Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93108

Attention: Chip Hickman, Fire Chief

SANTA BARBARA OFFICE

1126 Santa Barbara St.

P.O. Box 630

Santa Barbara, CA 93102

TeL(SOS)963-6711

Fwx (805) 965-0329

SANTAYNEZ VALLEI' OFFICE

2933 San Marcos Ave, Suite 201

P.O. Box 206

Los Olivos, CA 93441

TEL(HOS)6HS-6711

Fnx(805)688-3587

www.hbsb.com

Re: Initial Study/Negative Declaration Proposed Fire Station —1510 San

Leandro Lane, Montecito, California, APN 009-203-011

Dear Chief Hickman:

My wife and I provide the below comments on the Initial Study/Negative

Declaration for the proposed new fire station to be located at 1510 San Leandro Lane,

Montecito, California (the "Project"). Our property is located at 171 Miramar Avenue, in

the hedgerow area of Montecito, very near the proposed new fire station. We have lived

in this semi-rural area of Montecito for 43 years and are very much opposed to the

intrusion of a fire station in our residential neighborhood consisting exclusively of single

family homes ranging primarily from '/< to 1.5 acres in size. In view of the proximity of

the proposed new fire station to our property, we have serious concerns regarding

environmental and land use impacts resulting from the proposed Project.

I. BY NOT PREPARING AN EIR FOR THE PROJECT, THE DISTRICT

IS FAILING TO MEET ITS OBLIGATION TO AT LEAST CONSIDER

ALTERNATIVES THAT MAY HAVE LESS SEVERE ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACTS.

Alternatives to the Project as Proposed Should be Considered.

It is a central policy of CEQA "that public agencies should not approve projects

as proposed if there are feasible alternatives" which "would substantially lessen the

significant effects of such projects." Pub. Res. Code Section 21002. In accordance with
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this policy, the California Supreme Court has stated that one of the "major functions" of
an EIR is "to ensure that all reasonable alternatives to proposed projects are thoroughly
assessed by the responsible official." Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of
University of California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376, 400-401 (emphasis in original). The chief
goal of CEQA "is mitigation and avoidance of harm," and "alternatives and mitigation
measures have the same functions —diminishing or avoiding adverse environmental
effects." Id.

By failing to prepare an EIR for the Project, the Montecito Fire Protection District
("MFPD") is failing to meet its obligation to at least consider alternatives that may have
less severe environmental impacts. One obvious alternative would be the "no project"
alternative, thereby avoiding entirely tt~e adverse impacts of this Project. Another
reasonable alternative would be a project located outside of a residential neighborhood.

CEQA does not require an agency to adopt project alternatives; it only mandates
that such alternatives be fully reviewed and considered. The MFPD should not be
allowed to evade this mandate by preparing a Negative Declaration for the Project.
Rather, an EIR should be prepared, thus allowing the MFPD, the County and the public
to consider alternatives to the Project as proposed that would lessen or avoid its
significant environmental effects.

II. COMMENTS ON THE INITIAL STUDY/NEGATIVE DECLARATION.

The parcel upon which the proposed fire station Project is to be constructed bears
a County Comprehensive Plan residential land use designation of SRR-1.8 and is zoned

20-R-1 under the County's Montecito Zoning Ordinance. The proposed fire station

Project is thus patently incompatible with the existing surrounding land uses, zoning and

intent of the General Plan. And, the use of residential zoning setbacks is inappropriate

for a major public institutional project located within and immediately adjacent to a

single family residential zone district. Incredibly, the Initial Study/Negative Declaration

concludes that the Project has no land use impacts.

Moreover, the Project poses significant unmitigated impacts in terms of noise,

traffic (e.g., ingress and egress on San Ysidro Road), water supply impacts and

diminution of property values. Again, incredibly, the Initial Study/Negative Declaration

concludes that the Project will have no noise, traffic or water supply impacts.

III. CONCLUSION.

As appears more fully above, the Initial Study/Negative Declaration is inadequate

under CEQA because by failing to prepare an EIR for the Project, the MFPD is failing to

meet its obligation to at least consider alternatives that may have less severe

environmental impacts.
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Further, the environmental document's analysis in the issue areas discussed above
is inadequate to thoroughly and accurately address the Project's potentially significant
environmental impacts. Additional mitigation measures should be included in the final
environmental document.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard C. Mank

Fii ~nces J.. Monk

RCM/crr

F:IMATTER\WK4IMFPD Lu 01-08-I S.dotx



80881 AND PAUL DIDIER

1481 LA VEREDA LANE

MONTECITO, CA 93108

January 10, 2016

Montecito Fire Department
Chip Hickman, Fire Chief

Board of Directors

595 San Ysidro Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93108

Dear Chief Hickman and MFD Board of Directors,

Imagine starting out as a young couple and saving so that you could move to Montecito and start your

family. You selected Montecito because of the small town, peaceful/rural environment and excellent

schools. Fast forward 30 years. You have remodeled your home significantly, spending over a million

dollars in upgrades not to mention increased taxes. You have raised your family and are looking forward

to retiring, sleeping in occasionally and enjoying a peaceful, relaxing lifestyle with time for grandchildren

and walks on Miramar beach. OR, perhaps you are one of our new neighbors who just spent millions of

dollars purchasing their homes and are spending another half a million or more to make it the home of

their dreams. They bought these homes so their kids could walk to school and the beach in a quiet, safe

neighborhood. Then you read about the most ill- suited project being proposed for this ,your idyllic

hedgerow neighborhood; a Fire Station —smack in the middle of a completely residential area, in fact

one of the most historical neighborhoods in Montecito. You start to unravel a bit as you contemplate

the excessive noise and traffic, the decrease in your property value, and the misguided notion that this

would enhance the main entrance to Montecito.

This is where we and our neighbors now find ourselves- suspended somewhere between disbelief and

outrage. We are pondering what it would be like to have sirens, flashing lights and loud trucks at all

hours of the day and night. Angry that you are diminishing our net worth at a time when we may want

or need to use it, that you are placing a fire station less than 1 mile down the road from the current fire

station, that you are proposing to waste our tax payer dollars on such an ill-conceived project and that

you are destroying our lovely hedgerow neighborhood with its rural, charming feel.

Now for the facts: The Montecito Community Plan states as its express purpose "to maintain the semi-

rural character and quality of life in Montecito." The proposed fire station is clearly the antithesis of this

intent by the very nature of the lights, noise and traffic endemic to its existence. The proposed site is

zoned as a residential neighborhood with strict rules governing building, footprint etc. We are

personallyfamiliar with the arduous process of getting a building permit and yet understand its

necessity in wanting to maintain the intent of the Community Plan.



How then is this project possibly complying with the intent of the Community Plan? When did our /~

neighborhood become a "mixed use" neighborhood? And lastly has there been consideration for the ~—

impact of fire trucks on the proposed roundabout at San Ysidro and Jameson? This is not only a busy

intersection but is considered by many to be the entrance to Montecito. With the pending freeway

construction, traffic diversion, confused tourists, renewed Miramar Hotel activity, a new roundabout

and normal traffic patterns; adding fires trucks exiting and entering less than 200 feet from this activity

spells nothing but disaster.

Lastly, real estate experts overwhelmingly agree that a home in a noisy neighborhood is less valuable

than one in a quiet neighborhood. Why then are you proposing to ignore existing zoning and diminish

our property values? If we had wanted to buy a house near a fire station or in a commercial area and

save considerable money we would have done so. In the proposed scenario we are, in essence,having

the value of our homes taken from us without our consent or compensation.

You may recall the very same Montecito community recoiling at the attempt to put a concrete sidewalk

on San Ysidro from Jameson to Montecito Union School as it might disturb the rural nature of our

neighborhood. Now you are proposing a commercial building with loud sirens, bright lights, constant

noise and traffic along the same corridor. Our neighbors are upset as well by this attempt to drastically

and negatively impact our neighborhood. We are chagrined that this project and real estate purchase

have progressed this far before asking for community input. We do not see this as a fait accompli. We

are only consoled by the fact that you can sell the property and get more than your investment back in

return so that you may pursue a more viable plan.

We are clearly not convinced that the fact a consultant proposed a three linear fire station plan makes

sense for our rural community of 10,000 residents. We look forward to discussing this in greater detail

at your board meeting on January 25 ǹ

Sincerely,

Bobbi and Paul Didier

2•



Dear Montecito Fire Department,

We'd first like to express our sincere gratitude for everything you do to keep us safe. Thank you so

much for your hard work and service to the community.

We'd also like to acknowledge that we're confident your department is in the best position to know

whether you need another fire station and we are in full support of the short and long term strategies

you develop related to the investments you may need in facilities, personnel and equipment necessary

to do your important work.

That said, we can't support the possibility of building a new fire station at 1510 San Leandro Lane in the

middle of our residential neighborhood. As the new owners of 1505 Lingate Lane, 1510 San Leandro

Lane is nearly our next door neighbor. When we bought our house last month, on December 28, we

relied on the character of the neighborhood as it is today: quiet, family and school oriented, and above

all residential. Building a fire station 2 doors down would completely change that.

The station may be completely necessary, just not in the proposed location. This is especially true when

there are commercial areas less than 1/2 mile away on Coast Village Road and East Valley Road. We

respectfully request that the department pass on the purchase of 1510 San Leandro Lane and continue

to look for a suitable location in one of the commercial districts in Montecito.

We strongly object to the department's purchase of 1510 San Leandro Lane.

Respectfu Ily,

Hilary and Alex Dessouky

Sent from my iPad



From: robinlacks cnio,cox.net [mailto:robinlacks(a~cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 1:52 PM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman cr,montecitofire.com>
Cc: tyler(a,independent.com
Subject: Fwd: Demand for complete EIR before close of escrow

Subject: Demand for complete EIR before close of escrow

Dear MFPD Board,
We appreciate your efforts in trying to find an additional suitable fire station site for our ever
growing community.
On the other hand your proposed site at the corner of San Ysidro Rd and San Leandro Lane in
Montecito has too many negative environmental impacts to get our approval.
We hereby advise you that the Montecito Hedgerow Protective Assn is demanding a full EIR-
Environmental Impact Report before you close escrow on this property, to verify its safety and to
protect the taxpayers purchase money of
the cash payment of over one million dollars.
Here are a list of our major concerns that will be a high risk for our community and may create a
high financial liability exposure to the Fire Dept, the County and ultimately we the t~payers.
Having the close of escrow dated Jan 27, 2016 and the public hearing on Jan 25, 2016 does not
give all parties due process of the law, and therefore is not in the community's best interest and in
the long run could be considered reckless planning.
We demand escrow closing to be postponed until a full EIR is approved.
Here are some of the major concerns NOT addressed to date:
1. TRAFFIC DANGER
San Ysidro Rd is a two lane road -each lane 11 ft wide and a 5 ft bike path on either side. The
site is located at the most congested part of San Ysidro Rd. There is no room for a car to pull
over without pulling into a bike lane.
At peak times a 27 ft fire truck must travel down San Ysidro on the opposing lane creating all
opposing oncoming traffic to pull into the bike lane..The three schools- Montecito Union, Crane
School and Laguna Blanca's schoolchildren using the 5 ft bike path on both sides of San Ysidro
will be in constant danger in a moments notice. Would you want your child to be put into this
dangerous situation we ask you.
The road is not wide enough to accommodate the 27 ft fire trucks, cars in both lanes and school
children in the bike lanes. The proposed roundabout will still not be able to handle all the
growing traffic on this narrow two lane street which is also used as major artery. At peak times
the traffic is now backed up at least 1/2 mile everyday.
2. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS-
In our research hazardous materials are usually stored on site (gas, oil etc). This would create
danger to the close proximity to the homes nearby and also in close proximity to two private
water wells
( Miramar Addition Improvement Co and Lingate Water Co) which have supplied dozens of
homes their water supply for over a century.
These hazards need to be fully studied under an EIR.
3. R-1 ZONING-
Placing afire station in the Hedgerow historic district will negatively change the architectural



character of one of Santa Barbara's most revered neighborhoods.
There are laws that protect historic homes and there are many homes near this site that are over
100 years old.
Putting a fire station in this R-1 century old area will also drastically change home values.
According to Real Estate law, any home in the vicinity of a fire station must be disclosed to all
potential buyers in the Real Estate Transfer Disclosure.
Therefore all home values will be greatly devalued in the vicinity.
4.NOISE IMPACT-
Due to the heavily congested road in front of this site, the fire trucks will need to turn on sirens
to enter the heavy traffic.
This noise will therefore impact this tranquil neighborhood within blocks of the site.
5. SIZE OF LOT
The lot size is .86 of an acre.
The protected Oak trees create approx 1/3 of the lot unusable.
This lot offers no room for future expansion or extra room for staff parking.

Due to these SERIOUS environmental impact concerns we demand a fully completed EIR before
close of escrow.

Sincerely yours,

Montecito Hedgerow Protective Assn
Robin Lacks-President



From: Randall Badat [mailto:Rbadat c(e,cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 12:04 PM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(c~montecitofire.com>
Cc: scarbajal(a~sbcbosl.org; jtittle~a~,sbcbosl.org
Subject: Proposed Fire Station

As a homeowner in the hedgerow at 124 Miramar Ave., I am located immediately around the
corner from the proposed station. For at least a half dozen reasons I am opposed to the project.
There are water issues, traffic considerations, home value depreciation, hazardous material
storage concerns, noise and pedestrian safety problems.

The corner at San Ysidro and San Leandro is one of the most difficult to negotiate throughout
most of the day, particularly during school pickup and drop offs. Due to this yet unresolved
problem, an alarming number of our neighbors already use our street as a short cut to avoid
trying to make the impossible left from San Leandro onto San Ysidro to get to the freeway. A
station positioned at this location will most certainly exacerbate an already intolerable situation.
It should also be noted that we are a neighborhood of narrow streets with no sidewalks. Those of
us who walk are already imperiled by local traffic including Crane School parents streaming
down San Leandro. And since the objective of the new facility is to better serve Ennisbrook and
neighborhoods to our east, it stands to reason that there will be further negative impact by use of
that thoroughfare. If traffic won't allow access onto San Ysidro, your trucks and vehicles will be
forced to use San Leandro, or even worse, to use our block of Miramar as your shortcut to get to
N. Jameson. The net result is a disaster in the making.

I won't go into detail on the other issues as I know many of our neighbors with professional
expertise in these matters are voicing their disapproval. Suffice to say, I am strongly against the
idea. If you are putting in a facility to serve Ennisbrook... please don't stick it in our backyard
because Craig McCaw and his deep pocket neighbors would rather not have it in theirs. I'm
afraid you are stirring up a hornet's nest. There should have been much more public outreach and
advance notice. And let's not forget that there is a round-about in the pipeline for the intersection
of Jameson and San Ysidro, along with the impending construction of the Miramar and the
freeway. All of these converging on a treasured one hundred year old neighborhood. Your timing
could not be worse. Maybe it's time to take a step back and give the idea a more considered
approach, and our area the time and consideration it deserves.

Respectfully,

Randall Badat



-----Original Message-----
From: Ann Daniel [mailto:acdproductions(a,aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 11:23 AM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(a~montecitofire.com>
Subject: Proposed Fire Station

January 12, 2016

To Whom It May Concern:

The proposed fire station at the intersection of San Leandro and San Ysidro is a serious concern
to all who live in the tranquil Hedgerow community of Montecito.

At first reading, the most immediate issue is the impact of the already substantial traffic in the
area. For a minimum of three hours each morning and three hours each afternoon, San Ysidro is
already jammed with cars and trucks going into and out of Montecito. Add to that mix, the
traffic for the three elementary schools--MUS, Laguna Blanca and Crane--served by the same
streets. We now have a very nice walkway along one side of San Ysidro with limited crosswalks
which means there are also pedestrians to consider. Additionally, there is a bike line on an
already traffic burdened street.

A Fire Station entrance and egress would need to be on San Ysidro as San Leandro is narrow,
has children and animals regularly at play, has beautiful overarching trees that might impede fire
trucks and has blind corners that would increase the traffic dangers.

There are protected oak trees on the proposed site. It is unclear how a building of the scale
required to house fire trucks and equipment would affect the trees. 2 ,
How will entrance and egress be managed without damaging trees?

Throughout the entire Hedgerow area there are wells bringing water into the drinking glasses of
those who live here. As the current problems in Flint, Michigan and West Virginia suggest, we
can't overlook this potential issue.What toxic chemicals will be stored at the proposed fire
station? How will our ground water, our wells, our drinking water be affected? What agency
will be responsible for testing the well water and if something does happen, which agency will
bear the financial responsibility for new city water connections, loss of water on the individual
properties and the value that adds to the property as well as the costs of any potential illness from
tainted water that might emerge?

This is an R-1 residential neighborhood. And these residences must be protected in all ways.
Families have lived in this neighborhood safely for over a hundred years.

An environmental impact study must be undertaken immediately to determine the viability of
this proposal. There is no conscionable way around that request.

Sincerely,

3.



Ann Daniel
1526 San Leandro Lane
Santa Barbara, CA 93108



-----Original Message-----
From: Ann Kale [mailto:akale(c~annkale.com]
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 8:16 PM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(a,montecitofire.com>
Subject: San Ysidro Fire Station

As a resident of Montecito with a home on San Leandro Lane I cannot support building a new
fire station at the corner of San Leandro Lane and San Ysidro. It makes no sense to me to have
two fire stations within one mile of each other. I understand that there are many Montecito
residents who wish for a shorter distances between the existing fire stations and their homes.
However, I cannot see how a station at this new location will help those who live east of the
existing San Ysidro station. It seems to me that locating the new station on this site simply
because it is available for sale solves the community's greater concerns.

I strongly request that another site in the eastern area of Montecito be considered for greater
service to our community.

Ann Kale
1569 San Leandro Lane
705-5344

Ann Kale Associates
Mobile phone



-----Original Message-----
From: Gautam Pai &Brooke Cheema [mailto:bcgpdp,~n,~mail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 10:54 PM
To: Chip Hickman <chickmannmontecitofire.com>
Subject: 1510 San Leandro Lane

Mr. Hickman:

The following are concerns regarding the proposed fire station on 1510 San Leandro Lane:

1) The daily traffic backup on San Ysidro Road prohibits safe dispatch of emergency vehicles.
The fire trucks would be forced to drive on the opposite side of the road into on coming traffic
posing a danger.
There are children living on San Leandro Lane and could be crossing the street at the same time
afire truck is dispatched.
This is one reason fire stations are not found in neighborhoods.
The traffic would delay response time beyond your goal of 7 minutes negating the purpose of a
new location.

2) Decrease in surrounding property values.

3) The size of the lot is not zoned for the size of your project.
The protected oaks significantly reduce the useable building space.
On site parking spaces need to be taken into account in the building envelope and further reduces
the building space.

4) Hazardous material on site puts Lingate Water and the water well across the street at risk.

5) We would require an Environmental Impact Report for your proposed project.

6) 1510 San Leandro Lane has severe limitations for a fire department and significantly
compromises the neighborhood, therefore it would be prudent to locate another property site
such as the one suggested on the corner of South Jameson Lane.
South Jameson Lane would give the fire department quick access to the freeway without the
obstruction of traffic.

Sincerely,
Brooke Cheema



-----Original Message-----
From: JEANNE TOWLES [inailto:jeannetowles cr,me.com]
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 4:34 PM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(c~montecitotire.com>
Subject: Fire station proposal on San Ysidro

I strongly oppose this. San Leandro is a street used by bikers, walkers, children. It is in a
neighborhood that is full of families and properties that contribute to Montecito in high real
estate taxes. It would impact our Rural" and peaceful neighborhood with traffic and noise and
not at all in keeping with the high values in the hedge row area. Many children walk daily up
San Ysidro to the Union School and neighbors on both side of San Ysidro use the street to walk.

Please find a more appropriate location for the fire station. One that is not in the middle of a
wonderful community.

Jeanne Towles

Sent from my iPad



From: Jeffrey Schlossberg [mailto:sbbulldo~a,mac.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 8:46 AM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(c~montecitofire.com>
Subject: Proposed fire station at 1510 San Leandro Ln

My friend, and father of my son in law, Marty Moore has described to me the resistance that the
Birnam Wood residents put forward to a site near them. Unless I'm mistaken, that site was
superior to the San Leandro property.

There are some basic issues that make the San Leandro site problematic. First, our neighborhood
has not needed much in the way of emergency services. I will grant that access to 101 would be
faster than the existing fire house on San Ysidro. I suspect that response times could be improved
by several minutes.

On the other hand, through much of the day, traffic backs up from N Jameson far north of San
Ysidro which would obstruct timely response and exacerbate our existing traffic and pollution
burden. In addition, much of the local area in the San Leandro neighborhood is in an area of
flooding. While fire equipment can transit most road hazards, not so other vehicle traffic. There
is a real risk that roads maybe blocked during periods of high rainfall.

I imagine that it is typical that folks in a neighborhood, particularly one with higher densities and
smaller lots, have a "nimby" attitude. I would hope that if there is a well documented need for a
fire house a better site could be found.

There are vacant sites on N Jameson, large ones near Tiburon Bay and another between La
Vuelta and Arroqui. A site closer to Sheffield would seem to be more useful as well.

I sincerely hope that alternative options be explored, if, in fact, there is a substantial need for
another facility.

We all look forward to the public meeting. Thank you for considering our needs.

Jeff
1559 San Leandro Ln

Jeffrey Schlossberg
sbbulldog(a,mac. com
office 805 565-3898
home 805 969-0406
cell 805 637-0206
fax 805 456-0800



From: ischaemannas,aol.com [mailto:jschaeman(c~aol.com]
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 8:55 PM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(a~montecitofire.com>
Subject: Proposed Lower Montecito Fire Station

We completely understand the need to increase fire protection services in Montecito especially
with the pending construction of the Miramar Hotel. I would like to express my
concerns to the construction of a fire station at the corner of San Ysidro and San Leandro.

1. Traffic conditions are already impacted in the mornings and afternoons.
2. Loss of value to property owners who have paid a premium to be in a residential
only hedgerow environment.
3. Visual and environmental impacts to the neighborhood.

These are some of my many concerns and look forward to getting more information. I plan to
attend the open meeting later this month.

Regards,

Jessica and Michael Schaeman
1595 San Leandro Lane



From: Kathy Nicolson [mailto:kjnicolsonn,~mail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 8:27 AM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(c~montecitofire.com>
Subject: Proposed Fire Stations

I would like to express and protest my concern to construction of a fire station at the corner of
San Ysidro and San Leandro!

I strongly disapprove of this proposal for the following reasons:

1. traffic conditions in this area are already a big issue in this residential neighborhood.

2. this is a residential neighborhood with small children.

3. loss of value to property owners who have paid a premium to be in a residential only
hedgerow environment.

4. environmental impact and impact of water in our neighborhood.

5. the lot size is way too small to support a structure of your magnitude.

These are just a few of many concerns. I am requesting that you DO NOT continue with this
proposed project.

Thank you,

Kathy &David Nicolson



From: Laura Macker Johnston [mailto:lauramackerjohnston(c~~mail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 7:47 PM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(cr~,montecitofire.com>
Subject: proposed fire station at San Ysidro and San Leandro

I would like to express my vehement protest to construction of a fire station at the corner of San
Ysidro and San Leandro!

I strongly disapprove of this proposal for the following reasons:

1. environmental impact — it is imperative that you conduct an environmental impact study as
there will be a dramatic effect on our well water supply (hazardous materials on site)
2. traffic conditions at this area are also a big concern. This area experiences high traffic and
already is a stressor in our residential neighborhood
3. loss of value to property owners who have paid a premium to be in a residential only
hedgerow environment
4. the lot size is way too small to support such a structure

These are some of my many concerns. I request that you DO NOT continue with this proposed
project. I plan to attend the open meeting later this month to voice my strong opposition.

Thank you,

Laura Macker Johnston
1544 San Leandro Lane



From: Rachael Stein [mailto:rfsteinfamily_(a),icloud.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 9:05 AM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(c~montecitofire.com>
Subject: Fire Station

We are sending this email to let you know that my family and I are very much against the
proposed construction of a fire station at the corner of San Ysidro and San Leandro.

We are concerned about the environmental impact this would have and assume the appropriate
environmental impact studies would be done especially as it impacts our already perilously low
well water supply in the area as well as hazardous materials on site.

Traffic and noise conditions at this site are also a big concern. This area already experiences
high traffic and is a stressor in our residential neighborhood. The traffic starts at the Jamison stop
sign and is backed up past Laguna Lower school. Too much!

These are just a few of our concerns. We request that you DO NOT continue with this proposed
project. We plan to attend the open meeting to voice our strong opposition.

Thank you,

Rachael and David Stein
237 San Ysidro Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93108

Sent from Rachael's iPhone D



From: Shelley [mailto:shelle badat e cox.net]
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2016 7:24 PM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(a~montecitofire.com>
Subject: proposed fire house

Dear Mr. Hickman,
I am a concerned homeowner who lives close to the property that the Fire Department is
considering for a new fire house.
I have read the proposal and feel that an EIR should be conducted if this project moves forward..
There are many projects that are in the works for this small neighborhood ,the Miramar Hotel,
possible expansion of the freeway and a roundabout....adding the possible construction of a fire
house to the already extensive construction that seems to be
slated for this area is too much and this neighborhood will be changed forever in a way that was
never intended.
I appreciate all that the fire department does for Montecito and understand that things do change,
but, there must be a more desirable
and less impacted area to build another structure.
Thank you kindly
Shelley Badat



-----Original Message-----
From: Ted Simmons [mailto:ted.simmons(c~cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2016 10:55 AM
To: Chip Hickman <chickmannn,montecitofire.com>
Cc: scarbaja~sbcbosl.org; 'tip ttle(a,sbcbosl.or~
Subject: Proposed Fire Station

I am writing in strong opposition to the proposed Fire Station at San Ysidro and San Leandro
Lanes for the following reasons:

Traffic -San Ysidro is by far the busiest street in Montecito. Twenty minutes or more on either
side of drop off or pick up it is the choke point for traffic for the three elementary schools in the
area, Montecito Union, Laguna Blanca, and Crane. Not to mention the backup every Friday
afternoon that goes from N. Jameson back up to Laguna Blanca starting around 3PM and lasting
well after SPM, and this is every Friday, much less on three day weekends. You could not
possibly pick a worse intersection.

Environmental -Many of the Hedgerow area homes are served by wells, some still for residential
use as they have no MWD meter. I am our water districts Secretary and know what a valuable
asset ours and the other ones are. Any possibility, no matter how remote, of contamination by
the storing of hazardous materials will be strongly defended. We only have one aquifer in this
area and once it's gone it's gone.

Loss of property value -Many of us bought our homes in the Hedgerow as we prize amongst
other things the tranquility. Afire station will ruin that forever. For many of us this is our nest
egg and when we eventually sell the proceeds will be passed down to our kids. Will you be Z
compensating us for that loss? As a Realtor I know that as I am now aware of your plans, I will
have to disclose that to any prospective buyer. Afire station five doors away from us certainly
defeats the concept of the peaceful Hedgerow and the sales price of our home will suffer.

Lastly I am disturbed by what seems to be the surreptitious way you have gone about this. You
stated in the Montecito Journal you had contacted 30 neighbors yet after canvassing 20 of them
my neighbors could only find one that you had, and it was during the holidays when I assume
you thought most people would be away. I also note that I have received no notice whatsoever .3
about getting an email in by 2PM today and as a former Montecito Association Vice President I
still get copied on many many community and agency emails. I found out about this quite by
accident from a neighbor. I wonder how many more you would have gotten if neighbors knew.
Additionally scheduling the January 25th meeting at 2Pm insures that those who work cannot be
there and parents with school age kids will only be able to attend for a short time.

The overall lack of transparency by a public agency is alarming.

Ted Simmons

1545 Ramona Ln



Joseph P. Kennedy, EA"
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KENNEDY ACCOUNTLNG'"* SYST~.M5
Enrolled Agents

1332 De La Vona Sweet ~ Santa Barbara, CA 93101

FA~CSZMX:~ E TRANSN~~~S~O~I Ca~ER SHEET

Date: 
____~ ~~~6
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Comments
s~0 .5~~ ~ r A-~D~-v .L r~.r~l=

Total ztumber of pages +ncluding cover sheer: _

7f you do not receive all pages, please ca]1 to advice at (805) 962-1626

NO~'iC~:

(SOS) 962-I6~fi

FA.}C 962-024Q

The information contained in the FP.X message is privileged and confidential, intended only for the individval ar cotity named above
and is exerr~t from disclesur: uridcr applicable law. ~f the tearer of t}ais FA.X message is wet t}~e i~teadcd [ecipient or free employee or

age~tt responsible for delivery to the intended recipient, you are hereby oa notice that you are in possession of cotl_fdentiel and

privileged inforrna4on. Any d~sseminacion, distribution or copying of phis corr~ouaicati~n is strictly prohibited. You are ~e9uestod to

inunediately return to the original FAX message to the sender at the address above via the U.S. Postal Service. Your cooperation is

ap~reciat~d.

"Licerued by the U.S. Treasury Depamncnt
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T.ingate Lane Mutual Water Company
c/o Kennedy Account~pg Systems

1332 De La Viaa Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93 01

(805} 96z-1626

January 12, 2016

RE: 1510 S,A.N LEANDRO T.A~'E

To Whom at May Concern:

You have bee~ci in instructed that there is a $1,000 tzansfer fee associated with the property at 151 Q
San Leandro Lane. This tranis;fer fee entitles the owner to one share of stock in the Lingate Lane
Mutual Water Company. Please note that presently there is no water at the property located at ] S I 0
San Leandro Lane.

Sincerely,

AIan W. Fray, CPA for
Lingaze Lane Mutua! Water Company



Jonathan &Elizabeth Raith
180 San Ysidro Road
Montecito, CA 93108

January 12, 2016

Dear Chief Hickman,

First and foremost, my wife and I would like to thank you and your team for protecting

our beautiful community every minute of every day. Whether a fire, home emergency, or

someone in need, it's comforting to know that skilled and professional help is close by.

We are writing in response to the proposal for an additional fire department facility

located on the corner of San Leandro and San Ysidro Road. We live at 180 San Ysidro

Road and our property abuts the North side of the proposed parcel.

While we all understand public safety is paramount, we believe an alternative location

would be better suited for the proposed facility. The construction of station at this site

would be detrimental to the existing neighborhood for the following reasons:

1. Change of use for what is currently a zoned residential are. This would affect the

immediate neighbors property values along with the entire neighborhood. Are there no ~

laws that require a change of use for such a facility in a residential zone?

2. The parcel is really only 50% buildable as there is a registered Oak Preserve in the

rear North section of the property. Those Oaks are magnificent and protected as of June

2003 under the Deciduous Oak Tree Protection and Regeneration Act. These trees have

immense ecological and aesthetic value to our small neighborhood it would be a tragedy

to lose them. 2

3. Traffic... as you are well aware this area of San Ysidro Road already suffers from

significant congestion at peak traffic hours. Exiting the proposed facility during these

hours would necessitate loud sirens and would disrupt the neighborhood peace.

4. When is enough enough? Is there not ample coverage between the Montecito, Cold

Spring and the Summerville stations to handle most daily needs? We were told this .3

would be a small station with 2 -3 employees. Why then is the proposed plan suggesting

a total of some 6000 square feet?

In closing we appreciate your need and desire to keep our community safe. However, we

do not support the proposed station. We feel it is within the best interest of our

neighborhood and the City of Santa Barbara to seek an alternative site for the new facility.

Respectfully,

Jonathan and Elizabeth Raith



From: RYAN SIEMENS [mailto:rsiemensnme.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2016 8:20 AM
To: Chip Hickman <chickman(a~montecitofire.com>
Subject: New Fire Station Proposal

Dear Chief Hickman:

I'm writing to urge you and the MFPD to reconsider its proposal to open a new fire station on
lower San Ysidro Road. To my knowledge (and we're residents of the area), it does little to
expand the MFPD's ability to fight fires while likely costing an exorbitant amount of money
(there are few fires of course in the southern tier of Montecito relative to the northern tier).

I know of no one among our neighbors interested in a new fire station in the neighborhood and
while people in the hedge row area are friendly and tend to strongly support the fire department
and its personnel, without additional knowledge to the contrary, it seems to me that this is a
matter of the MFPD looking for somewhere to invest funds and not having a better immediate
solution. If that's the case, I strongly urge you to stay on the lookout for something more
appropriate to the task of expanding the MFPD's ability to actually fight fires.

Thank you for reconsidering the location of the new fire station to somewhere more appropriate
than lower San Ysidro Road.

Warm regards,
Ryan Siemens

Ryan Siemens
(310) 614-0930
rsiemens(~me.com



John W. Markham
115 Miramar Avenue

Santa Barbara, California 93108

Chip Hickman, Fire Chief
595 San Ysidro Road
Santa Barbara, California 93108

Dear Chief Hickman:

I would first like to draw your attention to a comment letter recently submitted by Thomas Deardorff II.
In short, the Montecito Fire Protection District ("MFPD") should not acquire the real property at 1510
San Leandro Lane unless and until the MFPD complies with (1) the California Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA"); (2) the limitations of power set forth for under the California Health and Safety Code; (3)
Santa Barbara County zoning laws; and (4) its fiduciary obligations to the taxpaying citizens within its
district.

Based upon the CEQA statute, the MFPD should redefine the proposed project to account not only for the
proposed acquisition, but the full extent of the project; i.e., all phases of a discretionary project that are
reasonably foreseeable. The piecemealing of the MFPD's proposal to include only the purchase of the
property improperly limits the scope of the project and the analysis of effects under CEQA, and would
potentially lead to an irreversible commitment of resources and a gutting of the intent of CEQA should
the "project" move forward. A more legally defensible position would define the proposed project to
include rezoning, acquisition, construction, and long-term operation.

Given the potentially significant impacts of the proposed (entire) project, I would highly recommend the
MFPD prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed project prior to committing
significant public monies (~$1.5 million) towards site acquisition. This analysis would afford the MFPD
the opporkunity to:
• Redefine the proposed project consistent with CEQA requirements
• Evaluate the purpose, need, and objectives for an additional (third) station within this relatively

small community
• Further engage the stakeholders in meaningful (e.g., two-way) dialogue
• Identify and evaluate alternatives to the proposed project (e.g., no action, alternative locations,

alternative methods of service distribution)
• Adequately evaluate the anticipated direct, indirect, and cumulative effects (and merits) of the

proposed project, and,
• Identify potential avoidance and minimization measures that would reduce the direct, indirect,

and cumulatively considerable effects of the proposed project.

The anticipated effects of the redefined proposed project at the District-preferred location would include
potentially significant short-term impacts on noise, traffic, safety, and biological resources, and
potentially significant long-term impacts on noise, tr~c (individual and cumulative), land use, property
values, and the historic character and aesthetic of the adjoining neighborhood and its residences.

In addition, based upon the findings of the Standards of Coverage Study and Risk Assessment (Citygate
Associates, LLC November 2014), the proposed location of the new fire station would not meet the
immediate nor projected needs of the community with respect to reduced response times. Select findings
of this report are as follows [emphasis added in bold]:
• Finding #3-4: The coverage of the Effective Response Force (First Alann) to serious fires is

adequate in the most populated areas of the District, but insufficient for four-fire engine
coverage in the eastern areas of the District.

~•

January 13, 2016



John W. Markham,
l 15 Miramar Avenue

Santa Barbara, California 93108

• Finding #3-5: First-due and multiple-unit coverage at best practice suburban response times are

insufficient in east Montecito. All areas do not have the same equity of coverage for the tax

revenues paid to the District.
• Finding #3-6: Given only two fire stations, where multiple unit incidents are needed at serious

incidents or for simultaneous incidents, the District is co-dependent on mutual aid, which in east

Montecito becomes more problematic if the Carpinteria-Summerland station is committed

elsewhere and not immediately available.
• Finding #3-8: Give that Station 2 has longer travel times, partially due to assisting Station 1, the

only way to lower travel times in Montecito would be to add a third unit east of Station 1

that could not only lower response times in east Montecito, but could handle some calls in the

eastern side of Station 1 leaving it more available for calls in the center of the community. This

also would mean that Station 2 would be called less to cover all of central and east Montecito

when Station 1 is on an incident.

• Finding #3-10: The District would. be best served by operating a three fire station model in the

shape of a triangle, relocating station 1 closer to the coast. Doing so would best fit the

topography.

The prevailing findings indicate that a fire station located in eastern Montecito would best serve the needs

of the community, a topic of concern that the MFPD has raised in prior years. Though the report indicates

that "lining up three fire stations in a linear method across the District would place the center station

farther away from the bulge in the coast containing the highest population, risks, and emergency incident

densities", it also concludes that "Two thirds of Montecito has best practice coverage and response

times," with the exception of eastern Montecito, which "leaves the eastern section underserved...."

Further, it is difficult to discern how the center station, which presumably would remain in the current

Station 1 location, would somehow become farther away from the aforementioned bulge in the coast.

This does not seem logical, and requires additional explanation. In contrast, consistent with Finding #3-8,

adding a third unit east of Station 1 would render Station 1 (the center station in a linear configuration)

"...more available for calls in the center of the community." According to the report, the last finding

(Finding #3-10) was added at your direction; however, this statement disregards the analysis and most

persistent findings of the report, thus circumventing the intent of this study. In short, it is not at all clear

that the MFPD has made a convincing case for siting an additional station in the coastal zone, when the

most apparent need is for a station in eastern Montecito.

In summary, the MFPD appears to be moving ahead in an imprudent and fiscally irresponsible manner

that is inconsistent with the minimum requirements of CEQA, the most pressing needs of the community,

and the stellar reputation the MFPD has dutifully established over its history. I would highly recommend

the MFPD reconsider its immediate plans to purchase the residential lot at 1510 San Leandro Lane.

Should MFPD continue to pursue acquisition and conversion of this lot for purposes of adding a new fire

station, the District is obligated to conduct a comprehensive environmental analysis pursuant to the

CEQA statute in light of the full extent of the proposed project, including reassessment of the project

purpose &need, an analysis of alternatives to the proposed project, full disclosure of the potential

environmental effects of the proposed project, and more meaningful stakeholder involvement.

Sincerely,

John Wells Markham

Z.
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ATTACHMENT C —Responses to Comments



Response to Comments

Judith Ishkanian, January 8, 201.6

Thank you. Your comments are noted.

Thomas D. Deardorff, II, January 8, 2016

Under CEQA, a "project" is defined as the "whole of an action" that may result in a
direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect impact (14 Cal Code Regs § 15378a), and an
agency must consider the entire activity to determine whether it could have an effect on
the physical environment. The project in this instance is limited to the acquisition of a
vacant parcel located at 1510 San Leandro Lane, as no specific details related to the
construction or operation of a fire station is available at this time. The Initial
Study/Negative Declaration found no substantial evidence that this acquisition would
result in any significant impact on the environment. As stated in the Initial
Study/Negative Declaration, the District's intent in purchasing the parcel is for the
eventual development and operation of a fire station in order to improve response time in
the southern area of the District's boundary. At this time it would be speculative to
analyze the environmental effects of a fire station that has not yet been designed and its
operational characteristics yet to be determined. Under the circumstances, to attempt any
further environmental review of an unknown project on this site would not be feasible.

2. The District entered into a purchase agreement for the subject property as it one of few (if
not the only) vacant parcels available in the area identified by the Standards of Coverage
and Risk Assessment Study for a new fire station to serve the southern area of the
District's jurisdiction and to improve response times to areas currently outside of the
District's adopted response time goal. CEQA requires that environmental review should
be coordinated in a timely fashion with the existing planning, review, and project
approval process to the mc~imum extent feasible. However, given the unique opportunity
to purchase the property and the escrow terms of the transaction, it was not feasible to
design a project prior to entering into a purchase agreement with the seller. Accordingly,
the analysis included in the Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration is related only to
acquisition of the property. Prior to any physical development of the site, discretionary
actions by a separate and independent governmental agency (i.e. the County of Santa
Barbara) will be required. The County, acting as Lead Agency under CEQA, would at
that time conduct a full environmental review of the physical and operational
characteristics of the proposed project.

3. The potential environmental impacts and policy conflicts associated with acquisition of
the parcel were analyzed in the Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration. As stated
above, the Project is limited solely to acquisition with no physical development proposed.
The site is currently vacant and will remain vacant until such time discretionary
approvals are granted by the County for a fire station. Analyzing the hypothetical
impacts of a future fire station against an unapproved and unbuilt residence would be
highly speculative and therefore infeasible.



4. Comments noted. Economic impacts are not required to be analyzed under CEQA.
Nevertheless, the District is acquiring the parcel in order to locate a future fire station in
the southern area of its jurisdiction in order to improve response times to certain
neighborhoods and better serve the community. In addition, the subject parcel was
chosen specifically because it is vacant. There are few, if any, similarly located vacant
parcels of the required size available for purchase. Acquisition of a developed parcel
would be cost prohibitive given Montecito property values and not be in the best
economic interest of the District. Moreover, acquisition of the parcel does not commit
the District to any particular course of action to develop a new station. If discretionary
approvals are not granted by the County, the District may sell the property will little or no
economic risk. Furthermore, California Health &Safety Code § 13861 (b) expressly
authorizes the Fire District "to acquire and to hold" property for the purpose of providing
fire protection within the district.

5. The County's Montecito Land Use and Development Code (MLUDC) was adopted by
the Board of Supervisors and currently allows public safety facilities (including fire
stations) to be permitted with a Conditional Use Permit in the R-1 zone district.
However, the Coastal Zone portion of the MLUDC has not yet been certified by the
California Coastal Commission (CCC) and therefore the antiquated Article II Coastal
Zoning Ordinance is still in effect. If the MLUDC is not yet certified by the CCC at the
time of application for a fire station, discretionary review of the project will include a
request to amend Article II consistent with the provisions of the MLUDC to conditionally
permit fire stations in the R-1 district.

6. Comment noted. Fiduciary obligations to taxpayers are not subject to CEQA review and
analysis.

Hollister and Brace, January 8, 2106

The scope of the project is limited solely to the purchase of a vacant parcel located at
1510 San Leandro Lane. The Initial Study found no substantial evidence that this
acquisition will have any significant effect on the environment. As such, an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is not required to be prepared. CEQA mandates that
alternative analyses are to be reviewed and considered only as part of an EIR, not as part
of an Initial Study/Negative Declaration (14 Cal Code Regs § 15071).

2. As discussed in the Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration, the District has not yet
designed a fire station for the site, therefore there is no specific information available at
this time with respect to structural development or station related activities to analyze.
However, the document does disclose that under the existing Article II zoning ordinance,
fire stations are not allowed as either a permitted use or conditionally permitted use.
Therefore, future discretionary actions by the County of Santa Barbara will be necessary
to amend the ordinance (or rezone the parcel) and approve the required permits for
development. As part of this review, the County shall also be the lead agency in
preparation of the appropriate CEQA document.



As noted above, the current project is the acquisition of a vacant parcel by the District.
Any future potential impacts related to construction and operation of a fire station at the
site shall be analyzed during discretionary processing of the project by the County of
Santa Barbara.

4. Comment noted. See comments 1-3 above.

Bobbi and Paul Didier, January 10, 2016

The Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the District. Future discretionary
review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will be required prior to
development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County would also be the
lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and operational
characteristics of the project including traffic and land use compatibility.

2. Thank you. Your comments are noted.

Hillary and Alex Dessoulry, January 8, 2016

Thank you. Your comments are noted.

Robin Lacks, January 12, 2016 (via email)

The Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the District. Future discretionary
review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will be required prior to
development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County would also be the
lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and operational
characteristics of the project including traffic, hazardous materials, land use
compatibility, and noise.

Randall Badaat January 12, 2016 (via email)

The Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the District. Future discretionary
review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will be required prior to
development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County would also be the
lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and operational
characteristics of the project including traffic, hazardous materials, noise, and water
resources.



Ann Daniel, January 12, 2016 (via email)

1-4. T'he Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the District. Future discretionary
review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will be required prior to
development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County would also be the
lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and operational
characteristics of the project including traffic, biological resources, hazardous materials,
and water resources.

Ann Kale, January 11, 2016 (via email)

Thank you. Your comments are noted.

Brooke Cheema, January 11, 2016 (via email)

Thank you for your comments. The Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes
the potential environmental effects associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the
District. Future discretionary review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will
be required prior to development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County
would also be the lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and
operational characteristics of the project.

Jeanne Towles, January 11, 2016

The Initial Studp/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the District. Future discretionary
review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will be required prior to
development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County would also be the
lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and operational
characteristics of the project including traffic, noise, and land use compatibility.

Jeffrey Schlossberg, January 12, 2016 (via email)

Thank you. Your comments are noted.

Jessica and Michael Schaeman, January 11, 2016 (via email)

Thank you for your comments. The Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes
the potential environmental effects associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the
District. Future discretionary review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will
be required prior to development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time.the County
would also be the lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and
operational characteristics of the project.



Kathy Nicolson, January 12, 2016 (via email)

The Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the District. Future discretionary
review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will be required prior to
development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County would also be the
lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and operational
characteristics of the project including traffic, land use compatibility, and water
resources.

Laura Macker Johnson, January 11, 2016 (via email)

Thank you for your comments. The Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes
the potential environmental effects associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the
District. Future discretionary review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will
be required prior to development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County
would also be the lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and
operational characteristics of the project.

Regarding lot size, the District believes the parcel is of adequate size to locate a fire
station to serve the needs of the community.

Rachel and David Stein, January 12, 2016 (via email)

The Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the District. Future discretionary
review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will be required prior to
development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County would also be the
lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and operational
characteristics of the project including traffic, land use compatibility, and water
resources.

Shelly Badat, January 11, 2016 (via email)

Thank you. Your comments are noted.

Ted Simmons, January 12, 2016 (via email)

1-2. The Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the District. Future discretionary
review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will be required prior to
development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County would also be the
lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and operational
characteristics of the project including traffic, hazardous materials, and water resources.



3. In order to meet legal requirements, notice of availability of Initial Study was provided
by three different methods: (i) a legal advertisement was published in the Montecito
Journal on December 17, 2015, (ii) a notice was posted at the Montecito Library on
December 17, 2015, and (iii) notices were mailed to immediately adjacent property
owners and occupants. The outreach by Chief Hickman to the neighborhood was done
in addition to meeting the necessary legal requirements of CEQA.

Alan Fray, Lingate Lane Mutual Water Company, January 12, 2016 (via FAX)

Thank you. Your comment is noted.

Jonathan and Elizabeth Raith, January 12, 2016

Thank you. Your comment is noted. However, economic impacts to property values are
not required to be analyzed under CEQA.

2. The Initial Study/Draft Negative Declaration analyzes the potential environmental effects
associated solely with acquisition of the parcel by the District. Future discretionary
review and approval by the County of Santa Barbara will be required prior to
development of a fire station on the parcel. At that time the County would also be the
lead agency and conduct full environmental review of the physical and operational
characteristics of the project including traffic and biological resources.

The parcel is being acquired because it is ideally located in an area of the District that has
been identified in the Standards of Coverage and Risk Assessment Study for the location
of a new fire station to serve the southern portion of the District's jurisdiction in order to
improve response times to areas currently outside the District's adopted response time
goal. However, the physical and operational characteristics of the project have yet to be
developed and no information is currently available as to the size of a future station or the
number staff stationed at that location.

Ryan Siemens, January 14, 2016 (via email)

Thank you. Your comments are noted.

John Markham, January 13, 2016

1. Responses to these issues are addressed above. Please see responses 1-3 to the Thomas
Deardorff, III letter.

2. Thank you for the comments. The operational characteristics and associated potential
environmental impacts of the project will be fully analyzed at the time of discretionary
review by the County of Santa Barbara.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-01 

 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT REGARDING 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS FOR THE ACQUISITION OF 

CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1510 SAN 

LEANDRO LANE.  

 

WHEREAS, the Montecito Fire Protection District (AFire District@) is organized 

pursuant to California's Fire Protection District Law of 1987 (Health and Safety Code Section 

13800 et seq.); and  

 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 13861 provides the Fire District broad 

powers to acquire and hold property necessary to provide fire protection services and any other 

services relating to the protection of lives and property; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Fire District has entered into that certain Vacant Land Purchase 

Agreement and Joint Escrow Instruction dated November 11, 2015, with Design & Build 

Concepts, LLC, a Florida limited liability company for the acquisition of certain property located 

at 1510 San Leandro Lane (“Project”); and  

 

 WHEREAS, approval of the Project is subject to and must comply with the 

requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (ACEQA@); and  

 

WHEREAS, the Montecito Fire Protection District prepared a draft Initial 

Study/Negative Declaration in compliance with CEQA to evaluate and consider the 

environmental consequences and impacts associated with approval of the Project; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Montecito Fire Protection District published a Notice of Intent to Adopt 

Negative Declaration on December 16, 2015, pursuant to Section 15072 of the State CEQA 

Guidelines; and  

 

WHEREAS, members of the public and other interested and affected public agencies 

were requested and encouraged to provide comments on the adequacy of the Negative 

Declaration until January 14, 2016, pursuant to Section 15073 of the State CEQA Guidelines; 

and      

 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors have considered the Negative Declaration together 

with the comments received during the public review process and during the public hearing. 

 

 WHEREAS, the potential environmental impacts of the project have been evaluated in 

accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and the County of Santa Barbara’s 

Environmental Guidelines; and 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Directors of Montecito Fire Protection District does 

hereby resolve as follows: 



 

2 

  

SECTION 1.  CEQA Findings:  Based upon all the evidence, the Board makes the following 

findings in certifying the Final EIR:  

 

1.  Based upon the entire record before the Board of Directors there is no substantial 

evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the environment.   

 

2.  The Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the Board.  

 

3.  The Negative Declaration has been completed in compliance with the requirements of 

CEQA. 

  

4.  The Negative Declaration is adequate for the Project.  

  

5.  The District’s Fire Chief located at 595 San Ysidro Road, Santa Barbara, California, 

shall be the custodian of the documents and other materials that constitute the records 

of these proceedings.  

 

SECTION 2. Project Approval.  The Fire District hereby approves the Project and authorizes 

Fire District’s Fire Chief or his designee to take all needed actions in consultation with District’s 

General Counsel relative to (i) the acquisition of the property; and (ii) any other agreements for 

the purpose of acquiring the Property. 

 

SECTION 3. Certificate of Acceptance.  The Fire Chief is hereby authorized to execute a 

Certificate of Acceptance in accordance with Government Code section 27281.   

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Governing Board of the Montecito Fire Protection 

District this 25th day of January, 2016, by the following vote, to wit: 

 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

 

___________________________________ 
President of the Board of Directors 

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT  

 

ATTEST: 

 

_______________________________ 

Secretary 
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   Protecting and Serving Montecito 

The Montecito Fire Protection District provides all-risk fire, rescue and emergency medical 
services to the residents and businesses located within the Fire District boundaries. The Dis-
trict's service area encompasses approximately 21.7 square miles and serves a population of 
approximately 9,000 people. The Fire District’s revenues are generally comprised of  approxi-
mately 16% of the total general property tax revenue collected within its boundaries, and all 
services offered by the District are provided at no additional cost over the amount the District 
receives through property taxes.  

Our highly trained personnel, coupled with the specialized equipment we 
maintain, allows our agency to provide the following all risk services: 

 Structural Fire Protection USAR Responses 

 Wildland Fire Protection  Trench Rescue  

 Paramedic Emergency Services Confined Space Rescue 

Vehicle Emergencies Building Collapse Rescue 

Fires Trail Rescue 

Accidents Technical Rope Rescue 

Hazardous Materials Mitigation  Swiftwater Rescue 

The services provided by Montecito Fire are done so by skillfully trained and dedicated pro-
fessionals.  Montecito Fire is made up of 39 uniformed firefighters and 8 civilian employees 
committed to protecting life, property and the environment.  Many of our staff and firefighters 
are cross trained with specialty certifications and serve on Incident Management Teams that 
respond to incidents across the nation. The additional experience they receive when they are 
out on their assignments, is brought back to Montecito to enhance our own capabilities. 

 Our Equipment and Services 
The District currently maintains two fire stations: Station 
One, located at 595 San Ysidro Road, and Station Two, 
located at 2300 Sycamore Canyon Road. These stations 
house structure and wildland fire engines, a paramedic 
squad, an ambulance, a specialized Urban Search and 
Rescue (USAR) engine, a mechanic's vehicle, Battalion 
Chief vehicles and other support vehicles. The District 
also operates its own dispatch center 24/7 at Station One, 
which also provides dispatch services for Carpinteria/
Summerland Fire Protection District. 



 2015 Training Topic Hours 

 EMS Training         456  

 Firefighter Training      8,213  

 Driver Training         980  

 Company Officer Development      1,113  

 Hazardous Materials Training         478  

 Technical Rescue Training         703  

 Total Training Hours    11,943  

The Montecito Fire Protection District instituted a Professional Development Program in 2015 
to provide employees with opportunities to increase their responsibility, authority and to      
ultimately grow to their full potential. This development process provides the District with 
knowledgeable, effective and productive employees that are working to improve themselves 
and the organization. This program benefits the organization by ensuring that future leaders are 
prepared for their organizational responsibilities as they move up through the ranks. 

 Blue Card Training Program 
In 2015, Montecito Fire was the first agency in Santa Barbara County to implement the Blue 
Card Incident Command Certification Program. The Blue Card Program is a state of the art 
training and certification system that instructs Company and Command Officers how to     
standardize local incident operations across the organization.  

The benefit of this program is that it develops the skills required to supervise and manage     
emergency incident operations, and more importantly, it standardizes incident operations 
across the entire  department.  

The training program consists of the following components: 

 Completion of the 40-50-hour online training program (Cognitive portion of the program) 
 Completion of the Simulation Evaluation Session (Manipulative portion of the program)  
 Continuing Education (CE) and 3-year re-certification process (Cognitive and Manipulative 

skill maintenance) 
 Instructor training and support program (Local delivery and management of the program) 

All Montecito Fire Protection District officers are currently Blue Card certified or in the pro-
cess of  becoming Blue Card certified.  

 Professional Development Program 



Montecito Fire Protection District 
595 San Ysidro Road 
Santa Barbara, CA  93108 
www.montecitofire.com 
 

  Emergency Notification Systems 

Do you know how you will be notified of evacuations or local emergencies?  No method is fail proof, 
therefore, Montecito Fire Protection District has implemented several methods to provide redundancy 
in disseminating Emergency Alerts and other community information: 

REVERSE 911 –more information at www.sbsheriff.org 

NIXLE –Receive email and text messages sent directly to your 
cell phone during emergencies  

FACEBOOK – “Like” Montecito Fire on Facebook  

TWITTER – “Follow” Montecito Fire on Twitter 

HEARO HOME ALERT RADIO – Delivers up to 90 Db  
 tone and scrolling text to a specially programmed radio  
 placed in your home. ADA compliant accessories are  
 available for seeing and hearing impaired 

AM 1610 is a low powered AM radio station managed by  
 Montecito Fire for use during emergencies to broadcast  
 critical public information. Community and preparedness  
 information is on a 24/7 loop during non-emergency situations 

For more information or registration assistance on our notification methods, contact our Public Infor-
mation Officer at  (805) 969-2537. 

NEWS  
FLASH! 



 
 The Montecito Fire Protection District is a progressive organization committed to the protection 
of the people, property, and the environment.  
 
 We exist to provide a professional and timely response to the needs of the community in prepara-
tion for, during, and in recovery from emergencies.  



    

                           The Cost of Keeping Our Community Safe 

Board of Directors 

President 
John Abraham Powell 

Vice-President 
Peter van Duinwyk 

Secretary 
Gene Sinser 

Directors 
John Venable 
Sylvia Easton 

 
Labor Negotiators: 

John Abraham Powell 
John Venable 

 
Real Property Negotiators: 

Gene Sinser 
John Venable 

 
Finance Committee: 

Gene Sinser 
Peter van Duinwyk 

 
Strategic Planning  

Committee: 
John Abraham Powell 

Sylvia Easton 
 

Personnel Committee: 
John Abraham Powell 

Gene Sinser 

Board Meetings 

Board meetings are  held  at  
Station One on the fourth 
Monday of each  month at  
2:00 p.m.  

The public is always wel-
come and is encouraged to 
attend. 

Meeting materials are posted 
on our website 72 hours pri-
or to each meeting.  

www.montecitofire.com 

Montecito Fire District maintains its finances with complete transparency. Finance 
reports are produced for the Finance Committee and posted as part of their Board 
packet on our website each month. In addition, a comprehensive annual report is pro-
duced by an independent auditor, which is also available on our website.  

Services & Supplies  
9% 

Capital Assets 
< 1% 

Transfer to Pension 
Obligation  

5% 

Transfer to  
Capital Outlay 

2% 

Salaries &  
Employee Benefits 

84% 

 2014 / 2015 FY Expenditures      Amount 

 Salaries & Employee Benefits  $    13,693,213  

 Services & Supplies  $      1,509,799  

 Capital Assets  $           66,150  

 Transfer To Pension Obligation Fund  $          769,123  

 Transfer To Capital Outlay Fund  $          332,406  

OPEB Unfunded Liabilities 

The District provides retiree healthcare benefits for employees who retire from the  
Public Employees Retirement System (PERS).  This retirement benefit  program is 
referred to as Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB).  While these benefits have 
always been paid for out of the annual operating budget, they are considered unfunded 
liabilities.  

In 2009, the District began setting money aside for this unfunded liability to ensure the 
contracted benefit is fully funded for existing and future retirees utilizing a Public 
Agencies Post-Retirement Health Care Plan Trust (PARS Trust). In 2015, the District 
accelerated the contributions to this trust by transferring funds originally set aside for 
the construction of a third station, and has again budgeted to transfer $2,459,473 from 
its Land and Building Fund in the 2015/16 budget.  This increased contribution will  
substantially reduce the District’s OPEB unfunded liabilities, bringing the OPEB 
PARS Trust to be approximately 91% funded. 

6/30/2015 PARS Trust Balance  6/30/2016 Estimated  PARS Trust Balance 
Accrued Liability  $10,082,480   Accrued Liability  $10,082,480  

PARS Trust Balance $5,946,000   PARS Trust Balance $9,200,000  

Percent Funded 59%  Percent Funded 91% 



2015 was a year of great progress for the Montecito Fire Protection District! 
 
In 2013/14, Montecito Fire contracted with external consultants to examine and study 
District policies, procedures and operations. In 2015, we set out to aggressively      
implement the recommendations that were made in the 2014 Capitol PFG Financial 
Analysis and the 2014 Citygate Standards of Coverage Study and Risk Assessment. 
 
Montecito Fire has long been focused on providing fiscally responsible budgeting and 
excellent, equitable service to all its constituents. The two studies completed in 2014 
indicated that the long range planning that had already been in place, was on track 
with many of their recommendations, including the prefunding of post retirement 
benefits and planning for the addition of a 3rd fire station on the east end of the Dis-
trict. 
 
By the end of 2015, the District had implemented most of the recommendations made 
in the Financial Analysis including the establishment of a formal Economic Uncer-
tainties Reserve, Catastrophic Event Reserve and Capital Reserve Policies, and the 
additional prefunding of its post retirement benefits. We are currently in the process 
of developing a formal capital plan and long term budget which will allow us to eval-
uate overall revenue and expenditure trends and help foresee future financial chal-
lenges. 
 
Also in 2015, the District began to implement the recommendations made in the   
Citygate study. The District adopted comprehensive performance measures (response 
times), implemented a schedule for exercising its emergency notification systems, 
conducted a District wide hydraulic modeling study to assist in identifying the flow 
capacity of fire hydrants within the District and we continue to move forward with 
the proposed development of a three fire station model. 
 
I believe that Montecito Fire provides superior local government services, and I   
commit to providing cutting edge equipment and training to our personnel in order to 
deliver the highest level of emergency service. This progressive approach ensures the 
best fire, EMS and rescue services to our constituents.  
 
I wish to extend my sincere gratitude to the residents of this community for the       
unwavering support of your Fire District. It is with great pleasure that I continue to 
serve the Montecito community. 

                                                                                       Chip Hickman, Fire Chief  

   Message from Fire Chief Chip Hickman 



   Response Statistics  

Good Intent Calls: F irefighters respond to a reported emergency, but find a different type of inci-
dent or nothing at all upon arrival to the area.  Example: A caller reports smoke on the hillside. Fire-
fighters arrive to discover a grading operation at a construction site is creating dust mistaken for 
smoke. Dispatched and “cancelled enroute” also fall into this category. 
 
Public Service Calls: Non-emergency requests for assistance.  Examples include: lock out, animal 
rescue, ring removal, water problem, lift assists, seized gate, stalled elevator, providing the Sheriff’s 
Department with a ladder to enter a building. 

 Incident Type Qty 

 Fires          27  

 EMS Calls        738  

 Hazardous Conditions          81  

 Service Calls        174  

 Good Intent Calls        294  

 False Alarms        145  

 Total Incidents     1,459  

 Providing Fire Safety and Preparedness Education  
During the month of October, Montecito Fire personnel provided fire prevention educa-
tion to  eight  preschools and  primary  schools  located  in  the  District.  Over 1,000     
Montecito students received age appropriate fire safety information while they partici-
pated in guided tours through the District’s inflatable fire safety house.  

The inflatable house is designed as an educational tool     
including a stay low in smoke element and a simulated 
kitchen and living room area, all with interactive fire safe-
ty messages posted  throughout the  house. This educa-
tional tool provides a fun learning environment for  the 
students, while fire personnel deliver important age appro-
priate fire safety information.   

In addition to educating our school children, Montecito Fire provides  disaster prepar-
edness training to the public for free on the second Thursday of each month at our 
headquarters. When requested, we are also happy to provide this training to businesses 
and private groups.  To schedule training, contact us at 969-2537. 



    

Fire Prevention Bureau 

 Fire Prevention Bureau 
 Fire Investigations               5  
 Business Occupancy Inspections           200  
 Construction Projects           261  
 Roofing Projects             45  
 Construction Inspections/Site Visits         275  
 Final Inspections/Certificate of Occupancy           100  

 Tent Permits             12  
 Filming Permits               2  

 Wildland Fire Prevention  

 Neighborhood Clean-up/Chipping Projects (NCU)             10  

 Flammable Vegetation Removed During NCU     450 tons  

 Defensible Space Surveys           285  
 Hazardous Fuel Treatment Projects             20  

 Roadside Clearance/Fire Retardant Applications     10 miles  

 Neighborhood Educational Presentations               2  

 Hazard Abatement  
 Hazard Abatement Complaints Received/Resolved             45  
 First Notices           105  
 Second Notices             10  
 Pre-citation Notices               3  
 Citations               1  
 Dead Tree Abatement Notifications              45  

Fire Administration 

Fire Chief 
Chip Hickman 

Executive Leadership with  
responsibility over all District  
operations, code enforcement,  

finances and personnel 

Operations/Division Chief 
Kevin Taylor 

Directs the operations of the  
Fire District and assists the  

Fire Chief in planning, organizing, 
and managing the operations of  

the fire department  

Fire Marshal/Battalion Chief 
Al Gregson 

Enforces District, state and federal 
codes, ordinances and regulations, 

as they pertain to fire protection 
and life safety. Also oversees all 

Prevention Bureau activities 

Shift Battalion Chiefs 
Travis Ederer - A Shift  
Todd Edwards - B Shift  
Alan Widling - C Shift  

Manages and coordinates daily 
operations of shift personnel  

and assigned staff. The Battalion 
Chief is typically the initial on-

scene  Incident Commander  
for local incidents 

Communications Coordinator
Jackie Jenkins 

Supervises the Dispatch Center 
and personnel; provides public 

education and information, website 
maintenance and AM radio  

programming  

Administrative Assistant 
Joyce Reed 

Performs support functions to the 
District including human  

resources, records management, 
public information, public educa-

tion, computer support, and special 
district board administration;  

Accountant 
Araceli Gil 

Processes all financial records 
including payroll, accounts receiv-

able, accounts payable, budget 
development  and assists with  

human resource issues 

It has been a productive and challenging year for the Fire Prevention Bureau as the divi-
sion moved forward to meet the demands of the community, while also overseeing public 
information, public education, fire and building code enforcement, fire origin and cause 
determination investigations. 

In addition to normal fire prevention activities, this year the Fire Prevention Bureau facili-
tated the development of a new Community Wildfire Prevention Plan (CWPP). Once 
complete, this plan will be used as a guide to enhance the protection of human life and 
reduce the wildfire threat to community values such as structures, critical infrastructure, 
businesses, and natural and historic resources within Montecito. It will also serve as a 
guide for future actions of the Fire District, property-owners, business-owners, homeown-
er associations, and other interested parties in their efforts to reduce the wildfire threat to 
the community of Montecito. The CWPP is expected to be completed in early 2016. 
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S T A F F  R E P O R T  

Prepared for: Montecito Fire Protection Board of Directors 
Prepared by:  Chip Hickman, Fire Chief and Araceli Gil, District Accountant 
Date:  January 21, 2016 
Topic:   Diesel Fuel Provider Agreement 
   

Summary 

SC Fuels, formerly Dewitt Petroleum, is currently the District’s diesel fuel provider. Since 
acquiring Dewitt in April of 2015, SC Fuels made changes to their business practices which led 
them to stop delivering fuel to the District on weekly basis and the imposition of a delivery fee if 
minimum fuel purchases weren’t met. 
 
As a result of these changes, Staff reached out to McCormix Oil Corporation, located in Santa 
Barbara, to inquire about delivery and fuel prices. McCormix informed Staff that they have 
trucks in Montecito five days a week and would be willing to re-fuel our tank on a weekly basis 
with no minimum delivery fee. 
 
The District received quotes for the diesel fuel used for the engines, and the red dyed diesel used 
for the generators. McCormix’s quoted price for diesel fuel was 30 cents less than SC Fuels, and 
red dyed diesel fuel was 60 cents less than SC Fuels. McCormix’s delivery charge for the red 
dyed diesel is $137 for both stations, compared to $500 for SC Fuels. 
 
Conclusion  

It is Staff’s recommendation that the Board authorize Fire Chief to enter into an agreement with 
McCormix Oil Corporation for all diesel fuel purchases. 
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Montecito Fire Protection District Monthly Account Report for the Period

11/01/2015 to 11/30/2015PARS OPEB Trust Program

Stephen Hickman

Fire Chief

Montecito Fire Protection District

595 San Ysidro Rd.

Santa Barbara, CA 93108

Account Summary

Source

Beginning
Balance as of

11/01/2015 Contributions Earnings Distributions Transfers

Ending
Balance as of

11/30/2015Expenses*

Contributions

Totals

Investment Selection

Investment Objective

Balanced HighMark PLUS

The dual goals of the Balanced Strategy are growth of principal and income. While dividend and interest income are an 
important component of the objective's total return, it is expected that capital appreciation will comprise a larger 

portion of the total return. The portfolio will be allocated between equity and fixed income investments.

$6,744,299.87

$6,744,299.87

$0.00

$0.00

$5,994.60

$5,994.60

$4,289.81

$4,289.81

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$6,746,004.66

$6,746,004.66

Investment Return

0.09% 2.28% 1.02% 7.10% 6.95% ‐ 1/19/2010

1‐Month 3‐Month 1‐Year 3‐Years 5‐Years 10‐Years Plan's Inception Date

Annualized Return

       InformaƟon as provided by US Bank, Trustee for PARS;  Not FDIC Insured;  No Bank Guarantee;  May Lose Value
Past performance does not guarantee future results.  Performance returns may not reflect the deduction of applicable fees, which could reduce returns.  Information is deemed reliable but may be subject to 

       change.
       Investment Return:  Annualized rate of return is the return on an investment over a period other than one year mulƟplied or divided to give a comparable one‐year return.

       *Expenses are inclusive of Trust AdministraƟon, Trustee and Investment Management fees

Headquarters ‐ 4350 Von Karman Ave., Suite 100, Newport Beach, CA 92660     800.540.6369     Fax 949.250.1250     www.pars.org



MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
PARS OPEB Trust Program Summary

Month
Beginning 
Balance Contributions Earnings Expenses

Ending 
Balance 1-M %

October 2014 4,166,126.30    -                 45,108.57      867.94       4,210,366.93    1.08%

November 2014 4,210,366.93    -                 58,445.65      1,867.07    4,266,945.51    1.39%

December 2014 4,266,945.51    -                 (35,807.12)     1,031.46    4,230,106.93    -0.84%

January 2015 4,230,106.93    536,712.00    (14,854.01)     2,821.17    4,749,143.75    -0.35%

February 2015 4,749,143.75    -                 152,641.55    2,034.79    4,899,750.51    3.21%

March 2015 4,899,750.51    -                 (11,112.80)     2,158.43    4,886,479.28    -0.23%

April 2015 4,886,479.28    536,712.00    30,437.07      2,171.84    5,451,456.51    0.56%

May 2015 5,451,456.51    25,608.07      2,276.85    5,474,787.73    0.47%

June 2015 5,474,787.73    536,712.00    (62,985.12)     2,423.86    5,946,090.75    -1.15%

July 2015 5,946,090.75    -                 59,226.40      2,526.68    6,002,790.47    1.00%

August 2015 6,002,790.47    -                 (230,263.70)   2,834.40    5,769,692.37    -3.84%

September 2015 5,769,692.37    823,478.00    (133,911.00)   2,617.19    6,456,642.18    -2.32%

October 2015 6,456,642.18    -                 289,002.82    1,345.13    6,744,299.87    4.48%

November 2015 6,744,299.87    -                 5,994.60        4,289.81    6,746,004.66    0.09%

Total 2,433,614.00 131,497.15    36,162.85  
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Fund 3650 Fund 3651 Fund 3652 Fund 3653
General Pension Obl. Capital Outlay Land & Bldg All Funds

Cash Balance at 12/1/15 2,424,232.47   190.91            2,212,831.04  4,585,109.89  9,222,364.31    
 

Income:
Tax Revenue 5,923,320.24   -                  -                  -                  5,923,320.24    
CSFD Dispatch Services 21,714.00        -                -                -                  21,714.00       

5,945,034.24   -                  -                  -                  5,945,034.24    
 

Expenses:  
Claims Processed (957,270.67)     -                  -                  (2,750.00)        (960,020.67)      
Payroll (966,484.26)     -                  -                  -                  (966,484.26)      
Other:

Reimbursed expenses* -                  -                -                -                  -                  

(1,923,754.93)  -                  -                  (2,750.00)        (1,926,504.93)   

Cash Balance at 12/31/15 6,445,511.78   190.91          2,212,831.04 4,582,359.89  13,240,893.62

Cash in Treasury per Balance Sheet 6,991,546.52   190.91          2,212,831.04 4,582,359.89  13,786,928.36

Difference 546,034.74      -                -                -                  546,034.74     
   

Reconciliation:
Outstanding payroll payments

Delta Dental 14,188.66        -                  -                  -                  14,188.66         
Vision Service Plan 2,670.20          -                  -                  -                  2,670.20           
CalPERS retirement contributions 78,421.34        -                  -                  -                  78,421.34         
Mass Mutual contributions 21,459.00        -                  -                  -                  21,459.00         
Payroll direct deposit 352,938.65      -                  -                  -                  352,938.65       
Payroll checks 242.75             -                  -                  -                  242.75              

Accounts payable (Acct 1210) 76,114.14        -                -                -                  76,114.14       

546,034.74      -                  -                  -                  546,034.74       

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
CASH RECONCILIATION - ALL FUNDS

December 31, 2015



Payee Description Amount
Fund 3650 - General
ADP Inc ADP fees, 2 periods 554.72           
Advanced Cable Systems Tested and ID'd mapping of all network connections 600.40           
Aflac Employee paid insurance, November 1,549.22        
Andreina Ruiz Annual report photography fee (Pmt 2 of 2) 600.00           
Andrew Seybold Inc Service calls for Channel 11 failure 660.73           
Andrew Seybold Inc Service calls for Command 13 issues 157.63           
Angel L Iscovich Medical director services, July-December 2015 3,000.00        
Animated Data Inc Stats FD annual support: 11/15/15-11/14/16 225.00           
A-OK Mower Shop Inc Chainsaw repair parts 25.62             
Bound Tree Medical Patient medical supplies 1,336.02        
Branch Out Tree Care LLC Tree removal service at Sta. 1 3,550.00        
California Special Districts Assoc CA Special Districts Assoc: Montecito Fire, 2016 5,140.50        
Callback Staffing Solutions LLC Online scheduling program, monthly fee 94.50             
Capitol Public Finance Group LLC Financial policies consulting, Sept. 2,975.00        
Capitol Public Finance Group LLC Financial policies/land acquisition research, Oct. 2,625.00        
Chapman, Scott S. Chapman Reimb: Management 2C 1,214.38        
Chapman, Scott S. Chapman Reimb: Columbia Southern HY 1010 567.00           
Conexis Benefits Administrator LP FSA administrative fee, 2 months 195.50           
Conexis Benefits Administrator LP Montecito Fire FSA plan pmts, 11/25-12/23/15 1,648.80        
Cox Communications CAD connectivity & Internet 2,761.04        
Davis, Shaun S. Davis Reimb: CPR cards/manuals 136.30           
Day Wireless Systems Service call to repair Pyramid repeater in BC 1,435.00        
Dino Denunzio's Paint & Body Shop Auto body repairs to U91 2,405.43        
E Wave Website programming for Dispatcher applications 240.00           
Economy Tree Post-project chipping: SY Ranch area 1,460.00        
Ederer, Travis T. Ederer Reimb: New hire interview panel lunch 115.25           
Entenmann Rovin Co Badge and case for Dispatcher retirement 300.98           
Entenmann Rovin Co Badge for dispatcher new hire 222.70           
ESRI Inc Mapping software annual maint. fee: 02/16-01/17 1,000.00        
Freedom Signs Replace reflective stripes on U91 215.00           
Geo Elements LLC CWPP study, November (Project to date $52,388) 2,578.00        
Goldman Magdalin Krikes LLP Worker's comp legal services 280.00           
GovConnection Inc Computer system replacement plan (budgeted) 35,985.54      
Grainger Inc Cal Fire crews in-kind payment (Grainger) 5,594.06        
Hugo's Auto Detailing Car wash service, November 180.00           
Hugo's Auto Detailing Full service detail: PT92 100.00           
Impulse Internet Services Phone services, Dec. & Jan. 1,002.40        
Informaco Emend Billing Service IT support, November 4,600.00        
Informaco Emend Billing Service IT support (billable), November 2,100.00        
Interstate Batteries of Sierra Madre Vehicle batteries for E92 738.40           
Kwik Freeze Refrigeration Service call for freezer, Sta. 1 95.00             
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore Labor attorney fees, October 245.00           
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore LCW Annual Conference Registration: Taylor, Gil 1,800.00        
Marborg Industries Refuse disposal 499.06           
Mission Uniform Service Inc Shop towels 486.41           
Mitchell1 Vehicle diagnostic software renewal 1,728.00        
Montecito Journal Gibraltar Fire thank you ad 552.50           
Montecito Water District Water service 555.82           
National Fire Fighter Wildland Corp PPE: Wildland pants 191.67           
Norm Katz Psy D Pre-employment screening 400.00           
O'Connor Pest Control-Sb Accts Quarterly pest control maintenance 178.00           

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
WARRANTS AND CLAIMS DETAIL

December 2015



Payee Description Amount

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
WARRANTS AND CLAIMS DETAIL

December 2015

PARS Public Agency Retirement PARS OPEB Contribution for FY 15-16 823,478.00    
Peyton Scapes Landscape maintenance 550.00           
Precision Imaging Office copier usage fee, November 270.04           
Ready Refresh By Nestle Bottled water, 2 months 450.64           
RLF Trucking Sand delivery charge, 2 trips 475.00           
Sansum Clinic TB test 26.00             
Sansum Clinic Pre-employment medical exam 757.50           
Santa Barbara Trophy Shadow box for dispatcher retirement recogntion 136.67           
Santa Barbara Trophy Employee retirement recognition plaque 70.20             
Satcom Global Inc Satellite phone charges, 2 months 299.34           
SB County American Payroll Assoc. American Payroll Association: A. Gil, FY15-16 50.00             
SB County Auditor-Controller Additional user tax 40.60             
SB County Special Districts Assoc SBCo Special Districts: MFPD, 2016 300.00           
SB County Treasurer-Tax Collector Secured taxes for 3 MFPD properties 3,797.82        
Smardan Hatcher Company Hydrant gauges 33.51             
Smardan Hatcher Company Replace kitchen sink/bathroom faucet, Sta. 2 628.11           
Southern California Edison Electricity service 5,031.07        
Southern Counties Fuels Diesel fuel, 2 trips 2,020.40        
Sprint E92 Sim card for MDC 37.99             
Staples Credit Plan Office supplies 652.64           
Taylor, Kevin K. Taylor Reimb: Columbia Southern MSE 6201 742.50           
The Gas Company Gas service, Sta. 1 194.42           
The Village Service Station Gasoline charges, October 1,555.76        
The Village Service Station Gasoline charges, November 1,577.24        
Tierra Verde Tree Care Post-project chipping: 2500 E Valley Road 4,937.50        
US Bank Corporate Card (2 stmts) CA state flags (credit) (96.00)            

C. Hickman: Fire asgmt toll fee 7.25               
Wasp spray for fire crews 9.71               
Subscriptions: online fax, offsite server 18.94             
Subscriptions: online fax, offsite server 18.94             
Small engine fuel 20.11             
Office supplies and postage charges 69.57             
Fan for BC office 78.83             
Liebert Cassidy HR webinar (Gil, Taylor) 85.00             
T. Ederer: BlueCard Command renewal 90.00             
Meal for shift personnel 100.93           
Cases for controlled substances, 921 phone case 105.15           
Knox padlock 110.16           
Gasoline charges 121.91           
K. Kellogg: Fire asgmt meals/hotels 123.05           
USB charger mounts/repair part for USAR 91 139.49           
Class A uniform hat for 903 145.13           
Prevention lunch/Dispatch hiring panel meals 230.83           
Flashlight and standard batteries 231.76           
Office supplies, Smokey Bear planners 239.18           
CSDA Conference: K. Taylor expenses 248.32           
C. Hickman: Fire asgmt meals/hotel 248.52           
Gasoline charges 307.89           
Tools: wood cutter, bolt cutter, wildland 394.08           
Computer server switches 523.39           
Mechanic supplies, vehicle lamp kits, U93 battery 553.33           
Fire asgmt gas charges 815.53           



Payee Description Amount

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
WARRANTS AND CLAIMS DETAIL

December 2015

Small engine fuel 850.67           
CSDA Conference: Hickman/Taylor/Gil 1,711.26        
G. Ventura: Fire asgmt meals/hotels/rental car 2,141.99        

Verizon California Phone services 1,269.52        
Verizon Wireless Wireless service, October 1,082.00        
Village Automotive Repair Inc Mount tires and alignment for P920 259.70          

957,270.67    

Fund 3653 - Land & Building
Rincon Consultants Phase I Environmental Site Asmt - San Leandro 2,500.00        
Kennedy Accounting Water transfer processing fee - San Leandro 250.00          

Fund 3653 Total 2,750.00       
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Regular Salaries 500,691.73$             
Part-Time Salaries 6,731.79                   
Directors Fees 1,485.00                   
Auxiliary 1,521.50                   
FLSA Safety 5,824.20                   
FLSA Dispatch 3,906.70                   
Overtime 113,660.32               
Dispatch Cadre Earnings 2,433.60                   
Mass Mutual 457 Contribution 8,200.00                   
4850 Labor Code Payroll 36,448.75                 
Uniform Allowance 23,083.33                 
Text Message Allowance 4,460.00                  

Gross Wages 708,446.92$             

District Contributions to Insurance 120,496.62
District Contributions to Medicare/FICA 9,373.71                   
District Contributions to SUI 6,486.68                   
CalPERS Employee Contribution, District paid 50,562.36                 
CalPERS Employer Contribution, Employee paid (26,632.78)                
CalPERS, District Contribution 102,851.08               
Health and Dependent Care FSA Contributions (3,551.07)                  
Due to AFLAC (1,549.26)                 

 
Total Benefits 258,037.34              

Grand Total 966,484.26$             

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
PAYROLL EXPENDITURES

December 2015



Month Paid
Constant 
Staffing

Fire 
Assignments Overtime Total OT

JULY 54,746.66       -                  3,482.39         58,229.05      

AUGUST 86,994.40       187,986.81     2,798.86         277,780.07    

SEPTEMBER 48,043.14       106,053.76     5,491.04         159,587.93    

OCTOBER 52,145.54       43,661.73       6,047.12         101,854.39    

NOVEMBER 46,710.60       -                  14,769.37       61,479.97      

DECEMBER 85,597.37       -                  27,550.49       113,147.86    

JANUARY 90,637.81       -                  7,324.76         97,962.57      

FEBRUARY 42,332.31       -                  8,579.85         50,912.16      

MARCH 62,100.66       -                  31,683.75       93,784.41      

APRIL 94,279.85       -                  20,875.14       115,154.99    

MAY 32,281.95       -                  8,358.40         40,640.35      

JUNE 37,471.74       31,262.47       3,958.29         72,692.50      

TOTAL 733,342.01     368,964.77     140,919.46     1,243,226.23 

Cons.Staff. Fire Asgmts Overtime Total OT

YTD Dec 2014 374,237.69     337,702.30     60,139.27       772,079.26    

Month Paid
Constant 
Staffing

Fire 
Assignments Overtime Total OT

JULY 26,341.64       46,353.98       2,422.62         75,118.24      

AUGUST 39,374.01       392,353.36     1,923.13         433,650.50    

SEPTEMBER 81,872.55       211,227.62     2,502.77         295,602.94    

OCTOBER 67,164.38       1,767.60         1,435.33         70,367.31      

NOVEMBER 66,602.43       28,894.69       15,424.45       110,921.57    

DECEMBER 96,812.16       4,730.31         12,117.85       113,660.32    

JANUARY -                 

FEBRUARY -                 

MARCH -                 

APRIL -                 

MAY -                 

JUNE -                 

TOTAL 378,167.16     685,327.56     35,826.15       1,099,320.87 

Budget 750,000.00     325,000.00   125,000.00   

% of Budget 50.4% 210.9% 28.7%

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
OVERTIME SUMMARY

Fiscal Year 2014-15

Fiscal Year 2015-16
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Item #12 

 
 



 
 

 



 

 

 

MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 

MONTECITO FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

 

Held at Fire District Headquarters, 595 San Ysidro Road, December 14, 2015 at 2:00 p.m. 

The meeting was called to order by Director Powell at 2:02 p.m. 

Present: Director Powell, Director Venable, Director Sinser, Director van Duinwyk, 

Director Easton.  Chief Hickman and Counsel, Mark Manion were also present. 

1. Public comment:  Any person may address the Board at this time on any non-agenda 

matter that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Montecito Fire Protection 

District. (30 minutes total time is allotted for this discussion.)  

Tim Trager, Counsel for Valley Improvement Company provided a statement regarding a 

Fire Protection Certificate and the associated cost to install sprinklers for an interior 

improvement project at a local business called, Northern Trust.  Chief Hickman recognized 

Fire Marshal Al Gregson for 30 years of service.  Fire Marshal Gregson stated that he has 

been “living the dream” while working at the Montecito Fire District.  Fire Marshal 

Gregson presented Chief Hickman with his pin for 25 years of service. 

2. Election of Board Officers (President, Vice President, Secretary) for 2016-2017. 

Director Sinser nominated Director Powell as President, seconded by Director Easton.  

Director Sinser nominated Director van Duinwyk as Vice President, seconded by Director 

Powell.  Director van Duinwyk nominated Director Sinser as Secretary, seconded by 

Director Powell.  The Board unanimously approved appointing Director Powell as 

President, Director van Duinwyk as Vice President, and Director Sinser as Secretary. 

3. Appointment of Board Labor Negotiator for 2016-17. 

The motion to appoint Directors Powell and Venable as the Board Labor Negotiators was 

made by Director van Duinwyk, seconded by Director Easton and unanimously passed. 

4. Appointment of Board Real Property Negotiator for 2016-17. 

The motion to appoint Directors Sinser and Venable as the Board Real Property 

Negotiators was made by Director Powell, seconded by Director Easton and unanimously 

passed. 

5. Appointment of Committee members. 

a. Finance Committee.  

Director van Duinwyk nominated himself and Director Sinser as the Finance 

Committee members, seconded by Director Venable and unanimously passed. 

b. Strategic Planning Committee.  

Director Sinser nominated Directors Powell and Easton as the Strategic Planning 

Committee members, seconded by Director van Duinwyk and unanimously 
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passed. 

c. Personnel Committee.  

Director Powell nominated Himself and Director Sinser as the Personnel 

Committee members, seconded by Director Sinser and unanimously passed. 

6. Adopt Resolution 2015-13 determining time and place of regular board meetings.  

The motion to designate 2:00 p.m. on the fourth Monday of each month at the Montecito 

Fire Protection District Headquarters, as the time and place of its regular meeting was made 

by Director Sinser and seconded by Director van Duinwyk. The roll call vote was as 

follows: 

Ayes: P. van Duinwyk, G. Sinser, J. A. Powell, J. K. Venable, S. Easton 

7. Adopt Resolution 2015-14 regarding inventory of District lands and air space.   

The Board took a brief recess to take their new photo for the District website.  The meeting 

reconvened at 2:35 p.m.  Director Sinser suggested that the resolution be amended to 

reflect the potential acquisition of certain real property located at 1510 San Leandro Lane.  

The motion to adopt the resolution, as amended, regarding inventory of District lands and 

air space was made by Director Sinser and seconded by Director van Duinwyk.  The roll 

call vote was as follows:  

Ayes: P. van Duinwyk, G. Sinser, J.A. Powell, J. K. Venable, S. Easton 

8. Adopt Resolution 2015-15 increasing Director’s Compensation.   

The motion to adopt the resolution increasing Director’s compensation was made by 

Director Venable and seconded by Director Sinser.  The roll call vote was as follows:  

Ayes: P. van Duinwyk, G. Sinser, J. A. Powell, J. K. Venable, S. Easton 

9. Approval of Resolution 2015-12 establishing budget and financial policies.   

Director van Duinwyk provided a report regarding the Finance Committee’s 

recommendation to approve the resolution.  The motion to approve the amended resolution 

establishing budget and financial policies was made by Director van Duinwyk and 

seconded by Director Venable.  The roll call vote was as follows: 

Ayes: P. van Duinwyk, G. Sinser, J. A. Powell, J. K. Venable, S. Easton 

10. Report from the Finance Committee: 

a. Consider recommendation to approve November 2015 financial statements. 
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Director van Duinwyk provided a report regarding the Finance Committee 

meeting.  The motion to approve financial statements ending November 30, 2015 

was made by Director van Duinwyk, seconded by Director Easton and 

unanimously passed. 

11. Approval of Minutes of the November 16, 2015 Special Meeting.   

The motion to approve the minutes of the November 16, 2015 Special Meeting was made 

by Director Sinser, seconded by Director van Duinwyk and unanimously passed. 

12. Discussion item: Transfer of easement to Upper Hyde residents.   

Chief Hickman provided background information regarding the easement transfer to Upper 

Hyde Road residents.  The Board recommended that a registered letter be sent to the 

residents, followed with a courtesy phone call regarding the action.   

13. Discussion item: Update regarding the San Leandro property.   

Mark Manion provided information regarding the acquisition of the San Leandro property.  

He stated that the Notice of the Initial Study/Negative Declaration is going out today.  He 

noted that this item will be placed on the January 25th agenda.  

14. Discussion item: Appointment of board member to represent the  

District in the upcoming LAFCO board election.   

Chief Hickman provided information regarding the LAFCO election to be held on January 

25, 2016.  Director Easton volunteered to attend the meeting.  

15. Fire Chief’s report.   

Chief Hickman highlighted various response calls during the month of November.  The 

Chief indicated that the District participated in the December 3rd Montecito Planning 

Commission meeting regarding the Casa Dorinda project.  He noted that a concern of the 

Commission is that Casa Dorinda, a non-profit organization is not paying taxes.  The Chief 

stated that the Planning Commission requested that the Board consider charging project 

impact fees. Chief Hickman stated that the District received a $32,000.00 check for the 

reimbursement for radios.  The Chief indicated that the District has completed the 

promotional process for Captains, and the hiring process for Paramedics and Firefighters.  

Chief Hickman mentioned that the Department will dress the Hathaway tree on December 

18th at 1:00 p.m. 

16. Board of Director’s report.   

Director Venable reported that the MERRAG Annual Meeting was well attended.  Director 

Easton stated that she would like to attend the one day CSDA training on January 14th, in 

Port Hueneme.  The motion to approve Director Easton’s request to attend the CSDA 

training was made by Director van Duinwyk, seconded by Director Sinser and unanimously 

passed. 
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17. Suggestions from Directors for items other than regular agenda items to be included 

for the January 25, 2016 Regular Board meeting.   

The Board determined that the January 25th Special Meeting will begin at 1:00 p.m.  In 

addition, the slate for the LAFCO and CSDA elections will be agendized.   

The Board convened in closed session at 3:41 p.m.    

18. CLOSED SESSION.  Performance evaluation of a public employee pursuant to 

California Government Code Section 54957(b): 

a. Employee: Fire Chief Chip Hickman  

The Board reported that no reportable action was taken. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:11 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

 

________________________   ________________________ 

President John Abraham Powell   Secretary Gene Sinser 
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2015 INCIDENTS 
CALLS BY INCIDENT TYPE 
TOTAL INCIDENTS:  1459 

 
          FIRE:  27      EMS: 738 
          HAZARDOUS CONDITION:  81        PUBLIC SERVICE**:  174 
        GOOD INTENT*:  294       FALSE ALARM:  145 
            SEVERE WEATHER:  0        SPECIAL INCIDENT TYPE: 0 
 

 
 
 
*Good Intent: Firefighters respond to a reported emergency, but find a different 
type of incident or nothing at all upon arrival to the area.  Example: A caller 
reports smoke on the hillside. Firefighters arrive to discover a grading operation 
at a construction site is creating dust mistaken for smoke. Dispatched and 
Cancelled Enroute falls in this category. 
** Public Service: Non‐emergency requests for assistance. Examples: lock out, 
animal rescue, ring removal, water problem; lift assists, seized gate, stalled 
elevator, providing the Sheriff’s Department with a ladder to enter a building.  

Fire
2%

EMS
51%

Hazardous 
Condition

5%

Public Service
12%

Good Intent
20%

False Alarm
10%

2015 INCIDENT TYPES



 



DECEMBER 2015 
CALLS BY INCIDENT TYPE 
TOTAL INCIDENTS:  136 

 
          FIRE:  4      EMS: 61 
          HAZARDOUS CONDITION:  10        PUBLIC SERVICE**:  20 
        GOOD INTENT*:  27         FALSE ALARM:  14 
            SEVERE WEATHER:  0        SPECIAL INCIDENT TYPE: 0 
 

 
 
 
*Good Intent: Firefighters respond to a reported emergency, but find a different 
type of incident or nothing at all upon arrival to the area.  Example: A caller 
reports smoke on the hillside. Firefighters arrive to discover a grading operation 
at a construction site is creating dust mistaken for smoke. Dispatched and 
Cancelled Enroute falls in this category. 
** Public Service: Non‐emergency requests for assistance. Examples: lock out, 
animal rescue, ring removal, water problem; lift assists, seized gate, stalled 
elevator, providing the Sheriff’s Department with a ladder to enter a building.  
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