interoffice memorandum

to:
John gray, massoud rezakhani, and scott choquette

from:
angela carmi


subject:
meeting minutes - committee/public meeting in santa barbara, ca 

date:
11/17/2004
Meeting time and Date:  November 19, 2003 1:00pm 

attendees:

	Name
	Title/Affiliation
	Phone
	Email

	Maria-Luisa and Wallace Carroll
	Members of the Public
	805-969-2758
	wallml@cox.net

	Tom Wright
	Chemical Engineer/MNS Engineering
	805-692-6921
	twright@mnsengineers.com

	Dave Rickard
	Santa Barbara County Department of Public Works
	805-739-8761

805-478-4200 – Cell
	drickar@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

	Zacharias Hunt
	GIS Coordinator/Santa Barbara County Department of Public Works
	805-568-3023
	zhunt@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

	Dale Weber
	Developing Engineer/Santa Barbara County Flood Control
	805-568-3446
	weber@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

	Michael Parker
	Santa Barbara County Flood Control
	805-568-3449
	mparker@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

	Stephen Carlson
	Realtor
	805-969-1133
	scarlson@silcom.com

	Justin Van Mullem
	Project Planner/On Design Architects, Inc.
	805-896-0901
	vanmullem@architects-ca.com



	Scott Choquette
	Project Manager/Dewberry & Davis
	617-695-3400
	schoquette@dewberry.com

	Angela Carmi
	Environmental Scientist/URS Corporation
	916-679-2344
	Angela_carmi@urscorp.com


1:15pm – Mike Parker gives welcome and introductions.  He gives a brief overview of the CRS program and the County’s participation history.

Angela Carmi:  Gives CRS presentation describing the CRS program.  

Mrs. Carroll interrupts presentation to ask about whether this program will address debris in creeks, around bridges and in box culverts, which contribute to flooding.  The Oak Creek culverts, that lie under Hwy. 101 get clogged by debris and sedimentation.

Dale Weber responds with a description of the flood control measures and debris removal activities that are currently being conducted by County.  There is spring and fall cleaning activities that meet flood prevention standards.  Caltrans and the railroad companies are responsible for many properties in the County.

Scott delivers presentation on the planning process and schedule, participation/role of committee members and others, and the resolution formally recognizing the committee. 

Mrs. Carroll interrupts Scott’s presentation to ask if there is a limit to how much can be covered as an impermeable surface?  Is there a ratio standard for lot size to house size?

Dale responds that the question is a zoning question.  There is no ratio; the developers must look at CEQA measures, fire protection, and downstream measures that will be affected.   Large-scale development will need to address additional drainage.  Infrastructure may be required to retard any excess flows.  Downstream affects must be accounted for.  

Mrs. Carroll asks if in area is zoned for houses but large development is built, will the zoning change.  

Dale Weber responds.

Stephen Carlson asked if what is currently being done by developers, etc. be included into the FPM Plan?

Scott discussed the digital GIS maps and the ease of updating developing areas.

Zach asked what ISO was and Scott responded.

Mrs. Carroll asked if Caltrans puts six lanes through Montecito, would they put in applicable drainage for additional flows?

Dale responds that the County doesn’t want road improvements that will affect adjacent property flows.  There are two issues that must be dealt with, 1.  Planning Department and zoning standards, and 2.  How flood control looks at flooding – if additional concrete is put on the property, where does excess flows go?

Mrs. Carroll asked about interrupted blocks on property parking lots.

Dale responds that these are filtration blocks, so water percolates/infiltrates.  Want the design community to promote permeable pavement and try to disconnect imperviousness. 

Mike Parker stated that the Plan would deal with repetitive loss structures and what the County can do to mitigate their losses.  Elevating structures, etc.  80-90% of the repetitive loss areas are on the coast.

Mrs. Carroll asks what are the rights of property owner to get rid of runoff water?

Mike Parker responds that the California Drainage Law requires that upstream and downstream property owners must act reasonable and should not contribute to increasing flows by volume or velocity or change the end location of the runoff flow.

Dale responds that a downstream property owner cannot block historic runoff flow.  Upstream property owner cannot deliver more than historic runoff.

Mrs. Carroll states that the Mirramar Avenue runoff landed on their property.

Mike Parker responds that the Plan is necessary to avoid repetitive losses.

Stephen states that California floods not as often or as much as in other states, but does any flooding causes a lot of damage.

Mike Parker states that the FPM Plan will identify ways to adjust property design.

Stephen states that we have so many intervening agencies involved now; will the other agencies cooperate with the Plan?  Will the Board of Supervisors be involved to move the Plan up to a priority item?

Mike Parker responds that the Annual Maintenance Plan was developed and it identifies projects and their respective contacts for implementation.  He stated that this committee has to be recognized by the Board of Supervisors and they will be periodically notified as to the progress, etc. of the Plan.

Stephen asks what the process of will be to move this plan up the Board priority list?

Dale responds that the Board is aware of the Flood Control wish list and needs.  It will take coordination with the railroad companies and Caltrans.  There are a lot of issues such as old building standards, channel sizes, etc. that will have to be dealt with.

Stephen stated that he is aware that the County has inherited many problems throughout time.

Dale responds that the County can’t force old property owners to meet new building standards.

Dale and Mike both state that substantial improvement is considered more than 50% of the fair market value of a structure – and can fix a structure to a new code if it is substantially damaged.    The community could modify the 50% but would have to be approved by the Board.

Dale and Mike discuss that Benefits Assessment is what fuels maintenance.  Mike states that they use ‘replacement cost’ instead of ‘fair market value’ and this could potentially be included in the Plan.  This also presents a set of problems, though.  

Mrs. Carroll asks what happens next.

Scott discussed what will be done by the next public meeting and that the committee will be notified of the Plan deadline.  He also discussed the possibility of DMA 2000 and the possible participation of the community to develop a multi-hazard plan.

Stephen Carlson states that he will be out of town December 11-21.  
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