
































  

Board Inquiry Form 
 
 

Board Member   
Carbajal      Department:  ADMHS          Date:  6/8/10 
Wolf     
Farr  xxx    Budget Pages(s):  D‐155 
Gray     
Centeno     
 
 
Request/Question: 
 
What is the client breakdown per facility for the 900 indigent clients served across the 3 ADMHS adult 
clinics and two CARES?  (Slide 16) 
 
 
Reported By: 
 
Ann Detrick, Director, Alcohol, Drug and Mental Health Services  

Response: 
 
 

Clinic Program  Total Caseload 
Medi‐Cal 

Penetration 
Indigent 
Caseload 

Santa Maria Adult Clinic  901  81%  171 
Calle Real Adult Clinic  457  90%  46 
Lompoc Adult Clinic  363  79%  76 

CARES North 
Intake/Assessment  269  43%  153 

CARES South 
Intake/Assessment  779  46%  421 

TOTAL  2,769     867 
 



Board Inquiry Form 
 
 

Board Member   
Carbajal      Department:  General Fund      Date:  6/8/10 
Wolf     
Farr  xxx    Budget Pages(s):  C‐6 
Gray     
Centeno     
 
 
Request/Question: 
 
What are the details to the change in General Fund balance on C‐6? 
 
 
Reported By: 
 
Kimbra McCarthy, Fiscal and Policy Analyst 

Response: 
The estimated General Fund balance decreased from $77.1 million in FY 2009‐10 to $56.6 million 
in FY 2010‐11.  This is a decrease of $20.5 million, or 27%, and is due primarily to the release of 
previously designated funds to maintain service levels county‐wide.   
 
Significant General Fund balance  changes  can be  found detailed on page D‐526 of  the Budget 
Book and include the following: 

• $11.9 million  from  the Strategic Reserve.   Primarily  for ADMHS  liabilities  ($6.2 million); 
maintenance  of  service  levels  for DA,  Probation  and  Sheriff  ($3.6 million);  and  use  of 
General  Fund  to  balance  the  FY  2009‐10  year‐end  ($3.5 million),  and  is  offset  by  the 
election return ($1.4 million);  

• $2.9 million  from  Capital  designation.    Primarily  to maintain  service  levels  for  Public 
Health, Parks, HCD and DSS;  

• $1.0 million from Litigation designation.   For use of County Counsel to maintain service 
levels ($500k) and legal appropriation for outside counsel use ($500k); and 

• $1.2 million  from  Salaries  and  Retirement  designation  to maintain  Probation  service 
levels. 

 
In  addition,  one‐time  departmental  designations  represent  approximately  $3.5 million  of  the 
General Fund balance change.   Use of departmental designations will fund ongoing departmental 
operations and maintain service  levels.   These primarily consist of Treasurer‐Tax Collector ($1.7 
million); Clerk‐Recorder‐Assessor ($0.5 million); Planning and Development ($0.3 million); County 
Executive Office ($0.3 million); Probation ($0.2); and the Auditor‐Controller ($0.2 million). 
 
 
 



 
 
 

Board Inquiry Form  
 

 
 

    Department: All    Date: 
          6/8/10 
    Budget Page(s): D-526 

 

Request/Question:  
 
What estimate changes are there from what is published in the 
Recommended Budget?  

Reported By: Jason Stilwell, Asst. County Executive Officer/Budget Director 

Response:  
 
The Recommended Budget includes staff’s best professional recommendations for FY end 
2009-10 estimates.  Significant analysis provides the foundation from which the estimates are 
made.  Staff stands by the recommended estimates and recognizes the County’s budget 
environment is dynamic.    
 
Staff has not yet completed May monthly projection meetings (mopros) which serve as a basis 
for comparing actual expenditure and revenue to budget estimates.  This analysis is key to 
updating year-end estimates.   
 
Examining the preliminary month end fiscal and budget data provides some indication that 
estimates are holding and that the General Fund may potentially end the year better than 
estimated.  As reported to the Board in the third quarter fiscal report, one strategy for 
addressing a year-end shortfall in the General Fund would be to release Salaries and 
Retirement Offset Designation to departments that are projected to end the year over 
expending their salaries and benefits object levels.  The strategy of utilizing this designation is 
to preserve Strategic Reserve.   
 
The estimated Fiscal Year-end 2009-10 budget includes a release of $1,009,000 from the 
Salaries and Retirement Offset Designation that has yet to be actualized.  It appears based on 
current analysis that it is increasingly more likely this release may not need to be actualized 
thereby enabling the Board to reallocate this funding in Fiscal Year 2010-11.  Revising the 
estimated release ($1,009,000) and adding the estimated ending balance ($131,251) results 
in the Designation having $1,140,251 available for appropriation beyond what is included in 
the FY 2010-11 Recommended budget.  Should the Board appropriate the balance in FY 
2010-11 this source would no longer be available for FY 2009-10 balancing and any shortfall 
in the General Fund would result in a draw from the Strategic Reserve.    
 

 Carbajal  

Wolf   

Gray   

Board Member 

Farr  xx 

Centeno   



 
 
 

Board Inquiry Form  
 

 
 

    Department: PARKS   Date: 
          6/3/10 
    Budget Page(s):  

 

Request/Question:  
 
Please provide a presentation explaining the discrepancies between the 
ratio of North and South County staff, and increased reduction to South 
County Parks, esp in light of the visitor counts described on D-300.   
[excluding the camping parks]

Reported By: Nicole Koon 

Response: The difference in staffing ratios for North County and South 
County Parks compared to visitor statistics on D-300 is the result of two main 
factors; first North County has both camping parks and the majority of 
maintained open space.  Visitors to camping parks stay anywhere from a day 
to a week or more thereby having fewer number of total visitors whereas, day-
use visitors frequent parks more often driving up the total number of visitors.  
Second, the Parks Department has held all vacancies wherever they 
happened this year and next due to a projected revenue shortfall in FY 2009-
10 of approximately $500,000 and continued budget pressures into FY 2010-
11.  South County experienced 4 early retirements and additional vacancies; 
these positions remain unfunded into FY 2010-11 in order to meet budget 
targets.   
 
The Parks Department over the course of the year constantly assesses 
service level demands Countywide.  Staff is cross-trained and participates in 
roving schedules to meet demands dynamically with fewer staff.  Currently, 
Lake Cachuma has a maintenance leader on loan to South County. 
 
To further meet service level demands in South County, a couple of these 
vacant positions had funding redirected to contracts at a much lower cost for 
providing building landscape maintenance.  The Parks Department is also 
exploring options with General Services for consolidation in the area of 
building landscape maintenance so that Park Rangers can be re-focused to 
County Parks.   
 
The Parks Department continues to seek amenity improvements that result in 
new revenue streams for the County so that Park core services are met.  The 
South County is a priority for replenishment of staffing resources if resources 
become available. 

 Carbajal  

Wolf  xx 

Gray   

Board Member 

Farr   

Centeno   



Board Inquiry Form 
 
 

Board Member   
Carbajal      Department:  Planning & Development      Date:  6/1/2010 
Wolf     
Farr      Budget Pages(s):    D‐328 ‐ D‐329 
Gray     
Centeno  X   
 
 
Request/Question: 
 
What is the cost of the Gaviota Coast Plan (the project cost, not the budget or annual or GFC cost)? 
 
 
 
 
Reported By: 
Rachel Lipman, Fiscal & Policy Analyst 
 

Response: 
 
The total cost of the Gaviota Coast Plan is estimated at approximately $1.1 million.  This amount is 
broken down as follows: 
 

As of June 2010  $221,062  
Estimated FY 2010‐11  $295,710  
Estimated FY 2011‐12  $299,200  
Estimated FY 2012‐13  $189,686  
Estimated FY 2013‐14  $90,000  
Projected Total  $1,095,658  

 
 



 
 
 

Board Inquiry Form  
 

 
 

    Department: HCD  Date:6/4 
            
  Budget         

Request/Question:  
 
What are specific details relating to the start-up, operation, and financing of 
empower?  Specifically: 

• What are the FTEs, what will they do, what will be the compensation levels? 
• What are the operational start-up incremental costs and the ongoing costs? 
• How does the recommended start-up funding rollover and is it sufficient? 
• Where will be the storefronts? 

Reported By:  David Matson, Director, Housing and Community Development 
   

Response:  
 
1) Current program participation/demand estimates indicate that four program staff are 
needed to operate the program during the launch phase.  Staffing levels will be monitored 
and evaluated to determine at what time additional or fewer staff are needed to maintain 
high customer service and efficient program administration.    Each of the four positions is 
summarized below.  
 
 Program/Business Leader  

• Compensation: ($70,962-$116,878), Civil Service position, not at-will 
• Duties: Responsible and accountable for day-to-day program operations  Oversees 

budget , manages storefronts and program staff, implements  program goals, 
gathers performance measures, to ensure best management practices, 
continuously refines program , leads marketing and community outreach, seeks 
funding opportunities and maintains direction of local, state, and federal policy 
priorities.  This position reports to the Program Administrator (Director).  

 
Administrative Leader  

• Compensation: ($43,829 - $79,310), Civil Service position, not at-will 
• Duties: Supports the Program Manager in the implementation of the application and 

funding release processes, provide direct customer assistance, delivery of 
presentations in public forms, coordination of public events and marketing 
strategies, establishing and implementing data tracking and reporting practices.  

 Carbajal  

Wolf   

Gray   

Board Member 

Farr  xx 

Centeno   



 

 2 Business Specialists I – Step A and D  
• Compensation: ($52,895 - $64,573) Civil Service position, SEIU 620 represented 
• Duties:  Provide direct participant assistance; use technical (quantitative and 

analytical) competence in underwriting and loan processing systems to intake and 
process applications and funding, including screening various reports needed in the 
underwriting processes; and other administrative and fiscal duties associated with 
program implementation an office management such as entering transactions, and 
managing participant files and data.  
 

An additional unfunded Business Specialist position has been loaded into the budget to 
support additional program demand, consistent with thresholds experienced by other 
PACE jurisdictions.  At the time of launch, Sonoma County, for example, had 7 program 
staff.  Staffing needs will be monitored and reported to the Program Administrator and the 
Board on a regular basis as noted in the emPowerSBC program report.    
 
These staff may not all be hired at once, depending on the expected level of applications 
and assessments that will be processed.  
 
2) Estimated program administration costs include:  

• Near term start up costs of approximately $200,000 include website and online 
application development ($25,000); initial marketing, branding and material 
production ($25,000); bond counsel ($100,000); interest expense ($20,000) from 
the general fund advance to support operational expenses, and office equipment 
for the storefronts ($25,000).   
 

• Ongoing costs of approximately $908K annually include staffing (fully loaded) at 
$464,042 (assuming 4 staff members on July 1), and services and supplies at 
$424,473, including communications, office supplies, equipment, marketing and 
material reproduction, rent/lease, transportation, and expenses of existing County 
staff to support essential program operations.    

 
3)  The $1 million advance provided to emPowerSBC by the Board of Supervisors in March 
is dedicated to cover the operational budget, such as the start up costs noted above and is 
sufficient for first year program expenses.  This advance will be paid back to the general 
fund by the ARRA-derived EECBG ($773K) that has been awarded to the County to 
support emPowerSBC.  The remaining balance will be paid back through program 
proceeds, program efficiencies/budget savings, or additional grant funding as identified. . 
No staff time has been billed to the program and no hiring will take place until after the 
capital budget has been considered by the Board during budget hearings.    The capital 
budget needed to establish the revolving loan fund (money to be lent to program 
participants) is loaded into HCD’s budget in the amount of $5 million.  According to the 
program feasibility study and Public Financial Management’s fiscal analysis, $5 million is 
the minimum amount needed to successfully convert interim financing to long-term 
investments.  emPowerSBC continues to explore alternate financing models to ensure 
program sustainability and lowest cost sources of capital.   
 
4) Storefronts are currently located at the following locations: 

• 105 E. Anapamu Street, Suite 105, Santa Barbara, CA 93101  
• 620 W. Foster Road, Santa Maria, CA 93455  

 
Additional no-cost office space has been identified by partner cities (Lompoc, Santa Maria, 
Goleta) that will be used to host emPowerSBC staff on a appointment-only basis.   







































































Board Inquiry Form 
 
 

Board Member   
Carbajal      Department:  Sheriff          Date:  6/8/2010 
Wolf     
Farr      Budget Pages(s):  D‐131 
Gray     
Centeno  x   
 
 
Request/Question: 
 
What are the contract city costs, revenues, and service levels for Sheriff? 
 
 
 
 
Reported By: 
 
 

Response: 
 
 

City Costs Revenue Service Level 
Goleta $6,456,023 $6,456,023 34.08 FTE 
Carpinteria $3,117,044 $3,117,044 16.35 FTE 
Buellton $1,469,677 $1,469,677 8.25 FTE 
Solvang $1,295,153 $1,295,153 7.20 FTE 

 
 
The revenue amounts are the same as the estimated cost amounts as cities are charged the 
cost of providing the service. 
 
Please note that these revenues were calculated based on the preliminary concessions from 
the DSA and SMA.  These values will be different when updated with the final agreements 
with these bargaining units.  Also note that the service levels may change depending how the 
contract cities are faring in their own budget process.  Specifically, the City of Goleta may 
reduce their service level by 1 FTE, a detective position.  This will alter their service level and 
their contract cost. 
 



Board Inquiry Form 
 
 

Board Member   
Carbajal      Department:  County‐wide        Date: 6/7/10 

 
Wolf     
Farr  XXX    Budget Pages(s):  C‐2 
Gray     
Centeno     
 
 
Request/Question:   Why are services and supplies increasing as shown in the chart on page C-2? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reported By: Richard Morgantini, Fiscal and Policy Analyst 
 
 

Response:   
The increase in Services and Supplies from the FY 2009‐10 Estimated Actual to the FY 2010‐11 Recommended 
of $18 million is mainly due to the new emPower Program loans (approximately $13.5 million) that are included 
in the HCD recommended budget Supplies and Services Object Level and an accounting change related to 
workers compensation insurance coverage from the Employee Salary and Benefits Object Level to the Services 
and Supplies Object Level (approximately $9 million).  These increases are offset by overall reductions in other 
departmental services and supplies expenditures in the Object level.   
 
A number of departments have reduced their Services and supplies expenditures from FY 2009‐10 Estimated 
Actual to FY 2010‐11 Recommended while other department have increased them due to reorganizations, 
transfers of operations/programs and anticipated changes in service levels.   
 
Some of the larger reductions were Public Works $5.56 million, General County Programs $4.44 million, DSS 
$2.88 million, Public Health by $2.38 million, Sheriff by $692K, ITD $387K, Court Special Services reduced by 
$284K, and Planning and Development by$178K.   Some of the larger increases  in this Object Level include 
General Services $11 million ($10.4 million for Risk Management and $618 for Fleet Operations), ADMHS $3.12 
million, Clerk Recorder Assessor $782K, Parks $731K, Fire $589K, County Counsel $420K, CEO $193K, Treasurer 
Tax Collector $176K and BOS $73K.  
 
 
 
 
 



















































































































































































































































































































































Attachment E: Board Adjustments to FY 2010-11 Recommended Budget
REVENUE ADJUSTMENTS 172 Recommended 172 Adjustmen
Proposition 172 Departmental Revenue Adjustment

District Attorney 3,095,000                  123,800           
Public Defender 2,252,500                  90,100             
Fire 2,437,500                  97,500             
Probation 5,615,000                  224,600           
Sheriff 11,572,500                462,900           
Parks 27,500                       1,100              
Total 25,000,000              1,000,000      

26,000,000    

Board Suggested  Board 
Authorized  Carbajal Wolf Farr Gray Centeno Adopt

GENERAL FUND RESTORATIONS AND EXPANSIONS
COP Payment 641,000                     641,000           

1 County Counsel - Attorney Restorations 396,763                     250,000           250 250 250 No No YES
**2 Fire - Mobile Data Computer (MDC) & Automatic Vehicle Locator (AVL) 644,000                     644,000           250 GF, 394 V 249 GF, 394 V 250 GF, 394 V No 250 GF, 394 V YES

3 Sheriff  - Santa Maria Jail Operations 1,325,298                  
3.a. Sheriff  - Santa Barbara New 50-Bed Jail Operations 258,000                     

4 Public Health - Human Services Fund 255,100                     250,000           250 250 250 No 250 YES
5 Social Services -  In Home Supportive Services 1,005,103                  1,005,103        Full Full Full No Full YES
6 ADMHS - Indigent Clients 710,000                     300,000           300 300 (meds) 300 No No YES
7 Housing and Community Development - Homeless Shelters 53,500                       50,000             50 50 50 No 50 YES
8 Ag Commissioner - Tri-County 4H 68,300                       Hold Hold Hold Hold Hold NO
9 Clerk Recorder Assessor - Mandated Special Election 530,000                     530,000           No Full Full Full Full YES

10 City of Santa Barbara 50,434                       50,434             Full Full Full No Full YES
11 New Beginnings 12,000                       12,000             Full Full Full No Full YES
12 Warming Centers 22,000                       22,000             Full Full Full No Full YES
13 Film Commission 75,000                       50,000             50 50 50 No 50 YES

Total GF Restorations and Expansions 5,405,498                  4,463,537        

SOURCES Carbajal Wolf Farr Gray Centeno Adopt
A Property Tax 1,000,000                  1,000,000        
B Salaries and Retirement Offset Designation 131,251                     131,251           
C Reimbursement to Capital Designation (net COP payment $641K) 959,000                     959,000           
D Salaries and Retirement Offset Designation (for 09-10 balancing) 1,009,000                  1,009,000        
E Capital Designation (keep $500,000 balance per Budget Principles) 988,675                     988,675           
F ARRA Match 580,400 580,400           
G Capital Fund Roads Designation 500,000 500,000           
H Project Clean Water 100,000                     100,000           
I IT Savings (not GFC) 90,000                       90,000             
J BoS Contingency 227,650                     227,650           

**K LOAN Vehicle ISF - Fire Request 394,000                     * 394,000           
L Deferred Maintenance 1,000,000                  1,000,000        

M Litigation Designation 1,443,561                  1,443,561        
N Adjusted 172 1,000,000                  1,000,000        
O CEO - PIO (Strategic Reserve) 166,000                     166,000           

Total Sources 9,589,537                  9,589,537        
Strategic Reserve 4,184,039 5,126,000

Freeze Executive and Manager Performance Pay Pending Review 800,000                     
State Budget has not been adopted and impacts have not been finalized.

YES1,300,000        1300000 1300000 1300000 NoNo

CEO Recommended

FY 2010-11 Proposition 172 Adjusted Total





FY  2010 FY  2010 -- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget
1



2

FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

Hearing Schedule

Hearings begin Monday, June 7, 
2010

They continue on Wednesday, 
June 9 and Friday, June 11

Hearings start at 9 am each day

Housekeeping
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FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

Budget Hearing Materials
Contents of the Board’s Budget Binder

1. Schedule
2. Budget Inquiry Forms
3. County, RDA Board Letters & Budget 

Resolutions
4. County Executive Officer’s Presentation
5. Department Pages/Presentations (Tabs 5-

28)
6. Final Budget Adjustments, Ongoing Grants, 

Contracts (Tabs 29-30)

Housekeeping
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FY  2010 FY  2010 -- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

FY 2010-11 
Budget Development 

Process
2010 and Beyond

Context
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FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

How we got here

August 2009 – Incremental Reductions 
needed
October 2009 – Fiscal Issues Report
October 2009 – Budget Principles
February 2010 – Defining the Problem
February 2010 – Potential Service Level 
Impacts
March 2010 – Board Preference Workbook 

Context

Budget Development Process
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FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

How we got here
Expenditures rising faster than revenue for FY 2010-11
Will need to reduce expenditures to meet upcoming issues

Adverse State budget actions
Economy

Debt
Mortgage

Employee health insurance
FIR issues

Examples include:
Goleta Revenue Neutrality 
Retiree Healthcare

5-year expenditure growth
Examples include:

Fire level of service
Social Service cost of doing business cap
Negotiated labor agreements

ADMHS

Context

Balancing Future Risks
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FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

ADMHS Funding Challenges
Five potential financial risks related to the 
Alcohol, Drug and Mental Health Services 
department (“ADMHS”) billing of Medi-Cal cast 
a threat to the County’s fiscal stability. These 
financial risks include:
1. Medi-cal billing errors, Medicare billing errors 

and contractor payment errors covering fiscal 
years 2002-2007 (2007 Self-Disclosure);

2. Annual Medi-Cal Settlement Audits;
3. Multi-agency Integrated System of Care 

Program; (MISC/CEC) Eligibility Disallowance; 
4. Patient Registration, Eligibility and Billing; and,
5. Uninsured clients.

Context



8

FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

ADMHS Funding Challenges
Self Disclosure:  Estimated liability of $9.1 million owed to 
the State based on incorrect claiming and cost reporting 
practices.
Audit Settlement:  Estimated liability of $3.6 million.
MISC/CEC:  Potential additional liability of $12.6 million
related to disallowed MISC/CEC program costs.
Billing practices:  The long-term financial health of the 
department is dependent on addressing immediate short-
term issues related to billing practices. ADMHS has 
provided assurances that it has strengthened its eligibility 
and patient registration and billing systems sufficiently to 
gain control over this ongoing financial drain. 
Indigent Clients:  In the first six months of Fiscal Year 2009-
10, ADMHS provided unreimbursed services to 
approximately 1,500 uninsured and indigent persons at a 
cost of $3.5 million.  If this trend continues, unreimbursed 
costs are expected to reach $6.9 million by the end of the 
current fiscal year.  

Context
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FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

ADMHS Total Liabilities

ADMHS Liabilities

$12.6 Million 

$3.6 Million 

$9.1 Million 
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M
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Context
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FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

ADMHS General Fund Contribution History

$1
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Context

$12.7 million includes no speculation and matches the booked liability

This appropriation is required to enable the Mental Health Fund to remain positive
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FY  2010 FY  2010 -- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

Proposed FY 2010-11 
Operating Budget

Budget Summary

10-11 Budget
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FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

FY 2010-11 Budget Summary

Strategies to Balance
Reduce Expenditures
Reduce Staffing
Use One-Time Funds
Responsiveness to Budget Workshops

Preserve Public Safety and Justice
Preserve Children's programs

10-11 Budget
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FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

Balancing the Budget

GAP $44.3 M

-$26.7 M        
One-time

-$14.8 M 
Staffing 

Reductions

-$2.8 M 
Anticipated

10-11 Budget
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FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

Assumptions Update

Change in Revenue Assumptions

Change in Expenditure Assumptions

Labor Agreements

State Budget Impacts

10-11 Budget
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FY  2010FY  2010-- 2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget2011  Proposed Operating Plan and Budget

Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

FY 2010-11 Budget Summary

$831 Million Balanced Budget
Budget at a Glance $ in Millions

Actual Adopted Estimated Recommend
08-09 09-10 09-10 10-11

Total Revenues 725.7$      761.8$     757.7$       745.3$      
Other Financing Sources 101.5$     95.6$      103.3$      119.0$     

Total Sources 827.2$      857.4$     861.0$       864.3$      
Total Expenditures 733.2$      795.3$     777.5$       831.5$      
Designated for Future Use 94.0$        62.1$       83.5$         32.8$        

Total Uses 827.2$     857.4$    861.0$      864.3$     
Staffing FTEs 4,172.2       4,045.0       4,099.5         3,875.1       

10-11 Budget
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Recommendation

Revenues by Source

REVENUES

Fines, 
Forfeitures, 

and Penalties
1%

Federal and 
State 

Revenue
36%

Taxes
28%

Use of 
Money and 

Property
1%

Licenses, 
Permits and 
Franchises

2%

Charges for 
Services

28%

Misc 
Revenue

5%

10-11 Budget
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Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

Expenditures by Function
EXPENDITURES

Law & Justice
5%

Health & 
Public 

Assistance
38%

Public Safety
24%

General 
County 

Programs
1%

Policy & 
Executive

1%

Community 
Resources & 
Public Facl.

20%

Support 
Services

11%

10-11 Budget
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Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

Ten Year Staffing Trend

Santa Barbara County:  Budgeted Permanent Full Time Equivalent (FTEs) vs. Non-Permanent FTEs
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Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

Salaries Per FTE

Average Cost of County Employee
FY 2005‐06 to FY 2010‐11
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Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

Pension Contributions

Pension Contributions Eight Year Trend
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Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

Use of One-Time Funds

10-11 Budget

Fiscal Year 2010‐2011 Recommended Operating Budget:
Ongoing Sources vs. One‐time Fund Use

Ongoing Sources
 $637,458,367 

96%

One‐time
Fund Use
$29,539,651 

4%
Note:  Sum of Ongoing Sources and One‐time Fund Use totals $667 million and does not include the non‐local 
share portion of the Department of Social Services' budget (an additional $120 million).
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Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

One-time Funding Sources

$29,539,651 Total

2,093,403 Other Sources

637,101 Coastal Resource Enhancement Fund (CREF)

833,442 Internal Service Funds Balance

6,326,430 Special Revenue Funds Balance

1,213,613 TSAC Reserve

6,735,623 Departmental Designations

7,087,064 General Fund Strategic Reserve

1,225,675 General Fund Salaries & Retirement Offset Designation

$  3,387,300 General Fund Capital Designation

Types of One-Time Funds

10-11 Budget
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Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

FY 2010-11 Budget Summary

 

General Fund Designations 

Designation 
6‐30‐2009 
Ending 
Balance 

2009‐2010 
Estimated 
Changes 

6‐30‐2010 
Estimated 
Balance 

2010‐2011 
Recommended

Changes 

6‐30‐2011 
Projected 
Balance 

Capital  $6,438,975  ($2,063,000)  $4,375,975  ($2,887,300)  $1,488,675 
Roads  $0  $0  $0  $500,000  $500,000 
Litigation  $3,795,291  ($100,000)  $3,695,291  ($1,000,000)  $2,695,291 
ARRA Matching  $0  $580,383  $580,383  $0  $580,383 
Salary & 
Benefits 
Reductions 

$1,343,240  ($1,229,240)  $114,000  $0  $114,000 

Salaries & Ret. 
Offset 

$2,232,926  ($876,000)  $1,356,926  ($1,225,675)  $131,251 

Deferred Maint. 
& Repair 

$292,472  ($292,472)  $0  $0  $0 

Audit 
Exceptions 

$3,003,951  ($877,035)  $2,126,916  $0  $2,126,916 

Contingencies  $0  $0  $0  $800,000  $800,000 
Strategic 
Reserve 

$22,395,981  ($1,332,628)  $21,063,353  ($11,934,142)  $9,129,211 

   TOTAL  $39,502,836  ($6,189,992)  $33,312,844  ($15,747,117)  $17,565,727 

 

10-11 Budget
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Housekeeping

Context

10-11 Budget

Recommendation

FY 2010-11 Budget Summary

General Fund Allocations to Designations:
$800,000 for Board contingency to have appropriation for 
unanticipated needs

Average annual use has been $711,000
$500,000 for Capital Designation for capital expenditure 
requirements that arise during the fiscal year & 
unanticipated cost over-runs

Recent examples include:  Russell Ranch, Property 
acquisition settlements, CIP preliminary design

$3 million for Deferred Maintenance and Repair
County has $42 million backlog and this designation 
provides funding for a fourteen year cycle
Less expensive to provide ongoing maintenance than to 
fund future replacements 
$15 million backlog for Parks
$27 million for County facilities 

10-11 Budget
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Recommendation

10-11 Budget
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Recommendation

Five Year Forecast
Chart data as shown in Budget Book (A-19)

Five Year 
Local Discretionary Revenue & 

General Fund Contribution
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10-11 Budget
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Five Year Forecast

10-11 Budget

General Fund Contribution: 
Forecasted Components of Expenditure Increases 
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Revenue Trend

10-11 Budget

Revenues could 
mitigate the use 

of one-time
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Recommendations

To Adopt FY 2010-11 Budget

Recommend
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Context
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Recommendation

Recommendations
1. Approve final budget adjustments to the Fiscal Year 2010-

11 Recommended Budget;
2. Delegate authority to the County Executive Officer to 

execute ongoing grants and contracts included in the 
Recommended Budget; 

3. Authorize the County Executive Officer to approve ongoing 
contracts where amounts are up to 10% more or less than 
indicated amounts, or up to $5,000 more or less than 
indicated amounts on contracts under $50,000, without 
returning to the Board for approval; and

4. Adopt the Resolution of the Board of Supervisors entitled 
In the Matter of Adopting the Budget for Fiscal Year 2010-
11.

5. By separate resolution, adopt the County Redevelopment 
Agency budget for FY 2010-11.

Recommend

































District
Attorney

2010-11 Recommended Budget:  $18,434,564

2010-11 Recommended GFC:  $12,329,511



2010-11 BUDGET
Source of Funds

• Revenues $4,769,516

• General Fund Contribution  $12,329,511

• Operating Transfers $71,500

• Prior Fund Balance $1,293,528

_____________________________________

Total = $18,464,055



Gap Analysis
$503,809

TOTAL ESTIMATED BUDGET GAP

$503,809 Salaries and Benefits

91% OF OUR BUDGET IS ALLOCATED TO 
SALARY AND BENEFITS



4 TOTAL REDUCTION IN FTEs
1. Trial Support Specialist (1 LOP)

2. Eliminate Law Enforcement data sharing expert (1LOP)

3. Reduce staffing for Welfare Fraud (1 INV)

4. Reduce Victim/Witness Services (1 Advocate)

TOTAL FTE REDUCTION = 4

Potential Service Level Reductions



County Caseload Comparison

2/22/2010

CDAA Survey Data 2008 - 2009

Survey Average = 260 377



2/22/2010

County Caseload Comparison
TODAY

Today

Survey Average = 260

477



05/18/10



Increase in Crime

• 2000 – 2009 Murder and Attempted Murders    588%

• 2005 – 2009 Gang Crimes    213%

• 2005 – 2009 DUI Cases    35%





Prevention/Intervention

• Truancy Program

• DDAA Youth and the Law Program

• Gang Injunction



Efficiency

• Training Program

• Move towards a paperless system

• Reduce Court Appearances





2/20/2010

Historic Caseload Comparison
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FY2010FY2010--11 Changes11 Changes

2009-10 Adopted Budget: $112.5 million
Operating Budget - $70.7 million             Capital Budget - $41.8 million

2010-11 Recommended Budget: $95.4 million
Operating Budget - $67.7 million             Capital Budget - $27.7 million

2009-10 Staffing level: 308.3 FTE’s

2010-11 Staffing level: 293.0 FTE’s
(0.5 filled FTE to be added back in)



Staffing TrendsStaffing Trends

STAFFING TREND
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Sources of FundsSources of Funds

SOURCE OF FUNDS

Federal & State 
Revenues

34%

Charges for 
Services

33%

Taxes
16%

General Fund 
Contribution

3%

Other Financing 
Sources

7% Other Revenues
7%



Uses of FundsUses of Funds

USE OF FUNDS

Transportation
35%

Solid Waste and 
Utilities
28%

Surveyor
2%

Other Financing 
Uses
4%

Water 
Resources

20%

Capital 
Improvements

9%

Administration/ 
CSA's

2%



General Fund ContributionGeneral Fund Contribution

FY09-10 FY10-11 Changes

Surveyor's 587,132$            569,556$           (17,576)$      

Project Clean Water 469,000              400,000             (69,000)$      

Roads 1,293,189           1,885,401          592,212       

TOTAL 2,349,321$         2,854,957$        (505,636)$    



Funds Administered Funds Administered 
Administration:
Operating Funds
0001 General – Administration
2120 County Service Area #3
2170 County Service Area #11
2220 County Service Area #31
Transportation:
Operating Funds
0015 Roads - Operations
0016 Roads – Capital Maintenance
0017 Roads – Capital Infrastructure
0019 Alternative Transportation
2242 County Service Area #41
3000 Sandyland Seawall
Trust Funds
1510 Roads AB 1600 – Orcutt
1511 Roads AB 1600 – Goleta
1512 Roads AB 1600 – Countywide
Surveyor:
Operating Funds
0001 General – Surveyor
Trust Funds
1060 PW Surveyor Deposit
1633 Monument Preservation

Water Resources:
Operating Funds
2400 Flood Control District
2420 Orcutt Area Drainage
2430 Bradley Flood Zone
2460 Guadalupe Flood Zone
2470 Lompoc City Flood Zone
2480 Lompoc Valley Flood Zone
2500 Los Alamos Flood Zone
2510 Orcutt Flood Zone
2560 Santa Maria Flood Zone
2570 Santa Maria Levee
2590 Santa Ynez Flood Zone
2610 South Coast Flood Zone
3050 Water Agency
3060 Project Clean Water
Trust Funds
2405 Flood Control Trust
2406 Flood AB 1600 – Orcutt
3061 Clean Water Plan Check
Resource Recovery:
Operating Funds
1930 Resource Recovery 
2120 County Service Area #3
2170 County Service Area #11
2185 CSA #12-Maintenance
2220 County Service Area #31
2670 N County Lighting District
2700 Mission Lighting District
2870 Laguna Sanitation District



Surveyors ChallengesSurveyors Challenges

Continued reduction of revenue service 
demands

Longer time frames for mandated project 
reviews

On-going closure of Surveyor’s counter from 
noon to 5:00 which limits access to public



Transportation ChallengesTransportation Challenges

Increase Measure A Maintenance of effort 
(MOE) and reduction in Measure A revenue 
compared to Measure D revenue

Continued volatility to revenues from state 
sources

Continued deferral of on-going capital 
maintenance



Resource Recovery ChallengesResource Recovery Challenges

Continued reduction in tonnage at transfer 
stations and landfill

Completion of franchise agreement negotiations

Continue work on proposals for Conversion 
Technology

Initiate solar power project to reduce operations 
costs



Water Resources ChallengesWater Resources Challenges

Continued work with countywide agencies on 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 
(IRWMP) update in preparation of Proposition 
84 application and Prop 50 implementation.
Secure Federal and State funding for 
reinforcement of the Santa Maria River Levee, 
including Federal stimulus funding.
Project Clean water revenue reductions with 
revised permit requirements coming in FY10-11.



Administration ChallengesAdministration Challenges

Consolidation of accounting staffing and 
improved efficiencies
Isla Vista CSA 31 revenue shortfall analysis
Mission Canyon CSA 11 agreement with the 
City of Santa Barbara for treatment
Unincorporated Goleta CSA 3 restoration of 
street lighting benefit assessment 



Mission StatementMission Statement

The County's Public Works Department 
employees  are committed to efficiently 
providing, operating and maintaining public 
works infrastructure, facilities and services to 
make everyday life as safe and convenient as 
possible for the public we serve. 

Thank YouThank You
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ConclusionConclusion
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Parks Department 
 

NO PRESENTATION 
 
 
SIGNIFICANT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
• Goleta Beach 2.0 Concept Plan:  County staff crafted a 

concept plan for Goleta Beach that responds to concerns 
from the California Coastal Commission.   

• Environmental Practices:  Partnering with General 
Services to implement cost saving measures, a 10% 
reduction in water usage was identified mid-year FY 2009-
10.  The performance measure showed water usage 
spiked dramatically for certain locations helping to pinpoint 
where the problem was using performance data.  The 
result saved money through eco-friendly practices at the 
County Courthouse and the repair of water leaks at Orcutt 
Community Park. 

• “Free Outdoor Movies . . . with a Santa Barbara County 
Connection” at the Courthouse Sunken Gardens:  County 
Parks and the County Park Foundation spearheaded a 
successful series of outdoor film screenings during the 
Summer of 2009, attracting thousands of residents and 
visitors to this landmark outdoor venue.  Co-sponsored 
with the Courthouse Legacy Foundation, Arts 
Commission, and Santa Barbara Film Commission, all 
films featured County locations or key film affiliates with a 
county connection.  County Parks partnered with the City 
of Lompoc to screen a movie in Ryon Park, as well as with 
the Friends of Waller Park for a movie screening in Santa 
Maria.   

• Courthouse Grounds Weddings Reservations Program:  
County Parks implemented a fee and reservation system 



Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Budget Hearings 
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at the Historic County Courthouse Grounds in August, 
2009.  This program now provides assurance to wedding 
parties of a reserved space at one of six designated 
areas, at the Sunken Gardens, ranging in price from $100 
to $500.  In addition to a new service to the public, this is 
a new source of revenue for the County. 

 
SERVICE LEVEL REDUCTIONS 
• Six percent of the FY 2010-11 Recommended Budget is 

comprised of a one-time source of funding.  This source 
will fund salaries in all Parks divisions.  There will be no 
funding source in future years, thus a new funding source 
will need to be identified, expenditures decreased or 
service levels reduced including the closure of parks and 
facilities. 

• Reduced staffing levels will affect the response time to 
maintenance requests and services prioritized to maintain 
customer service expectations for services meeting the 
departmental mission.   

• In order to maintain core service levels full funding of the 
South County Operations Manager, Park Ranger, and 
Administrative Office Professional as well as Park 
supplies (toilet paper, soap, bio-bags, small tools) and 
tree trimming contracts would be needed. 

 
LAYOFFS IN RECOMMENDED BUDGET 
• None. 
 
BUDGET EXPANSION REQUESTS 
• None. 
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RECOGNITION AWARDS 
 

The Parks Department received formal recognition for their 
work during FY 2009-10 by various professional 
associations. 
 

• California State Association of Counties Honorable 
Mention:  Quagga Inspection Program 

• American Public Works Association:  Goleta Beach 
Sand Replenishment Project 

• California Parks and Recreation Society, District 8:  
Outstanding Program Category – Wedding Program at 
the Sunken Gardens 

 
 





Planning and Development 
Department 
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Budget Presentation
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Significant Accomplishments
• Adopted Santa Ynez Community Plan.
• Draft 2009-2014 Housing Element.
• Finalized Los Alamos Community Plan EIR.
• Completed the 2010 Census outreach program.
• Accela Permit Management Wireless System.
• Code Enforcement program  enhancements.
• Tea and Jesusita Fires Recovery Efforts.
• Completed numerous development projects: Botanic 

Garden,  Creekside, Chisan Nursery, and Mixed Use 
projects in Isla Vista.

2



Planning and Development Recommended
FY 2010-11 Budget 

• General Fund decreased by 22.3% or $1,345,906 
• CREF funding of  $637,101 requested for Long Range 

Planning Coastal Projects
• GAP of funding from CREF award  $218, 711
• Permit revenues rise 8.7%, or $635,837 
• Salary and benefit costs rise 4.8% or  $588,917 
• Staffing is relatively unchanged 

3



Potential Service Level Impacts
From Program Reductions

Program 
Reduction

Reduction Impact Expense 
Reduction

Long Range 
Planning

Termination of Office 
Space Lease Agreement  

LRP relocated to Engineering 
Building

$200,000

Long Range 
Planning

Cut Contracts Less resources for outside 
contracts

$78,000

Long Range 
Planning

1 FTE Management responsibility 
spread over fewer positions

$151,000

Long Range 
Planning

1 FTE Reduced administrative 
resources in department

$101,000

Sub-Total $530,000

4



Potential Service Level Reductions
Impacts from One-Time Funding

Program Description Cost

Process Improvement 
Oversight Committee 
Facilitator

Support to the Oversight Committee will 
be reduced, delaying proposed changes 
to codes and procedures.

$20,000

TOTAL   $ 20,000

5



One-Time Funded Projects and Programs

Program FTE Description Source Cost
Long Range Planning 2.0 FTE Gaviota Planning

Santa Claus Lane
Summerland 

Coastal 
Resource 

Enhancement 
Funds

$418,390

Long Range Planning Contract
Public 
Works

Santa Claus Lane Unallocated 
Designation

$158,679

Zoning and Building 
Code Enforcement 
Staffing

1.5 FTE Response to code 
complaints maintained.   

Unallocated 
Designation & 

Mitigation 
Fund Interest

$161,000

TOTAL   3.5 FTE $738,069

6



One-Time Funded Projects and Programs
Program FTE Description Source Cost

Development Review 
South

2.0  FTE Reduction to decline in 
planning permit activity

Labor 
Contract

$268,000

Agricultural Land Use 
Planner

1.0 FTE Policy development that 
encourages agriculture.

Labor 
Contract

$125,000

Long Range Planning 0.5 FTE Long Range Planning Work 
Program Projects

Labor 
Contract

$36,800

Public Counter Staffing 1.0 FTE Public Counter hours 
maintained.

Labor 
Contract

$119,000

Zoning and Building 
Code Enforcement 
Staffing

0.5 FTE Response to code 
complaints maintained.   

Labor 
Contract

$59,000

Unfunded CREF Award 1.5 FTE Coastal Programs not 
awarded CREF funding.

Labor  
Contract

$218,711

TOTAL   6.5 FTE $826,511
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Coastal Resource Enhancement Funding

Project Request Award GAP

Santa Claus Lane Streetscape 
and Beach Parking Plan $ 267,600 $68,889 $198,711 

Summerland Community Plan 
Update 73,791 68,791 5,000 

Gaviota Coast Plan 295,710 280,710 15,000 

Total
$637,101 $418,390 $218,711

8



Planning and Development 
Ongoing vs. One-time Funding

9



Planning and Development
FY 10/11 Permitting Expectations

• Building and Grading
– Projecting generally stable building permitting in FY 

10/11
– No proposed staff reductions for building permitting

• Planning Permitting
– Projecting  continued decrease in project submittals for 

FY 10/11
– Proposed FY 10/11 budget  includes decrease of 2 FTE

• Energy 
– No significant change 
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Planning and Development
Proposed Staffing

STAFFING TREND
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     Please consider the environment before printing this letter. 

 
 
June 3, 2010 
 
Janet Wolf, Chair 
Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors 
105 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
RE:  UPDATE ON THE STATUS OF REQUEST FOR FUNDS FROM PARTNER 
AGENCIES FOR THE SOUTH COAST YOUTH GANG TASK FORCE 
 
Dear Chair Wolf,  

 
This is an update to my letter of March 25, 2010, wherein the County of Santa Barbara 
was asked to join other south coast partners to help raise $177,615, with the County’s 
share being $50,434, to fund the work of the South Coast Task Force on Youth Gangs 
(Attachment A). As you know, the goal is to establish a south coast strategy on an 
important, complex and regional issue we all care about deeply: reducing youth gang 
violence.  
 
Since my last letter we have made significant progress in various areas. Here is a 
summary: 
 

• The Community Action Commission (CAC) has agreed to serve as the host 
agency, in effect serving as the fiscal agent and employer of record. Negotiations 
on a Memorandum of Understanding with CAC are underway.   

• A job description for the Coordinator has been drafted.  CAC will take the lead to 
finalize the job description and initiate the recruitment as soon as possible 
(Attachment B). 

• The proposed City of Santa Barbara 2011 budget includes a $67,729 
recommendation to fund our share. 

• The Goleta City Council has given conceptual approval to include $22,800, in the 
proposed 2011 City of Goleta budget to fund its share.  

• The City of Carpinteria will recommend $10,703 in their proposed 2011 budget to 
fund their share.  

• In addition to serving as the host agency, the Community Action Commission has 
agreed to provide $25,964 in in-kind support. 

• Assuming ongoing receipt of Title I - D Funds, the Santa Barbara County 
Education Office Juvenile Courts and Community Schools Program has agreed 
to fund Case Workers to mentor and work with South County Youths after the 
funding period the CalGRIP Grant has expired in April 2011.  

• The Santa Barbara County Office of Education has agreed to pay for the cost of 
a School Resource Officer at El Puente School through June 2011. 

• The Santa Barbara School Districts, with support from local foundations, is 
funding an intervention worker this school year.  
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I acknowledge the difficulty in asking you for precious funds in these tough economic 
times.  As you, we too are faced with the need to trim our budgets in many areas.  I wish 
our economy was in a better condition, but it is not.  I wish that the problem of youth 
gang violence in our community would just go away on its own, but it won’t.  Unless we 
intervene and work together on this complex issue as a region, we do not have a chance 
at solving the problem.  I hope that the County of Santa Barbara will be able to 
contribute $50,434 towards this effort. 
 
I appreciate your consideration for this request. Thank you. 
 

 
 
Helene Schneider  
Mayor 
 

CC: Salud Carbajal, 1st District Supervisor 
 Janet Wolf, 2nd District Supervisor 
 Doreen Farr, 3rd District Supervisor 
 Joni Gray, 4th District Supervisor 
 Joseph Centeno, 5th District Supervisor 

Council Members, City of Santa Barbara 
Mike Brown, County Administrator 
James L. Armstrong, City Administrator 
Marcelo A. López, Assistant City Administrator 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     Please consider the environment before printing this letter. 

Attachment A 

 

March 25, 2010 
 
Janet Wolf, Chair 
Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors 
105 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
RE:  REQUEST FOR FUNDS - SOUTH COAST YOUTH GANG TASK FORCE 
 
Dear Chair Wolf,  

 
I’m writing to ask for your assistance on an important, complex and regional issue we all 
care about deeply: reducing youth gang violence.  
 
As you are aware, for the last 16 months our south coast community representatives 
have been actively engaged in a public process to develop a strategy to stop youth gang 
violence in Santa Barbara’s south coast.  In September 2009 community stakeholders 
unanimously approved an action plan to institutionalize affirmative steps focused on 
enforcement, intervention and prevention of youth gang violence.  Unfortunately, due to 
the national economic downturn, we stopped short of the fund raising efforts.   
 
Since October 2009 the City of Santa Barbara assigned an Interim Coordinator to keep 
the process moving.  With the Interim Coordinator’s departure in February 2010, we now 
need to take our efforts to the next level.   
 
In December 2009, the South Coast Gang Youth Gang Task Force Leadership and 
Executive Council approved proceeding with plans to find a host agency to serve as the 
fiscal agent and employer of record for the Coordinator.  At that time we also informed 
the Leadership and Executive Councils that we would be contacting south coast cities, 
schools districts, foundations and the County to help us fund the hiring of a coordinator.  
 
The Coordinator position will allow the governmental agencies to continue the 
collaborative efforts. The position will coordinate with the many non-profit social service 
and philanthropic agencies who are working together on this important issue. 
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We are currently exploring the option of having the Community Action Commission 
(CAC) serve as the host agency, in effect serving as the fiscal agent and employer of 
record.  Discussions are in the early stages and subject to approval by the CAC Board of 
Directors and the Executive Council.   
 
If the CAC assumes the host agency role, we estimate needing approximately $177,615 
annually for staff and operational costs. The CAC is considering an in-kind contribution 
of $25,964, thereby leaving a balance of $151,651 to be requested from south coast 
cites and the County.   
 
To arrive at a simple and effective way of determining an appropriate amount to be 
requested from the cities and the county, we assumed a contribution of seventy-five 
cents per resident.  Under this approach, each jurisdiction is being asked to contribute 
as follows: 
 
 
 
Agency     Population X $0.75 Annual   

/resident Share  
 
City of SB:     90,305    67,729   
Unincorporated County South Coast:  67,245    50,434    
City of Goleta:     30,400    22,800   
City of Carp:     14,271    10,703   
 
Annual Share from Local Government     151,651  
 
In-kind contribution from CAC       25,964 
 
Total          $177,615 
           
           
 
I acknowledge the difficulty in asking you for precious funds in these tough economic 
times.  As you, we too are faced with the need to trim our budgets in many areas.  I wish 
our economy was in a better condition, but it is not.  I wish that the problem of youth 
gang violence in our community would just go away on its own, but it won’t.  Unless we 
intervene and work together on this complex issue as a region, we do not have a chance 
at solving the problem.   
 
This is a community-wide problem and as such we need to approach it from a 
community-wide perspective with no one single agency bearing the entire burden.  The 
City of Santa Barbara cannot work in a vacuum on this issue.  
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Despite financial constraints, we are committed to invest in this important area, and we 
sincerely hope to work in partnership with you.  I believe that this request can be viewed 
as an investment towards our youth’s healthy future and believe that the amount being 
requested from each agency, over time, will yield a positive return on this investment.  
I’m convinced that our investment request is far less than the total cost of law 
enforcement, prosecution, detention and parole for youth involved in gang violence.    
 
I appreciate your consideration for this request. Thank you. 
 

 
 
Helene Schneider  
Mayor 
 
CC: Members of the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 

Council Members, City of Santa Barbara 
Mike Brown, County Administrator 
James L. Armstrong, City Administrator 
Marcelo A. López, Assistant City Administrator 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Attachment B 
 

SOUTH COAST TASK FORCE ON YOUTH GANGS 
TASK FORCE COORDINATOR 

 
 
Class specifications are intended to present a descriptive list of the range of duties 
performed by employees in the class.  Specifications are not intended to reflect all 
duties performed within the job. 
 
DEFINITION
 
Appointed by the Executive Council, the position serves as the lead staff to the South 
Coast Task Force on Youth Gangs Leadership and the Executive Councils; reports to an 
Executive Committee of the South Coast Task Force on Youth Gangs Executive 
Council. 
 
 
SUPERVISION RECEIVED AND EXERCISED
 
Receives direction from an Executive Committee of the South Coast Task Force on 
Youth Gangs. 
Exercises direct supervision over professional staff. 
 
ESSENTIAL FUNCTION STATEMENTS – Essential duties may include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 
 
Essential Functions: 
 
1. Facilitate the meetings of the South Coast Task Force on Youth Gangs Leadership 

Council and the Executive Council. 
 
2. Implement strategies to accomplish the guiding principles of the South Coast Youth 

Gang Task Force Prevention, Intervention and Suppression Strategies. 
 
3. Engage the community in the development of a comprehensive and unified strategy 

to address the root causes of youth violence and gang affiliation. 
 
4. Soundly communicate and work with a wide range of community groups. 
 
5.  Adapt and improvise as community needs and conditions warrant 
 
6. Promote and facilitate the linkages and coordination of youth gang prevention, 

intervention and suppression program operators with the goal of accomplishing 
better coordination, program effectiveness and efficiencies and synergistic effects of 
youth gang programs. Note: The Coordinator is not expected to manage client 
programs. 

 
7. Identify gaps in services and programs targeting youth gangs. 
 



8. Look for opportunities over time for the SCGTF to connect with other efforts 
underway to eradicate youth gang violence. 

 
9. Monitor youth gang programs to achieve program goals and objectives; recommend 

program adjustments and improvements based on client needs.  
 
10. Develop an evaluation tool to accurately measure the effectiveness of the 

comprehensive strategy and its individual components. 
 
11. Support the development of grants and proposals to secure public and private funds 

for youth gang prevention, intervention and suppression programs. Note: The 
Coordinator is not expected to manage client programs. 

 
12. Assist the Executive Council to procure and distribute “partnership” and “pilot 

program” funds to South Coast youth gang prevention, intervention and suppression 
program operators with the goal of accomplishing better results. 

 
13. Develop and implement public information initiatives to promote the participation of 

youth gang members in program activities, inform the community on program efforts 
and needs, and secure necessary program funds, resources, and support. 

 
Essential Functions (continued): 
 
14. Prepare and present periodic and annual reports to Policy and Executive Councils 

which focus on planned versus actual performance, program results and measurable 
action plans with goals and objectives for the coming year. 

 
15. Develop action plans; develop and administration of the budget.  
 
16. Prepare and present the five year milestone report. 
 
17. Perform related duties and responsibilities as required. 
 
 
QUALIFICATIONS 
 
Knowledge of: 
 
Operations, services and activities of a youth gang program, neighborhood services, and 

social programs. 
Principles of budget preparation and control. 
Development of grants and proposals to secure funds. 
Public relations practices and techniques. 
Modern office procedures, methods and computer equipment. 
Principles of business letter writing and professional report preparation. 
Pertinent Federal, State, and local laws, codes and regulations. 
 
Ability to: 
 
Supervise, organize, and review the work of professional and technical personnel. 
Select, supervise, train and evaluate staff. 



Interpret and explain City policies and procedures. 
Identify resource information pertinent to community and neighborhood needs. 
Promote youth gang prevention programs. 
Respond to requests and inquiries from the general public. 
Prepare clear and concise reports. 
Communicate clearly and concisely, both orally and in writing. 
Establish and maintain effective working relationships with those contacted in the course 

of work. 
Maintain physical condition appropriate to the performance of assigned duties and 

responsibilities which may include the following: 
 Walking, standing or sitting for extended periods of time 
 Operating assigned equipment 

Maintain effective audio-visual discrimination and perception needed for: 
 Making observations 
 Communicating with others 
 Reading and writing 
 Operating assigned equipment 

 
Experience and Training Guidelines
Any combination of experience and training that would likely provide the required 
knowledge and abilities is qualifying.  A typical way to obtain the knowledge and abilities 
would be: 
 

Experience: 
 
 
Training: 
 
Equivalent to a Bachelors degree from an accredited college or university with 
major course work in social science, social work, public administration, or a related 
field.  

 
WORKING CONDITIONS
 
Environmental Conditions: 
 
Office/neighborhood center/recreation facility/neighborhood environment; works with 
computers. 
 
 
Physical Conditions: 
 
Positions in this class require frequent walking and standing; the ability to lift/carry 
objects weighing up to 25 pounds, stoop, and crouch, reach for and handle various 
pieces of equipment. Position may require maintaining physical condition necessary for 
sitting for prolonged periods of time. 
 
 
Note:  Some positions in this class may be subject to pre-employment drug testing   
 



















 

GOVERNING BOARD 

Elected Officials Ex‐Officio 
Doreen Farr 
Mike Cordero 
Ann Ruhge 
Helene Schneider 
Susan Warnstrom 
 
Homeless Representative 
Liz Guiterrez 
Raymond Trower 
 
Homeless Shelter Representatives 
Sylvia Barnard 
Sue Ehrlich 
Mike Foley 
 
Social Services Providers 
Terri Allison 
Jeannie Begley 
Joyce Howerton 
Eddie Taylor 
 
Business Leaders 
Julie Biolley 
Tom Thomas 
Didi Reynoso 
 
County Department Representation 
Kathy Gallagher 
John Polanskey 
Greg Paraskou 
John Truman 
Anne Fearon 
 
Law Enforcement 
Mark Mahurin 
 
Low‐Income Housing Providers 
Jeanette Duncan 
 
Faith Community 
Maureen Earls 
 
Foundation Roundtable 
Representative 
Joni Meisel 
 
Community At‐Large Member 
Al Rodriguez 
 
In Memoriam 
Dick DeWees 
Roger Heroux 
 
Executive Director 
John Buttny 
 
 
 
 

 
 
June 4, 2010 
 
To: Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 
 
From: Warming Centers Coalition 
 
RE: June 9, 2010 Budget Hearing at 3 pm 
 Non-County Agency Requests 
 
The Warming Centers Coalition is an informal group of agencies and individuals 
who worked together this past winter to provide warming centers for homeless 
people across the county, including Dr.Lynne Jahnke, Emily Allen, Casa 
Esperanza Homeless Center, Trinity Episcopal Church, the Rescue Mission, The 
Unitarian Society, First Methodist Church, all in Santa Barbara; St. Brigid 
Fellowship, Korean Methodist Church, University Religious Center, St. 
Michael’s University Church, all in Isla Vista: United Methodist Church of 
Lompoc; Good Samaritan Shelter Services in Santa Maria; Bringing Our 
Community Home, and numerous individuals who volunteered. 
 
The attached budget proposal is based on the experiences of providing this 
service from January through April, 2010. This budget proposal is the result of 
coalition discussions in preparation for this work in the winter of 2010-11. It is 
meant to provide the Board of Supervisors with a reference point during the 
2010-11 budget hearings. 
 
The coalition requests that the Board consider setting aside 40% to 60% of the 
proposed budget, to be finalized in September when the Board considers the 
County staff report regarding collaborative efforts between the County and the 
cities on how best to meet this need.   
 
The coalition will also be working with the faith community, local foundations 
and private donors to ensure that the necessary funds will be available for this 
program, and will be ready to report on the results of these efforts at the 
September Board hearing. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
John Buttny 
 
John Buttny 
Executive Director 
Bringing Our Community Home 
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JUNE 4, 2010 
WARMING CENTER PROPOSED BUDGET 

 
8 CENTERS FROM NOVEMBER THROUGH APRIL 

 
BASED ON 8 CENTERS 
  CARPINTERIA    1 
  SANTA BARBARA    3 
  GOLETA      1 
  ISLA VISTA      1 
  LOMPOC      1 
  SANTA MARIA    1 
    TOTAL CENTERS  8 
 
 
SUPPLIES   $1,500/CENTER          $12,000 
 
CENTER STAFFING                  $1,440/ NIGHT/8 CENTERS 
  1 FTE/ CENTER 
  $15.00/HOUR 
  12 HOURS/NIGHT 
 
  NOVEMBER      5 NIGHTS 
  DECEMBER      8 
  JANUARY      10 
  FEBRUARY      8 
  MARCH      6 
  APRIL        4 
       
    TOTAL NIGHTS  41  X $1/1440/NIGHT  $59,040 
         
    PAYROLL TAXES, BENEFITS    20%       11,808 
 
    ADMINISTRATION       9%           6,376 
 
    TOTAL CENTER STAFFING       $77,224 
 
DIRECTOR     $20/HR x 30 HOURS/WEEK  x 26 WEEKS        15,600 
 
    PAYROLL TAXES, BENEFITS            3,120 
 
    ADMINISTRATION    9%            1,684   
 
    TOTAL DIRECTOR          $20,404 
     
    TOTAL STAFING          $97,628 



  2

MILEAGE                     500 
 
INSURANCE                  1,000 
 
CELL PHONES                   600 
 
VOLUNTEER COORDINATOR CONTRACTED       4,420 
 
 

GRAND TOTAL           $104,148  
 
 
 
NOTES: 
1. STAFFING NUMBERS ASSUME 1 PERSON FOR 8 HOURS AND I PERSON FOR 4 HOURS EACH NIGHT, OR 
TWO 6 HOUR SHIFTS, TO AVOID PAYING TIME AND HALF. 
 



 

To:  Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 

Date:  June 7, 2010 

Re:  Municipal Energy Financing District (Departmental Budgets, Housing and Community 
Development, pg. D-269) 

As we indicated to the Board of Supervisors earlier this spring, the Community Environmental Council 
(CEC) considers emPower SBC to be one of the most powerful tools possible for helping home owners 
and business owners in our region to save energy.  Everything about this program offers a win-win: 
the immediate cost savings on energy bills for those who voluntarily opt into it, the number of quality 
jobs that will be created, and the opportunity for the County to realize a guaranteed return on its 
investment. 

When CEC hosted its annual Energy Symposium in July 2009, introducing local policy makers to 
Sonoma County’s Tax Collector/Treasurer Rod Dole, we indicated our desire to see a municipal 
financing program in our county.  Now after investing nearly a hundred hours of time working closely 
with County staff to help shape emPower SBC, CEC feels so strongly about the value of this program 
that we are willing to explore financially investing in it ourselves.   

CEC has indicated to County staff that once emPower SBC has been launched, should the opportunity 
arise to accept private funding, we would be interested in hearing specific details (i.e. interest rates, 
penalties for early withdrawal, etc.) with the intent of making an investment from our own Board-
managed funds, up to $1 million. We have also indicated to staff our willingness to help connect 
other investors to this program should private funding become an option. 

At a time when our region sorely needs economic development, emPower SBC provides a clear path 
forward  – developing thousands of jobs in the construction and home renovation industry, offering 
property owners a way reduce stabilize their energy costs by reducing utility bills, and an opportunity 
to invest in and build the green economy right here in our county. The program also reduces 
dependence on traditional sources of energy – reducing our contribution to global warming and 
making our community more resilient to volatile energy prices. 

Again, the Community Environmental Council continues to be very supportive of emPower SBC, and 
we applaud the work of the County Board and staff thus far.  We look forward to working with you 
further, and we urge you to take advantage of this opportunity. 

Sincerely, 

    

Dave Davis     Lindsey Taggart 
Executive Director    Building Energy Specialist 
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