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Adoption Records

The Santa Barbara Unified School District Board has officially adopted th is Plan via Resolution 2026 -2026-
36 on June 19™, 2026in compliance with DMA 2000 . The adoption recognizes the C h r ssycbntmstr8ent to
reducing the impacts of natural hazards to students, staff and district owned infrastructure . Adoption
records and FEMA approval letter are included on the following pages.
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Section lintroduction

Natural and human -caused disasters can cause injury and
loss of life while also inflicting extensive damage on our
communities, schools, public infrastructure, and natural
surroundings. These events often force the displacement of

students, residents and result in massive expenditures for m}]E @W@&E @F
emergency response, recovery efforts, and the eventual EE;STR

restoration of community services. In response , the Santa
Barbara Unified School District (SBUSD) has developed a
Hazard Mitigation Plan designed to reduce the impacts of
both natural and human -caused hazards. This plan is
intended to help the community recover more quickly and

with fewer adverse effects on both people and
infrastructure.

The process of hazard mitigation planning involves identifying potential hazards, assessing their likely
impacts, and establishing clear mitigation goals. It further entails determining, prioritizing, and
implementing specific mitigation actions ; ranging from planning initiatives to tangible projects. Although

it is impossible to completely prevent natural and human -caused disasters, a strategic approach involving
public education, preparedness activities, and proactive mitigation measures can significantly lessen their
effects.

Often, post -disaster recovery efforts focus on returning a community to its pre -disaster state. While this
approach may hasten the return to normalcy, it also risks perpetuating a cycle of recurrent damage and
reconstruction. In contrast, th is SBUSD Hazard Mitigation Plan is structured to break this cycle by ensuring
that post -disaster repairs and rebuilding efforts enhance the overall resilience of our community.

Recognizing that conditions and information change over time, the Hazard Mitigation Plan is a "living
document" that undergoes regular review, monitoring, and updates. To remain compliant with Federal
regulations and meet the requirements of Federal mitiga tion grants, the plan is revised every five years.

1.1 Purpose of the Plan

Hazard mitigation is the process of taking proactive steps to reduce or eliminate the long -term risk to people

and property from natural hazards. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) defines hazard

l hshf "shnm ~r 1 mx ° bs mmate the lopgd-termsisk todqidhnan like dind prgperty frdm

m stg k g y qcr-t @ m stg k g 'y gc hr " m dudms ng bnmec
property damage, infrastructure disruption, environmental impacts, or other significant losses. This Plan

focuses exclusively on natural hazards and does not address technological or human -caused threats.
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The purpose of this Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) is to identify and assess natural hazard risks affecting

Santa Barbara Unified School District (SBUSD) facilities and to develop strategies that reduce or eliminate
potential losses. Through a structured pla  nning process, the District evaluates its vulnerability to natural
hazards and establishes goals, policies, and actions that strengthen the safety, resilience, and continuity of
educational operations. By proactively planning for natural hazard events, SBU SD seeks to safeguard
students, staff, facilities, and community assets while supporting long -term disaster resilience.

Mitigation is one of the primary phases of emergency management specifically dedicated to breaking the cycle
of damage. Hazard mitigation is distinguished from other disaster management functions , as mitigation

measures make the district more disaster resilient before events occur . Mitigation generally involves the
alteration of physical environments, significantly reducing risks and vulnerability to hazards by altering the built
environment so that life and property losses can be avoided or reduced.

Mitigation also makes it easier and less expensive to respond to and recover from disasters. With an
approved and adopted HMP, the SBUSDwill be eligible for FEMA Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA)  funds
aimed to reduce or eliminate risk  before and after disaster occur s.

The overall purpose of the district 2 HMP is to reduce the impacts of future natural and manmade hazard
disasters on K q12 school facilities within the district . It will be the second FEMA -approved mitigation plan
for the district , specifically focused on district facilities . Completely eliminating risk to K @12 schools in the

district from future natural disasters is neither R
SR P e |

=t 1|
- e o i e Y’ﬂ

technologically nor economically feasible. However,
substantially reducing the negative impacts of future
disasters is achievable with ongoing implementation of
risk reduction measures.

P

BN
A local government entity applying for a FEMA

mitigation grant must have a FEMA  -approved hazard mitigation plan. A school district can meet this FEMA
requirement in two ways: 1) having a FEMA -approved district mitigation plan or 2) participating in the
development of a local mitigation plan by a city or county. There are several advantages in a school district

having its own FEMA -approved hazard mitigation plan:

A A mitigation planning process that assesses hazards that pose risk to district facilities and identifies
the campuses or buildings with the highest risk. This helps a district to focus on mitigation measures
that will reduce future damages, losses and casu  alties to the greatest extent. That is, it will prioritize
mitigation measures in the most effective manner.

A More detailed, district -r odbhehb gy gc ~mc qghrj hmenqgl " shnm
FEMA grant application much more effectively than the broader, less -focused information in a city
or county hazard mitigation plan.

1-12
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A The ability for a district with its own FEMA -approved hazard mitigation plan to apply directly to
FEMA for funding, rather than having to compete with other possible mitigation projects in a city or
county.

A Adistrict -specific HMP will assist the Safety / Emergency Management Office  in gather ing the data
necessary to compete successfully for future FEMA mitigation project fundin g. FEMA requires that
alFEMA-et mcdc g vy qc¢c | hshf steedbgmhiudfpsrh-dd+ |dgdsadm
exceed the costs). Therefore, benefit -cost analysis is an important component of hazard mitigation
planning, not only to meet FEMA re quirements but also to help evaluate and prioritize potential
hazard mitigation projects. This is true whether funding is from FEMA, state or local government, or
private sources.

1.2 Authority

In 2000, Congress amended the S tafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act with the Disaster
Mitigation Act of 2000, which included new requirements linking hazard mitigation planning and funding of

hazard mitigation projects.  Section 322 requires local governments to have a Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) as
a condition of receiving federal disaster mitigation funds. The HMP should  describe the process for assessing
hazards, risks , and vulnerabilities, identify = and prioritiz e mitigation actions, and solicit input from the
communit y, key stakeholders, and adjacent jurisdictions. 42 U.S.C. 8 5165(a) (2019).For additional

information on the hazard mitigation regulatory environment, see Section 2.

1.2.1 Plan Adoption & Points of Contact

Adoption by Local Governing Body

The Santa Barbara Unified School District Board is responsible for the review, approval, and adoption of the
Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP). It is also the intent of the District Staff to take appropriate actions to ensure

the HMP remains as a part of the no rmal business operations. A Board Resolution adopting the Hazard
Mitigation Plan , as required by the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 , was enacted on June 19™, 2026. The
resolution is located in the forward of this document.

Promulgation Authority

The Promulgating Authority for the adoption of the Hazard Mitigation Plan by the Santa Barbara Unified
School District is:

Organization: Santa Barbara Unified School District Board of Education

Board Members:

William Banning , President Gabe Escobedo, Board Member
Rose Mufioz , Vice President Celeste Kafri , Board Member
Sunita Beal |, Clerk Erick Gonzalez Ramirez , Student Board Member
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Primary Point of Contact

The Point of Contact for information regarding this HMP is:

Jose Jimenez

Santa Barbara Unified School District
Director of Facilities and Modernization
720 Santa Barbara Street

Santa Barbara , CA 983101
805.963.4338 x6291

1.3 District Profile

Santa Barbara Unified School District (SBUSD) is a public school district serving the City of Santa Barbara
and the surrounding communities, including Goleta. The district provides elementary instruction within
the City of Santa Barbara, while secondary instruction extends to surrounding areas, reflecting its broader
regional service area. SBUSD serves approximately  13,000students across a diverse portfolio of educational
programs, including traditional elementary schools, junior high schools, comprehensive high schools,
continuation and alternative high schools, charter schools, and early childhood centers.

In total, the District operates 25 sites comprising approximately 461 buildings. These facilities include
elementary campuses; junior high and senior high schools; alternative and continuation programs;
bghkcgdm2r bdmsdqgr + hmbkt charterfcampuged;Lth® DistriatcOffide; thre Arenéaryy and r
operational support facilities such as the Maintenance and Warehouse complex. This extensive physical
infrastructure represents a significant public investment and underscores the importance of coordina ted
planning to protect District assets and ensure continuity of educational services.

1.3.1 Governance

Santa Barbara Unified School District (SBUSD) is governed by a single Board of Education that oversees both
the primary and secondary school districts. Pursuant to the California Education Code, the Board operates
as an independent public entity, separate from city and county governments. The Board consists of five
elected representatives serving four  -year terms. All regular and special meetings of the Board are conducted
in accordance with the California Brown Act and are open to the public, ensuring transparency and

community engagement in District decision -making.
The Superintendent serves as the chief executive officer of the district and reports directly to the Board of
Education. The Superintendent is responsible for the overall administration and operation of the district ,

including implementation of Board policies, execution of strategic priorities, fiscal oversight, personnel
management, and ensuring compliance with state and federal regulations.

1-14
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The governance and administrative structure of SBUSD provides centralized leadership and accountability,
which is critical for coordinated emergency management, hazard mitigation planning, and continuity of
operations across all District facilities.

1.3.1.1Facility Construction and Modernization

All school facility construction, modernization, and major renovation projects undertaken by SBUSD are
subject to oversight by the California Division of the State Architect (DSA), a division of the California
Department of General Services (DGS). DSA prov ides plan review, approval, and construction oversight for
public K q12 school facilities to ensure compliance with applicable provisions of the California Building

Code, including structural safety, fire and life safety, and accessibility requirements unde r the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA).

Prior to construction, plans and specifications must be reviewed and approved by DSA. During construction,
certified inspectors and DSA field engineers monitor work to ensure compliance with approved documents
and applicable codes. Upon completion, DSA cer tification verifies that the project meets required safety and
accessibility standards before occupancy.

This state -level oversight ensures that District facilities are designed and constructed to rigorous seismic,
structural, fire, and accessibility standards ~ Pan important component of long -term hazard mitigation and
life -safety protection. Compliance withDS @ qdpt hgdl dmsr rsgdmfsgdmr sgd
hazards, particularly earthquakes, and supports the overall objectives of the Hazard Mitigation Plan.

1.3.2 Employees

SBUSD employs approximately 1,330 full -time equivalent (FTE) staff members, including about 650
classroom teachers (FTE) and roughly 680 additional support and administrative staff (FTE). Instructional
staff include approximately 305 elementary teachers an d 300 secondary teachers, supporting both primary
and secondary educational programs across the District.

Chr

Sgd Chrsqghbser agn cdq vngjengbd hmbktcdr hmrsqtbshnm’

site and district administrators, student support services personnel, and operational support staff who
maintain facilities and daily operations. S BUSD serves approximately 13,000 students, resulting in a
student -to-teacher ratio of about 19:1.

In addition to its core FTE staffing, the District employs a substantial number of hourly and part -time
personnel annually, including substitute teachers, coaches, and other instructional and operational staff.
Collectively, this workforce supports the edu  cational, operational, safety, and emergency preparedness
mddcr ne rstcdmsr ~bgnrr sgd Chrsqhbs2r 14 rhsdr -

1.3.2.1Facilitieand Modernization

The Facilities and Operations Department at Santa Barbara Unified School District is responsible for the
planning, construction, modernization, maintenance, and sustainability of District facilities across the

1-15



majority of SBUSD school sites and support properties. Its mission is to design, build, and maintain safe,
sustainable, and innovative learning environments that support academic excellence, equity, and long -term
stewardship of public assets.

The Department oversees facilities work across nearly 2.5 million square feet of educational space,

gdogdr dms hmf sgd atkj ne sgd Chrsqghbser ognodgsx ongs
manages routine and preventative maintenance, and co nducts condition assessments to inform
investment priorities and lifecycle maintenance needs. A recent major milestone includes Board approval

of a Five-Year Facilities Master Plan, grounded in a comprehensive internal Facilities Condition

Assessment to gu ide prioritized improvements and long  -range planning.

Organizational Functions
Key operational functions within Facilities and Operations include:

A Facilities Planning and Modernization: Oversees planning and execution of modernization and new
construction projects, aligning with district goals and compliance requirements.

A Maintenance and Operations: Provides repairs, routine maintenance, grounds upkeep, and safety -
focused work order responses across all District properties. Maintenance personnel specialize in

trades including plumbing, HVAC, electrical, carpentry, and custo dial services. Formal tracking
systems are used to organize, assign, and complete work efficiently.

A Sustainability and Energy Management: Leads energy efficiency and sustainability initiatives such
as solar installations and LED retrofits, contributing to environmental goals and operational cost
savings.

A Capital Projects and Contract Administration: Manages larger construction and rehabilitation
ogni dbsr + hmbkt ¢ hmf rbgnnkr2 b ohs  k tofqg cdr + rs
replacements, in coordination with governing oversight and code complianc e.

These functions work in coordination with Business Services and other central departments to ensure that
facilities not only support instructional programs but also comply with safety, accessibility, and regulatory
requirements.

Staffing and Support

Facilities and Operations is staffed by a team of skilled professionals including planners, project managers,
trades technicians, custodial staff, and administrative personnel. While precise counts vary annually, this

group comprises a significantporton ne sgd Chrsghbs2r bk rrhehdc " mc rtoo
range from routine site maintenance to technical project implementation and contribute directly to the
safety, accessibility, and continuity of operations across all school sites an d support facilities.
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By maintaining and improving District properties, the Facilities and Operations Department plays a central
role in hazard mitigation and resilience planning P ensuring that critical educational infrastructure
remains safe, operational, and compliant witha  pplicable building and safety standards.

1.3.3 Physical Setting

As seen in Figure 1 -1, the Santa Barbara Unified School District (SBUSD) is located in Santa Barbara County,
within the City of Santa Barbara and surrounding areas, including Goleta and Montecito. The district is
bordered by the Pacific Ocean to the south, th e Santa Ynez Mountains to the north, the City of Carpinteria
to the east, and the City of Goleta to the west. SBUSD encompasses approximately 136 square miles
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Figure 1-1. SBUSD Location Map

1.3.4 Geograph Climate

The Santa Barbara Unified School District (SBUSD) is located along the central coast of California in Santa
Barbara County, approximately 100 miles northwest of Los Angeles. Major geographical features in and
around the district include the Santa Ynez Moun tains, the Santa Barbara Channel, and several drainages
including Mission Creek, Sycamore Creek, and Arroyo Burro Creek . SeeFigure 1-2: District Map . The region
is characterized by a coastal Mediterranean climate, with mild, wet winters and warm, dry summers. The

Santa Ynez Mountains form a dramatic backdrop to the city, running parallel to the coastline, while the

Pacific Ocean lies to the south, moder ating temperatures year -round. Rainfall primarily occurs between
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November and April, with the area experiencing occasional atmospheric river events that can lead to heavy
precipitation and localized flooding.

Rdudqgqg k | "ing fdnfqg oghb k ed stqdr hmektdmbd sgd chrs
R ms° A ga " q° Bg mmdk+ vghbg khdr itrs neergngd+ ok xr
the Santa Barbara and Goleta Valleys house much of the population. The area is also subject to natural

hazards such as wildfires, landslides, and seismic activity due to its proximity to the San Andreas Fault

system.

Hydrologically, the district is within the Santa Barbara Channel Watershed, which includes multiple creeks

and drainage basins that flow from the mountains to the ocean. Some key waterways near the district

include Mission Creek, Sycamore Creek, and Arroyo  Burro Creek, all of which can experience flash flooding

ct ghmf hmsdmrd g hmrsnqlr- @cchshnm kkx+ sgd gdf hnmer
susceptible to wildfires, particularly during Santa Ana and Sundowner wind events, which can increase fire

risk during the dry season.

These geographical and climatic factors are essential considerations for hazard mitigation planning within
the SBUSD, ensuring that schools remain resilient to natural disasters while maintaining a safe learning
environment for students and staff. ~ (National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration)
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Figure 1-2: District Map
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According to data from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Santa Barbara
experiences a Mediterranean climate with mild, wet winters and warm, dry summers. The average annual
temperature is approximately 61.8°F (16.6°C). Annual preci  pitation averages around 18 inches (457 mm), with
the majority occurring between November and March. (1d.)

Temperature variations throughout the year are moderate. August is typically the warmest month, with
average high temperatures around 77°F (25°C) and lows near  43°F (6°C).January is generally the coolest
month, with average highs of 64°F (18°C) and lows of 43°F (6°C). (/d.)

Table 1-1 Santa Barbara Unified School District Regional Climate Statistics

Description Avg. Rating

Average Annual high temperature: 77.1°F (August)
Average Annual low temperature: 43.0°F (January)
Average annual precipitation: 17.73inch es

Source.: Western Regional Climate Center

1.3.5 Historical Overview

The origins of the Santa Barbara Unified School District trace back to June 6, 1866, when the first Board of
Trustees took office. At that time, three school districts operated within Santa Barbara County, and
governance of local schools transitioned from county control to direct oversight by the electorate of the City
of Santa Barbara. This shift marked the beginning of locally directed public education in the community
and established a tradition of civic stewardship that continues today.

In 1887, six civic -minded women formed the Kindergarten Association, earning national recognition for

R ms™ A ga q 2r d gkx kd cdgqrgho hm bghkcgnnc dctb  shnn
school buildings serving primary, grammatr, and high school students, reflecting a growing commitment to

expanding educational opportunities.

Enroliment steadily increased through the late nineteenth century. By 1891, more than 1,200 students were
served by 24 teachers. In 1900, the Board of Education published its first formal Rules and Regulations,

outlining the responsibilities of principals, teachers, and students and establishing governance standards
sg s gdkodc rg - od sgd chrsghbs2r dctb shnm k eq Il dvngqj -
elementary schools and three kindergartens, demonstrating both population growth an d an expanding

focus on early learning.

Over more than a century and a half, the district has evolved from a small, locally governed system into a
comprehensive unified school district serving thousands of students across numerous campuses and
support facilities. This long -standing tradition of community leadership, educational excellence, and
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its educational mission.

1.3.6 Facilities Overview

The Santa Barbara Unified School District (SBUSD) maintains approximately 461 buildings across 2 5 formal
sites, including Elementary, Middle, and High Schools, as well as the District Office and other administrative
buildings. The district also operates additional facilities that support educational programs, administration,

and specialized student se rvices .

SBUSD facilities are dispersed the coastal region . Figure 1-3 displays SBUSD elementary school locations,
Figure 1-4 displays middle/high school locations, and Figure 1-5 displays locations of other SBUSD facilities
that are not schools.
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Figure 1-3 SBUSD Elementary School Locations
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1.3.7 Facilities Development and Age Profile

R ms A ga gq Tmhehdc Rbgnnk Chrsqghbs2r e bhkhshdr g uc
sgd bnlltmhsxe2r fqgnvsg+ bg mfhmf dctb shnm k mddcr + ~ mc
campus, Roosevelt Elementary School, was originally constructed in 1923, while the most recently

developed sites Psuch as the District Office, Maintenance/Warehouse complex, and Alta Vista Alternative

High School Pinclude facilities constructed around 2000, with ongoing modernization and replacemen t

projects continuing into the present decade.

@bgnrr hsr ongsenkhn ne “oognwhl sdkx 35/ athkchmfr ' 114
of construction eras. Several elementary campuses Pincluding Harding (1928), Peabody Charter (1928),
LbJhmkdx '082/ (+ ~ mc edlogliPdate® thbdary gveéniethrcentBirg. irhe Armory facility

was constructed in 1936. These early campuses reflect traditional construction methods and have

undergone multiple phases of modernization to meet current educational, accessibility, and se ismic safety
standards.
The District experienced substantial expansion during the mid -20th century, particularly in the 1950s and

1960s, as student enroliment increased. Schools such as Adams (1952), Washington (1952), Franklin (1957),

Monroe (1958), Cleveland (1958), and Dos Pueblos High School (1967) were developed during this period. This

dq qdogdrdmsr °~ rhfmhehb ms ongshnm ne sgd Chrsghbseaer
campuses with multiple permanent and modular structures.

Later growth occurred during the 1980s and 1990s, when additional junior high and high school facilities
were constructed or significantly expanded, including Goleta Valley Junior High, San Marcos High School,
Santa Barbara Junior High, La Colina Junior Hi gh, and Santa Barbara High School improvements.
Specialized and alternative campuses, such as La Cuesta Continuation High School and Las Flores
Bghkcgdmeér Bdmsdg+ vdgqd “~ccdc hm sgd 088/ r -

Overall, the average construction year across District buildings is approximately 1991, indicating that while

some structures are nearly a century old, a substantial portion of the inventory reflects modernization
efforts and phased redevelopment over time . Many campuses contain a mix of original structures and later
additions, resulting in varying building ages within a single site. For example, Peabody Charter Elementary
includes 30 buildings with an average building age reflecting significant reinvestmen t since its original 1928
construction, while larger comprehensive campuses such as San Marcos High School (65 buildings) and Dos
Pueblos High School (61 buildings) include buildings spanning multiple decades.

This wide range of building ages has important implications for maintenance, modernization planning,

seismic retrofitting, mechanical system replacement, energy upgrades, and overall hazard mitigation. Older

facilities may require structural upgrades, roof ing replacement, plumbing modernization, or accessibility
improvements, while newer facilities must be maintained to preserve long -term performance and

gdr hkhdmbd- Sgd Chrsqghbs2r E bhkhshdr L rsdqg Ok mon® mc ¢
to prioritize lifecycle reinvestment and reduce risk across this diverse and aging infrastructure portfolio.
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Table 1-2: Facility Age Profile by Location

Cenonllorcanpis Cpqnt of ConsFructior.l Year Average of .Ag.]e of
Buildings (First Building) Buildings
Adams Elementary School 33 1952 1983
Adalante Charter 1 2002 2002
Alta Vista Alternative High School 2 2000 2000
Armory 4 1936 1936
Children's Center / Parma 2 1931 1953
Cleveland Elementary School 16 1958 1986
District Office 1 2000 2000
Dos Pueblos Senior High School 61 1967 1988
Franklin Elementary School 36 1957 1996
Goleta Valley Junior High School 28 1980 1996
Harding Elementary School 13 1928 1984
La Colina Junior High School 23 1980 1991
La Cuesta Continuation High School 3 1990 1997
La Cumbre Junior High School 10 1980 1987
K r Ekngdr Bghkcqgdn 2 1990 2005
Maintenance / Warehouse 1 2000 2000
Mckinley Elementary School 14 1930 1992
Monroe Elementary School 19 1958 1987
Peabody Charter Elementary School 30 1928 1994
Roosevelt Elementary School 7 1923 1991
San Marcos Senior High School 65 1980 1998
Santa Barbara Charter 1 n/a n/a
Santa Barbara Community Academy 3 1980 1993
Santa Barbara Junior High School 8 1980 2004
Santa Barbara Senior High School 53 1980 1994
Washington Elementary School 26 1952 1986

1.3.8 Community ai®tudenDemographics
The district serves a community of approximately 83,700 residents across the City of Santa Barbara and

surrounding areas. The community includes roughly 34,000 households, with a median household income

of approximately $98,000. Housing characteristics ref  lect a mature built environment, with approximately
61.5% of housing constructed before 1970, 31.4% built between 1970 and 1999, and only 7% constructed after
2000. Housing types are relatively balanced, with 57.3% single  -family homes and 42.8% apartments  or other
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multi -unit housing. Approximately 92.6% of households have broadband internet access, supporting digital
learning and communication.

~

Sgd bnll tmhsx2r gq bh> k "mc dsgmhb bnlonrhshnm hr chudqr
3% Asian, and smaller percentages representing Black or African American, American Indian/Alaska Native,

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and multir acial residents. This diversity is reflected in District enroliment

and informs program planning, language services, and outreach strategies.

These demographic characteristics are relevant to hazard mitigation planning, particularly with respect to
housing age, renter occupancy levels, language access, broadband availability, and socioeconomic
vulnerability.
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For the 2024 2025 school year, SBUSD enrolled approximately 12,250 students, including 3,138 charter
school students, across elementary, junior high, high school, alternative, and charter campuses.

Language data indicates that approximately 50.3% of children speak only English at home, while 45.1% speak
English very well but also speak another language, and about 4.6% speak English less than very well. These

figures highlight the importance of multil ingual communication and culturally responsive engagement in
both educational programming and emergency preparedness messaging. In terms of health and economic
indicators:

A Approximately 8.4% of children have a disability.

A About 96.7% have health insurance coverage.

p>

Roughly 10.5% of families have incomes below the poverty level.
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A Approximately 11.9% of families receive SNAP/food assistance benefits.
Family structure data shows:

1 About 60% of students live in married -couple households.

1 Approximately 8% in cohabitating -couple households.

1 Around 24% in female -headed households without a spouse present.

1 About 8% in male -headed households without a spouse present.

These indicators are important for understanding potential vulnerability during emergencies, evacuation
events, school closures, and disaster recovery situations.

Children in Public School
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Households of children enrolled in public schools have a median income of approximately $95,500, slightly
below the broader community median. Housing status indicates that approximately 64.2% of families with
children are renter -occupied, while 35.8% are o wner -occupied, suggesting a relatively high level of rental
housing among families served by the District.

Labor force participation among parents is strong, with approximately 86% patrticipating in the labor force.
Employment sectors include management, service industries, sales, natural resources, and production
nbbt o shnmr+ gdekdbshmfsesgd gdf hnmé2r dbnmnl hb a°’

Educational attainment among parents is mixed:

A Approximately one -quarter have less than a high school diploma.
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A Roughly 17% are high school graduates.
A @ants 1/% g ud rnld bnkkdfd ng "m “rrnbh > sdar c¢cdfqd
A @oogqnwhl!l “sdkx 24%$ gnkc ° a' bgdknger cdfgdd nqgq ghfgd

These factors are relevant to communication planning, workforce continuity considerations, emergency
bghkcb> gd hl okhb shnmr+ "~ mc sgd Chrsghbs2r aqn > cdqg qnkd
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The combination of an aging housing stock, a significant renter population, multilingual households, and a

student population with varying levels of economic vulnerability underscores the importance of
coordinated hazard mitigation, clear emergency communi cation strategies, and continuity  -of-operations
planning. SBUSD serves as both an educational provider and a critical community institution, and its
planning efforts must account for the demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the families it

serves.

1.3.9 Past& Future Development

Locating and constructing future school facilities in the SBUSD are guided by numerous State regulations
to avoid school sites being located within ~ hazard areas . While growth has occurred in hazard areas in the
past, increasing hazard risks to some degree, those risks are also decreased by development standards and
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plan requirements that serve to mitigate or avoid those risks. This past development includes some  non -
wood buildings in the District  built prior to 1978 . Problematic developments generally occurred many
decades ago, and thus much of this HMP focuses on retrofits or replacements from that older construction.

According to Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations , site selection for future SBUSD facilities ~ must 1)

consider the public interest, 2) not be located on an active earthquake fault or fault trace, and 3) be based

on geologic and soil engineering studies i  f the future site is located within any special study zones or an

area designated as geologically hazardous in the safety element of the local general plan. State funded

school districts are required to coordinate with the local planning agency while siting future school sites,
hmbktchmf ogqgnuhchmf vghssdm mnshbd sn sgd qdkdu ms ok ™ n
conformity with the adop ted General Plan. (Cal. Code Regs tit. 5 § 14011(f)) The General Plan includes
descriptions of areas most appropriate for development, including considerations for hazard safety among

many factors.

Numerous building and zoning codes at  the state and local level apply to the construction of future school

district facilities and are focused on mitigating the impact from hazards to the facilities. Construction of
future SBUSD facilities is subjectto B~ k h e nFiplah Act & 1933 , which is enforced by the Division of the
State Architect (DSA) and updated periodically based on new technology and information . The Field Act ,

Cal. Education Code § 17280 et seq.,create d a higher standard for the construction of school facilities to
make them resilient to earthquake events. Buildings constructed under the Field Act are among the safest

and most resilient buildings to experience an earthquake. Plans for construction of any future SBUSD

facilities will be submitted to the DSA to ensure they comply with all the provisions of the Field Act. For
further regulatory information see each hazard profile.

1.4What 6s New

This section provides an overview of the c hr s qpnelbicue hazard mitigation planning efforts and
summarizes the updates incorporated into the 2026 Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP). Mitigation actions
identified inthe ¢ h r s RB0B BHa2ard Mitigation Plan were carefully reviewed, evaluated, and updated to
reflect current conditions, facility changes, revised hazard data, and updated District priorities. Only

relevant information and accurate data from the earlier plan were incor porated into this updated version.

The following sections describe the comprehensive review and update processes undertaken. The 2026
Santa Barbara Unified School District Hazard Mitigation Plan profiles six primary natural hazards affecting
District facilities, consistent with and refined from those identified in the 2009 Plan:

1.4.1 Background: 2@vs.2026

In 2009, Santa Barbara Unified School District successfully met all approval requirements outlined in the

Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000), Title 44 CFR § 201.6, and received FEMA approval of its Hazard

Mitigation Plan following adoption by the B n"qc ne Dctb shnm- Sgd 1//8 Ok m d
FEMA -compliant framework for identifying natural hazards, assessing risk, and prioritizing mitigation

actions across District facilities. Although that plan has since expired for FEMA compli ance purposes, it
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provided a critical foundation for risk awareness, facility planning, and long -term mitigation strategy
development.

The 2026 Hazard Mitigation Plan update builds upon the 2009 Plan and incorporates updated facility
hmudmsngx ¢ s + qduhrdc g y qc hmenqgl shnm+ btqgqgdms
Facilities Master Plan and otherlong  -range planning mechan isms. Guided by input from District leadership,
Facilites and Operations staff, and hazard mitigation stakeholders, several improvements were
implemented for the 2026 update, including:

A Enhanced Internal Coordination:  The 2026 update reflects stronger integration among District
departments, including Facilities and Operations, Risk Management, Business Services, and
executive leadership. This coordinated approach recognizes that hazard mitigation is most effective
when embedded within capital planning, maintenance cycles, and operational decision -making.

A Focused on Priority Natural Hazards:  Consistent with the 2009 Plan, the District continues to
prioritize natural hazards that pose the greatest long -term risk to students, staff, and facilities. The
2026 update refines the assessment of earthquake, wildfire, flood, landslide/erosion, coastal
surge/tsunami, and dam failure hazards using updated datasets and methodologies. Human -caused
hazards are addressed through separate safety and emergency management pl anning documents.

A Assessed Mitigation Progress Since 2009: The 2026 update reviews mitigation actions identified in
the 2009 Plan, documenting completed projects, ongoing initiatives, and remaining vulnerabilities.

This evaluation ensures continuity between planning cycles and helps identify areas where
additional investme nt or strategy adjustments are warranted.

A Incorporated Climate Change and Resilience Considerations: While the 2009 Plan focused primarily
on historical hazard conditions, the 2026 update aligns with current FEMA and California Office of
Emergency Services (Cal OES) guidance emphasizing the integration of climate variability into
hazard mitigation planning. The updated plan evaluates how changing conditions may influence
the frequenc y and intensity of hazards such as wildfire, extreme heat, and heavy precipitation, and
it prioritizes adaptation strategies that strengthen long -term facility resilience.

A Aligned with Current Funding Opportunities: The 2026 update acknowledges changes in federal and
state hazard mitigation funding programs since 2009. Mitigation strategies have been structured to
improve eligibility for FEMA Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA) programs and relevant state grant
opportunities, p ositioning the district to pursue funding for priority infrastructure improvements.

These updates reflect a strategic effort to build upon the foundation established in 2009 while modernizing

the ¢ hr s gqhHatam 3nitigation framework. The 2026 Plan restores FEMA compliance, strengthens
alignment with current regulatory guidance, and advances a more data -informed and implementation -
enbtrdc “oogn bg sn ognsdbshmf RATRCZ2r 14 rhsdr ~ mc

1.4.2 MitigationActivities

During the 2026 update process, all mitigation actions from the ¢ hr s RB0B KHazard Mitigation Plan and
related planning efforts were systematically reviewed to assess their continued relevance, feasibility, and
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alignment with current District priorities and updated hazard data. Each action was evaluated to determine
whether it remained an appropriate mitigation measure, required modification, or should be removed.

Many actions were retained and modernized, particularly those focused on structural seismic retrofits,
slope stability improvements, drainage upgrades, defensible space, and resilient construction practices.
Several actions were revised to reflect updated risk assessments, current building codes, modern
technologies, and evolving implementation strategies. Other items were removed because they were
administrative in nature, related primarily to preparedness or recovery rather than mitigation, lacked
suffici ent detail for implementation, or were no longer applicable based on updated hazard mapping (such

as tsunami or dam inundation exposure).

This validation and refinement process ensures that the updated mitigation strategy reflects measurable
risk conditions, focuses on actionable hazard reduction measures, and aligns with current District
operational and capital planning practices

Sghr gdehmdl dms ognbdrr rsgdmfsgdmr sgd chrsghbs2aer

A Direct hazard reduction measures

A Structural and non -structural facility improvements
A Defensible space and wildfire hardening

A Drainage and flood risk reduction

A Seismic safety and retrofit priorities

The 2026 Hazard Mitigation Plan is designed to integrate with and inform:

A District Facilities Master  Plan and Modernization Programs
A Capital Improvement Planning and Project Prioritization

A Maintenance and Asset Management Programs

A Emergency Operations Planning (EOP)

A Design Standards and Construction Specifications

By aligning mitigation priorities with ongoing capital and operational planning processes, the District
ensures that hazard risk reduction is systematically incorporated into future facility investments and
campus improvements. This integration approach pr omotes long -term resilience while maximizing the
effectiveness of available funding and modernization efforts.

Adjustments to existing mitigation actions that are ongoing or pending from previous plans and remain
pertinent are included alongside newly identified actions in the mitigation action plans, including the

District 2r ~ b s hnSectionkl '"BEm ghns gd bnt ms x 2r Tablg #3ucbntainsmore gpecHinstatus+
updates.
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Table 1-3: Review Table of 2009 Mitigation Actions

Action ID
(Existing
ID or

Action for 2009 Mitigation Actions

"New") Action Title Priority  (Retain, Revise, Delete)

All Hazard GEN-3 Enhance Media High Delete: Ongoing public outreach function, not
Coordination mitigation. Move to capabilities section.

All Hazard GEN-2 Reverse 911 or Similar High Revise: Reverse 911 systems are how common;
for Communication revise to focus on redundant, integrated parent
with Parents communication and alert platforms.

All Hazard GEN-1 Continuity of High Retain: Still relevant; continuity of educational
Educational Operations operations supports resilience and reduces
Plan vulnerability to disruptions. Update to align with

current COOP and Continuity of Learning standards.

Flood FLD-1 Grading Improvement High Retain: Direct hazard reduction measure; update to
Plan reflect current stormwater and climate adaptation

standards.

Wildfire WDF-1 Employ Firewise High Delete: While Firewise approach remains best
Techniques at High - practice; continue and expand defensible space
Risk Campuses focus, this lacks detail enough to understand

All Hazard GEN-15 Assess Accuracy of Low Delete: Administrative/risk management task, not
Asset Valuation mitigation. Move to capability assessment.

Tsunami TICS-1 Participate with County Low Delete: No Campuses are in Tsunami Zones
in Tsunami Emergency
Planning

All Hazard GEN-14 Evaluate Participation Low Delete: This is not a mitigation action rather an
in County Mitigation administrative decision for next cycle. Integration
Plan with County MJHMP aligns with AB 2140 and FEMA

coordination.

Earthquake EQ-3 Liquefaction Risk Low Revise: Still valid; update to align with USGS/CGS
Analysis mapping and current geotechnical data.

All Hazard GEN-13 County Mitigation Low Delete : This is plan implementation and not a
Committee mitigation action.

Participation

All Hazard GEN-12 Disaster Damage Low Delete: This is recovery not mitigation
Tracking via GIS

Earthquake EQ-2 Earthquake Safety Low Retain: Nonstructural mitigation remains a FEMA
Program priority; continue volunteer  -based program.

All Hazard GEN-11 Distribute Parent Low Delete: Public outreach, not mitigation. Move to

Mailing

capability narrative.
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All Hazard GEN-9 Budgeting Matching Low Delete : This is plan implementation and not a
Funds for Mitigation mitigation action.
Grants

All Hazard GEN-10 Enhance Construction Low Retain: Remains valid; update to reflect resilient
Techniques design and CALGreen/WUI standards.

Flood FLD-4 Street Drainage Low Revise: Valid concept but should be reframed as
Improvements interagency coordination for flood mitigation.

All Hazard GEN-5 Develop Local Medium Delete: Partnerships for small -scale mitigation
Partnerships projects remain best practice; expand to include

campus hardening.
Wildfire WDF-3 Install Fire -Resistant Medium Retain: Effective mitigation measure; continue
Landscaping using Fire Safe Council guidelines.

Earthquake EQ-1 Earthquake Retrofitting Medium Retain: Structural retrofit remains a priority
mitigation action. Verify current compliance and
residual risk.

Wildfire WDF-2 Fire -Resistant Building Medium Retain: Maintain as valid; integrate with Chapter 7A

Techniques and WUI code compliance. Need to update title to be
more action oriented.

Flood FLD-2 Roof Drainage Medium Retain: Simple, cost -effective mitigation measure;

Improvements maintain.
All Hazard GEN-4 Conduct District -Wide Medium Revise: Keep concept but frame as sustained
Outreach education and outreach program supporting hazard
awareness.
All Hazard GEN-7 Maintenance Staff Medium Delete: This is plan implementation and not a
Training mitigation action.

All Hazard GEN-8 Emergency Medium Delete: Overlaps with preparedness/response; not
Preparedness and distinct mitigation. Move to preparedness
Response Planning coordination.

Flood FLD-3 Below -Grade Drainage Medium Retain: Relevant for flood reduction; integrate with
Systems routine maintenance.

Landslide LSD-1/2 Slope Stability Analysis Medium Retain: Necessary for campus safety; update with
modern geotechnical standards.

Wildfire WDF-4 Vegetation Medium Retain: Strong cost -benefit; maintain and align with

Maintenance and Fuel PRC 4291 defensible space requirements.
Breaks

All Hazard GEN-6 Incorporate Mitigation Medium Delete: Implementation activity, not a mitigation

in Facilities Planning project. Should appear in plan
maintenance/capabilities.

Dam DF-1 Dam Breach Medium Delete: No Campuses are in Dam Inundation Zones

Failure Emergency Plans

Evaluation, Preparation
and Exercises
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1.4.2.1Successes Sinc®20

Facilities Master Plan

R ms°™ A" qa g Tmhehdc Rbgnnk Chrsqghbs2r Hrivinhdadnmsamfdrr
maintaining and modernizing campuses across the district. The plan evaluates facility conditions,
enrollment trends, and long -term capital needs to pri oritize life -safety improvements, infrastructure
upgrades, and modernization projects. By aligning projected investments with operational realities and
dctb shnm k fn kr+ sgd L rsdg Ok m rsqdmfsgdmr sgd,
improve campus environments, and ensure that facilities remain safe, functional, and supportive of student

success for years to come.

.

Santa Barbara Unified

Every child, every chance, every day.

2025 DISTRICT
FACILITIES
MASTER PLAN

o SANTA BARBARA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

" SANTA BAﬁé, CALIFORNIA  APRIL 22, 2025
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1.4.2.2Plan Integration

Sgd Chrsghbser oqduhntr G y qc¢c Lhshf shnm Ok m v r ~ts
since expired, it served as a guiding document for risk reduction efforts over the past planning cycle. FEMA

requires documentation of how the previous plan was incorporated into other planning mechanisms and

how mitigation actions were implemented or advanced. This section summarizes how the 2009 HMP

informed District planning and operational decisions.

Following adoption, elements of the 2009 plan were integrated into several District planning and capital

programs, particularly through facilities modernization, maintenance, and safety initiatives. Structural

mitigation measures Psuch as seismic retrofits, drainage improvements, slope stabilization studies,

vegetation management, and construction upgrades  Pwere incorporated into capital improvement projects

and modernization efforts as funding became available. While not always tracked under a formal mitigat ion
gdongshmf eq Il dvngj+ | " mx ne sgdrd ogqgnidbsr qgdekdbs hl «

In addition, hazard considerations identified in the 2009 plan informed updates to emergency preparedness
ognbdctgdr+ b lotr r edsx ogqnsnbnkr+ ~mc e bhkhsPlan cdr h
processes and capital improvement programming increasingly incorporated life -safety, seismic safety,
stormwater management, and wildfire defensible space considerations consistent with the risk reduction

goals identified in the prior HMP.

As part of this 2026 update, the 2009 mitigation action list was systematically reviewed to evaluate
implementation status, continued relevance, and alignment with current hazard data and regulatory
requirements. Actions that represented direct hazard reduction measures were r etained and updated where
necessary. Actions that were administrative, preparedness -focused, duplicative of routine operations, or no
longer applicable based on updated hazard mapping were removed or reclassified within the capabilities
assessment.

This validation process demonstrates that the previous plan was actively used to guide District investments
and operational practices and that mitigation principles have been increasingly integrated into routine
planning and decision -making. The updated 2026 Hazard Mitigation Plan builds upon that foundation,
strengthens documentation of implementation, and ensures continued integration of hazard mitigation

into facilities planning, capital programming, and long -term resilience efforts.

Section 2.4.3outlines s gd c h mplangilgbmed®anisms that have been and will be integrated with the
HMP and the process for such integration in more detail.

1.4.3 NewT ool Risk Assessméviethodology

Santa Barbara Unified School District strengthened this update by utilizing enhanced research methods and
advanced web -based information systems. Geographic Information Systems (GIS) mapping and spatial
analysis provided the District with improved tools to develop more comprehensive and accurate datasets
than those available during the 2009 planning effort. Updated facility inventories, hazard layers, and
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approximately 460 buildings.

A web-based mapping tool, referred to as the Risk Assessment Mapping Platform (RAMP), was used to
support and engage District staff throughout the risk assessment process. RAMP provided an interactive
environment for reviewing hazard exposure, analyzing fa cility -level risk, and visualizing spatial
relationships between hazards and District assets. This platform enhanced collaboration and improved the
transparency of data -driven decision -making.

In addition, the Mitigation Action Strategy Tool (MAST) was used to document, refine, and track identified

utkmdg ahkhshdr 'gdedgqdc sn gdgdhm "r jloqgqnakdl rs sdil
MAST serves as a centralized dashboard for  organizing mitigation priorities, assigning implementation
responsibilities, and tracking progress over time.

Sections 2.2.1and 2.3.5for more information about the new tools and methodology used in developing the
mitigation plan and strategy, including RAMP and MAST.
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Section 2Planning Process

This section outlines each stage of the

planning process used in the development Organize the

of the Santa Barbara Unified School Planning
Process and

Resources

District Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP). The
planning process provides the
organizational framework for document
preparation and  follows FEMA 2r
recommended four -step hazard
mitigation planning approach: organize
resources, assess risks, develop a
mitigation strategy, and implement and
maintain the plan.

It is important to recognize that the HMP
is a dynamic, living document shaped by

District -wide collaboration and

stakeholder engagement. The

participatory planning process is as iﬁdo t and I].;)/Ie_v_elop_ a
" : ; : mplement 1tigation

critical as the final written plan itself, the Dlan Strategy

fostering awareness among District
leadership, Facilities and Operations staff,
risk management personnel, and other stakeholders. This collaborative approach helps ensure that hazard
mitigation principles are integrated into capital planning, maintenance programs, operational procedures,
and long -term decision -making across the District.

The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, as amended by the Disaster Mitigation

Act of 2000 (DMA 2000) (42 USC § 5165), requires local public entities, including school districts, to develop

hazard mitigation plans in order to re  duce long -term risks from natural hazards. Adoption and FEMA

approval of this plan are prerequisites for eligibility for certain non -emergency disaster assistance
ognfg Il r tmcdg EDL@2r G y qc Lhshf shnm @rr hrslédiskqg.' GLC
By maintaining a FEMA -compliant plan, SBUSD positions itself to pursue federal and state funding

opportunities that support infrastructure resilience, risk reduction, and continuity of educational services.

FEMA outlines the following four major planning steps:

Step 1:Organize Resources

Step 2: Assess Risk

Step 3: Develop a Mitigation Strategy
Step 4: Adopt and Implement the Plan

> > > >
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the development of this Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) and expanded upon it to better align with District

operational and facility planning needs. The res  ulting six -phase planning process, illustrated in  Figure 2-1,

was followed for preparation of the 2026 HMP update. These additional phases enhanced internal
coordination, refined facility -level risk assessment, and strengthened the linkage between hazard

mitigation strategy, capital improvement planning, and maintenance programming.

Hm bnmitmbshnm vhsg ~ mc r t-stepkrahewonkshe Bistrictsnoorp&dddd @iditionaé nt q
analytical and stakeholder engagement components to ensure that mitigation actions were grounded in

updated facility data, current hazard science, and implementation feasibility. These enhanced steps are
described in greater detail throughout the Risk Assessment (Section 3.0) and Mitigation Strategy (Section

4.0) chapters of this plan.

PHASE 2 PHASE 3
DH /[ Risk Assessment Update Mitigation Strategy
Urganize Resource > Data Acquisition Goals & Objectives
Organize Planning Partners Natural Hazards Analysis - =, Alternatives Analysis
Review Existing Plan Threat Analysis ﬁ:::ﬁ:::::: (mitigation catalog)
FEMA STEP 1 Scenario Development Strategy Mitigation Strategy
FEMA STEP 2 Digital Media FEMA STEP 3
Printed Media
Surveys
Press Releases
Face to Face

Implementation & Maintenance Strategy . /Adoption
. Public Review
Implementation Plans - Integrate Templates -
HMP Plan Review Tool
Progress Reporting Update Sections . . .
Required Edits & Rewrites
Continuing Involvement JeEl e sl ls Plan Adoption
| FEMA STEP 4 |

Figure 2-1: Planning Process Breakdown
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STEP 1: Organize Resources

The first step of the planning process was organizing resources. This included engaging District leadership

and staff with relevant expertise, conducting internal stakeholder coordination, reviewing existing District

plans and technical documents, and gath  ering and organizing current facility and hazard data. Santa
Barbara Unified School District, supported by the Consultant Team, employed a collaborative and
comprehensive approach to ensure that this HMP is a practical, implementation -oriented document tha t
can evolve with District priorities and changing risk conditions.

By integrating institutional knowledge from Facilities and Operations, Risk Management, Business
Services, and administrative leadership, the District established a strong foundation for identifying
vulnerabilities and developing realistic mitigation strat egies. Maintaining flexibility and institutional
ownership of the plan will enhance its effectiveness in reducing natural hazard risk and strengthening
overall resilience.

These various resources are summarized and organized in the following sections of the plan:

A People and Expertise: Section 2.1.1
A Public and Stakeholder Engagement:  Section 4 and Appendix B
A Planning Process Library: Section 2.1.3

STEP Assess thRisk

In accordance with FEMA requirements, the District Planning Team identified and prioritized the natural
hazards affecting Santa Barbara Unified School District and assessed vulnerabilities associated with those
hazards. The risk assessment evaluated the po tential impacts of identified hazards on District facilities,
operations, students, and staff. Results from this assessment informed the subsequent development and
prioritization of mitigation actions.

Figure 2-2: Members of the County -Wide HMPT
Engaged in Mitigation Strategy Development

\




The primary findings of the risk assessment are presented in Section 3 of this plan. The methodologies,
analytical tools, and supporting documentation used to conduct the assessment are described in the
following sections:

A Priority Hazards: Section 3.1.2

A Vulnerabilities to Specific Hazards (Hazard Profiles): Section 3.2

A Vulnerability Assessment Methodology: Section 3.2 and Appendix A
A RAMP (Risk Assessment Mapping Platform):  Section 2.2.1

STEP 3: Develop a Mitigation Strategy

This Hazard Mitigation Plan was prepared in accordance with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA
1///7( ok m toc sd gdpthgdl dmsr+ EDL@2r | hshf shnm
guidance. This document provides a clear strategy a nd framework for reducing the potential losses
identified in the risk assessment. The mitigation strategy builds upon existing District authorities, policies,
programs, and resources, as wellasthe c¢ h r s gdpacity@orenhance and expand these tools over time.

Development of the mitigation strategy included establishing updated goals and objectives, assessing
existing capabilities, reviewing mitigation actions identified in the prior plan, and identifying new
mitigation actions responsive to current risk conditi ons and operational priorities. The resulting strategy is
designed to be practical, implementation -focused, and aligned with District planning and capital
improvement processes.

The mitigation strategy is detailed in Section 4.0 of this plan. The process used to develop the strategy, along
with the tools that supported it, are described in the following sections:

A Hazard Problem Statement s: Section s 2.3.1and 3.2 (within each Hazard Profile )
A Mitigation Goals: Section 4.1

A Assessment of Current Capabilities and Future Opportunities: Section 4.2.

A Mitigation Action Plan:  Sections 2.3.4and 4.4

STEP 4. Adopt & Implement the Plan

Once the risk assessment and mitigation strategy were completed, information, data, and associated
narra tives were compiled into  this plan . The following sections describe the finalization, adoption,
implementation, and update processes for the plan:

A Adoption Proceedings: See Executive Summary
A Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating: ~ Section 2.4.2
A Plan Integration: Section 2.4.3
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2.1 Organizing Resources

SBUSD staff organized local expertise into a coordinated planning structure and engaged stakeholders

throughout the development of this Hazard Mitigation Plan. At the forefront of this effort was the chrsghbs:
core Planning Team, supported by the Consultant Team and subject matter experts from Facilities and

Operations, Risk Management, Business Services, and administrative leadership. This structured approach

ensured that technical, operational, and policy per  spectives were incorporated into the risk assessment and

mitigation strategy.

In addition to internal coordination, the District engaged key stakeholders to inform plan development.

Input from administrators, operational staff, and other relevant personnel helped identify vulnerabilities,

confirm hazard priorities, and refine mitiga tion actions. Outreach and engagement efforts were designed to

ensure that the updated HMP reflects current operational realities and aligns with District goals and

responsibilites - @ rtl |l "gx ne sgd bntmsx2r otakhb " mc rs jdgnl
thereof are provided in  Section 4 and documented in Appendix B.

2.1.1 People & Expertise

Organizing the people and expertise necessary to develop this Hazard Mitigation Plan was led by the
dhrsqhbs2r bngd Ok mmhmf Sd | + vghbg hmbktcdc cdr hf m s
team was responsible for guiding plan development, coordinating internal review, and ensuring alignment

with District policies and operational prioritie s. A structured stakeholder engagement strategy, described in

Section 2.1.2 was implemented to support this effort and to facilitate information sharing across

departments.

As part of this engagement process, the  district coordinated with relevant regulatory agencies and external
partners, as appropriate, to discuss public safety, facility resilience, and hazard mitigation priorities. Internal

subject matter experts Pincluding Facilities and Operations personnel, risk manag ement staff, and
administrative leadership  Pplayed a central role in identifying vulnerabilities, validating data, and refining
mitigation actions. Where applicable, additional input was solicited from community stakeholders and
interested parties to ensure  that the plan reflects broader safety considerations and community needs.

While broader outreach efforts are described and documented in Section 2.1.2 and Appendix B, this section
focuses on those District staff and subject matter experts who played an active and ongoing role in shaping
the Hazard Mitigation Plan from initiation through completion.
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Steering Group

The Steering Group was at the core of the LHMP planning process and was integral to ensuring its success.
This group consisted of staff -level leadership and decision -makers from each participating jurisdiction and

worked closely with the Consultant Team throughout the development of this LHMP, providing direction on
sgd ognbdrr "mc | "ing ok ™ m bnlonmdmsr+ hmbktchmf otakhb
implementation and maintenance. Members of the Steering Group are listed in Table 2-2 and also doubled

as members of the planning teams, which are discussed below and in the individual annexes in Volume 2.

Planning Team

Sgd cdudknol dms ne sghr Gy gc Lhshf > shnm Ok ™ m ' GLO(
Ok ™ mmhmf Sd° | '"GLOS ng 10k mmhmf Sd It(- Sgd GLOS aqgnt
staff, and subject -matter experts with direct knowledge of facilities, infrastructure systems, emergency
preparedness, and student services. The team provided direction and oversight throughout the planning

process to ensure the plan reflects District priorities and operational realities.

The HMPT included representatives from key departments such as Facilities and Modernization,
Maintenance and Operations, Business Services, Nutrition Services, Communications, Community
Partnerships, and school administration. Members were selected for the ir expertise in campus safety,
capital planning, infrastructure management, and student support services. Where appropriate, the district
coordinated with external partners, including local public safety and regulatory agencies, to ensure
alignment with br oader hazard conditions and emergency response considerations.

Planning Team members contributed to hazard identification, vulnerability assessment, and mitigation
strategy development. They also served as liaisons to their respective departments, ensuring that



information was shared internally and that proposed mitigation actions are feasible, practical, and aligned
with existing District programs and policies. Through this collaborative and interdisciplinary approach, the
HMPT ensured that the HMP is both techn ically sound and operationally implementable.

Table 2-2 provides alistofthe ¢ h r s dHMBTsv@m bers. The responsibilities of the HMPT and jurisdictional
planning team members generally  include d:

Participation in  three structured HMPT meetings

Contribution of detailed information and assisting in fulfilling data requests, when appropriate
Input during the hazard selection and prioritization process

Development of the districts mitigation strategies

Review and comment on administrative drafts of the plan

Coordination and promotion of community and stakeholder engagement efforts

> D> > >

PlanningeanMeetings

The Planning Committee met throughout the development of the HMP document. Table 2-1 provides a
summary of the meetings conducted throughout the planning process, including meeting date, type, and

topics discussed. Meeting documentation, including agendas, hazard maps, PowerPoint presentations,
minutes, sign -in sheets, and other relevant handouts, are provided in  Appendix A .

Table 2-1 Meeting Summary

Meeting & Date Agenda / Topics Goals / Key Inputs
Steering Group Kickoff A Welcome and introductions A Shared project understanding
Meeting A Review roles and responsibilities A Confirm roles and responsibilities
February 11, 2025 A Review project schedule and

scope of work

A Review expectations of Steering

Group, city -wide HMPT, and

jurisdictional planning teams
HMPT Meeting #1 A Welcome and introductions Shared project understanding
March 6, 2025 A Hazard mitigation background Confirm roles and responsibilities

Success stories
Data requests

and basic information
A Overview of funding
opportunities
A Review of previous district plan
and changes
A Mitigation successes in past 5
years
A Community engagement strategy
A Project schedule and expectations

> > >
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Meeting & Date

Agenda / Topics

Goals / Key Inputs

HMPT Meeting # 2 A Reviewed progress since Meeting #1 A Identify district -wide hazard
June 5, 2025 and confirmed planning direction. problems and areas of concern
A Presented community demographics A Identify and prioritize  district -wide
and vulnerability data to frame risk hazards
discussions. A Community engagement volunteers
A Reviewed preliminary hazard profiles
and conducted a risk prioritization
exercise.
A Identified site -specific areas of
concern and key vulnerabilities.
A Demonstrated the RAMP tool and
confirmed facility inventory.
A Provided outreach and survey update;
discussed grant funding
opportunities.
A Established next steps and follow -up
data needs.
HMPT Meeting # 3 A Welcome & Project Updates A Understand and Have Consensus on
October 5, 2025 A Overview of meeting goals, structure, District Capabilities in
and expected outcomes, and updates implementing their unique
on project timeline. mitigation strategy to address
A Designing the Mitigation Strategy jurisdiction -specific problems and
A Recap of the process and support regional collaboration
considerations for designing the A Understand and Have Consensus on
mitigation strategy, including review District Problem Statements which
of the draft capabilities assessment describe the area(s) of concern
and SMARTIE principles. (victim, impact, or threat) for high -
A Defining the Problem priority hazards and specific risks
A Overview of areas of concern (AOCs) that were identified through the risk
and review of draft problem assessment process, community
statements. feedback, and pr ioritization exercise
A Evaluating Mitigation Alternatives from Meeting #2
A Overview of mitigation alternatives A Understand and Have Consensus on
and potential strategies, projects, and District Mitigation Actions that align
activities. with district capabilities,
A Mitigation Strategy Refine & Align community -driven priorities, and
Exercise FEMA guidelines; address specific
A Interactive group exercise to review problem statements; follow the
draft mitigation actions to align with SMARTIE guidelines and are cost -
jurisdictional capabilities and and resource -effective; a nd support
identified problems. inter -agency collaboration.
A Next Steps & Closeout
A Upcoming public outreach events,
HMPT Meeting #4
A Questions and open discussion
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Table 2-2: Members of Steering Group and All Planning Teams

Note: Jurisdiction leads in the Steering Group are presented in light blue rows with bold names.

Name Title Organization
Santa Barbara Unified School
Jose Jimenez Director, Facilities and Modernization District
Project Manager, Operations and Santa Barbara Unified School
Desmond Ho Sustainability (former) District
Maintenance and Operations Manager, Santa Barbara Unified School
Jose Jimenez Maintenance and Operations Dept. District
Chief Operations Officer, Facilities and Santa Barbara Unified School
Steve Venz Operations District
Project Manager, Facilities Planning & Santa Barbara Unified School
Lucia Gonzalez Modernization Dept. District
Santa Barbara Unified School
Matthew Dittman Director of Food Services, Nutrition Services District
Public Information Officer, Communications Santa Barbara Unified School
Ed Zuchelli / Public Affairs Dept. District
Operations Foreperson, Maintenance & Santa Barbara Unified School
David Benitez Operations Dept. District
Planning Specialist, Facilities Planning & Santa Barbara Unified School
Ernesto Magana Ortiz Modernization Dept. District
Coordinator of Community Schools & Santa Barbara Unified School
Ismael Paredes Ulloa Partnerships District
Assistant Superintendent for Student Santa Barbara Unified School
ShaKenya Edison Services / Student & Family Services District
Project Manager Capital & Deferred Santa Barbara Unified School
Brett Coulter Maintenance Projects District
Key Stakeholders
Key Stakeholders supported the planning process by providing subject -matter expertise, regulatory insight,

~

mc nodg shnm k bnngchm shnm adxnmc sgd chrsghbs2r hmsd
stakeholders represent local public safety agencies, emergency management authorities, resilience

leadership, and design professionals with direct knowledge of hazard conditions, emergency response

b o ahkhshdr+ "~ mc hmeqg rsqtbstgd gqdrhkhdmbd vhsghm sgd

Key Stakeholders included representatives from the Santa Barbara Police Department, the City of Santa

A ga g~ Ehgd " mc Dldqfdmbx L m fdldms chuhrhnmr+ sgd E
architectural consultants supporting District facili ties planning. Their participation ensured alignment
adsvddm sgd chrsghbser l hshf > shnm rsq sdfx  mc agn’
coordination protocols, and regulatory standards. The Public Survey and promotional planning
communications were sent to members of the SBUSD community via the ParentSquare March 2026
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Newsletter. This newsletter includes staff, administrators , parents and guardians , as well as some local
community organizations/ non  -profits such as Explore Ecology.

Engagement with Key Stakeholders occurred through targeted coordination meetings, email
correspondence, and technical discussions focused on:

A Law enforcement and campus security considerations during disaster events
A Emergency response coordination and incident command alignment
A Fire prevention, wildfire risk reduction, and defensible space standards
A Climate resilience and sustainability planning
A Facility design, modernization, and structural resilience considerations
Public safety representatives provided insight into first -response capabilities, evacuation planning, and

interagency coordination during hazard events. The Fire Marshal and Emergency Manager contributed
expertise regarding wildfire risk, life  -safety code compliance, and disaster response planning. The
Sustainability and Resilience Director provided guidance on climate -related hazards and long -term
adaptation considerations. Architectural representation supported discussion of structural performance,

modern ization standards, and resilient design integration.

These stakeholders were engaged at key milestones throughout the planning process to validate hazard
priorities, confirm exposure findings, and ensure that mitigation actions are operationally feasible and
aligned with community emergency management framew orks. Their participation strengthens
coordination between the district and local agencies responsible for public safety and disaster response.

The individuals invited to participate as Key Stakeholders are listed in Table 2-3. Key Stakeholders were
engaged by the district and the Consultant Team at various points during the planning process. These
efforts and the findings thereof are summarized in Section 4 and documented in  Appendix A .

Table 2-3: Key Stakeholders

NETNLE] Title

Santa Barbara Police

Charles Venable Sgt., Santa Barbara Police Department Department

Santa Barbara Police
Benjamin Ahrens Commander at Santa Barbara Police Department Department

Santa Barbara Police
Chris Payne Lt., Santa Barbara Police Department Department

Santa Barbara Police
John Barriga Stg., Santa Barbara Police Department Department
Ryan DiGuilio Fire Marshall, City of Santa Barbara City of Santa Barbara
Stacey Rosenberger Emergency Manager, City of Santa Barbara City of Santa Barbara

Sustainability and Resilience Director, City of Santa
Alelia Parenteau Barbara City of Santa Barbara
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NEIE Title

Joe Wilcox, KBZ
Architects President, KBZ Architects KBZ Architects

HMP Consultant Team

To assist the Planning Committee, the District enlisted Dynamic Planning + Science due to its expertise in
assisting public sector entities with developing hazard mitigation plans and strategies for particular hazard

prone areas. Dynamic Planning + Science supported the  district through facilitation of the planning process,
data collection, meeting material  development, and draft Plan development. The HMP Consultant Team, as
shown in Table 2-4, consists of a variety of hazard mitigation and certified urban planning professionals.

Table 2-4: HMP Consultant Team

Name Title Project Role

Ethan Mobley, AICP Owner / Principal Planner Project Manager

Brian Greer Co-Owner / Data Visualization Manager GIS Lead / Data Analyst

Raini Ott, AICP, CFM Principal Planner ﬁ;i?g”&;gﬁﬁgtn'\ﬁ;:f:r” Outreach Lead /
Cory Schreiner Fire Prevention Service Manager Hazard Mitigation Planner

Alex Krebs Data Visualization Associate GIS Assistant / Data Analyst

Grant Gruber Senior Technical Writer Hazard Mitigation Planner

Cassidy Baumann Planning Associate Outreach Assistant / Hazard Mitigation

Planner / Data Analyst

2.1.2 Stakeholddnvolvement/Outreach

Stakeholder engagement is a critical component in producing any effective and meaningful public planning
process and actionable planning documen t, and public outreach is also a required component of the LHMP.
(44 CFR § 201.6(c))As such, it is vital that early and continued engagement is facilitated through a diverse

range of mediums to ensure community members, neighboring jurisdictions, and other stakeholders have

an adequate opportunity to provide input , especially on the mitigation strategy

The public and stakeholder engagement efforts deployed for this plan exceed the minimum state and
federal requirements for outreach. But more than that, the engagement strategy was developed,
implemented, and refined over the course of the LHMP update planning process to ensure an abundance of
enhanced opportunit ies for all types of community members  to provide input.

By engaging with stakeholders and members of the public  at specific points during the process, perspectives
from an array of stakeholder categor ies were integrated throughout the LHMP rather than being mentioned
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as an afterthought or an appendix.  This extensive public and stakeholder engagement process and the
results thereof are summarized in this section and fully documented in Appendix B.

The District conducted outreach and engagement
following a six -step strategy and work plan with
support from the Consultant Team and HMPT. The
outreach strategy for this 2026 LHMP maximized
stakeholder input and public involvement

throughout the planning process, utilizing a

diverse range of channels, mediums, and formats
to ensure staff, students, and other community
members were solicited for input on the plan  from
start to finish. Other community stakeholders,
such as non -profits  serving  vulnerable
populations, were also engaged using a variety of
methods.

Implementation of the six -step strategy and work
plan was conducted by the Steering Group and
consisted of first identifying goals and the
timeframe for engagement followed by identifying

the planning team members, key stakeholders,
tools, and resources to support the effort. Then a
work plan was developed t o organize the
timeframe, teams, key stakeholders, and
engagement tools and resources into a usable
framework to guide the process toward

Identify Goals

What do we want or need to leam, and teach,
from stakeholders?

Identify Timeframe

When are the most efficient and effective points
in the process to engage?

Identify Key Stakeholders

Who has the information we're missing?

Identify Tools & Resources

What are the most equitable and effective
communication methods and channels?

Develop Work Plan

Organize stakeholders, tools, and resources to
fit the timeframe and accomplish the goals

Engage, Assess & Adjust

Execute the strategy, evaluate its effectiveness,
and make modifications o ensure success

accomplishing its stated goals.  As the process progresse d, it was continually assess ed for its effectiveness
and adjusted accordingly. This adaptive management approach ensure d the engagement process support ed
the three goals identified in step one. In executing this engagement strategy and work plan, the District

accomplished the following three goals:

1. Understand public safety and hazard concerns, problem areas, assets, and policy and mitigation
priorities on a neighborhood scale, with intentional outreach to socially vulnerable and underserved
populations, including Spanish  -speaking residents and people  with access and functional needs.

2. Provide accessible, inclusive information and tools

P offered in multiple languages and formats P

to community members, residents, and businesses to increase safety and decrease hazard risk at
the private property -level, ensuring engagement with socially vulnerable populations.

3. Collaborate with adjacent communities, special districts, utility providers, and other local and
regional regulatory agencies providing public safety services, while prioritizing coordination that

supports underserved and socially vulnerable populations.
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The overall timeframe for public and stakeholder engagement stretched across the development of the

LHMP, occurring at regular intervals and important junctures. This schedule is illustrated below in Figure
2-3. The various tools, resources, and efforts undertaken, as well as the feedback gained from stakeholders
and community members, are summarized in Appendix B. Appendix B fully documents the outreach

process, asrequired by FEMA , Cal OESand the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR).

Project
Website
Live

Project
Closeout

[ Online Public Survey ]

[ Public and Stakeholder Events, Workshops, and Meetings

Key Stakeholder
Listening Sessions

'25]'26

'24|'25

Plan
Adoptions

Figure 2-3: Overview of Public and Stakeholder Engagement Schedule

Websitg Social & Other Media

The District used their  websites, social media platforms,

and other media to widely advertise the update of the M ITIQATE HAZARDS
LHMP and solicit input from district stakeholders. In Q‘ Eq {i@ m | z : il : 77
addition , a project portal was created through the P

Mitigate Hazards website maintained by the Consultant mlhgatehazards'com
Team (https://legacymitigatehazards.com/santabarbara -usd-hmp/ ), which served and will continue to
serve as a centralized project information and file  -sharing platform throughout the lifecycle of the plan
This website provides a tool for project management, collaborative content, and for mitigation planning
resources.

Project participants used the website as a project resource for the duration of the planning process and will
continue to have access during the five -year cycle and beyond. The page hosts secure information,
including a point of contact database and a  mapping application  built specifically for mitigation planning
called the Risk Assessment Mapping Platform (RAMP). RAMP allows for interactive discovery of the robust
risk assessment data that was developed for the LHMP . It displays facilities and buildings overlaid with
natural hazards layers to bring interactivity and individual discovery to the GIS analysis performed for the

plan . The website also hosts the Mitigation Action Support Tool (MAST)  to help each jurisdiction track and
update their mitigation strategy. See Sections  2.2.1and Section 4 for more information on RAMP and MAST,
respectively .

2-13


https://legacymitigatehazards.com/santabarbara-usd-hmp/
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In addition to internal coordination, the
project website played a critical role in
community engagement throughout the
planning process and documenting public
involvement , including for the public  survey,
planning team meetings and public review of
the draft plan . Resources such as home -based

mitigation measures, background documents, REALIZAR LA PNCUBSTA
PLAN DE MITIGACION DE RIESGOS
DISTRITO ESCOLAR UNIFICADO DE SANTA BARBARA

RAMP, links to meeting summaries , and the
final plan are available to the public via the
website.

. N ) . ENLACE DE ENCUESTA
Jurisdiction -maintained websites and social {Estamos actualizando el Plan de mitigacién
. o de ri del condad it
media are valuable and authoritative R s I e

inquietudes sobre peligros locales como

resources for the public that were used in incen ey i Teciahe
terremotos. Sus comentarios ayudaran a las

addition to the project website  to advertise the Prab e R e
planning process and ways for community Puptetiiqulos lpagns phatigesa

nuestra comunidad.

members to get involved. In general, users Thifleaienagarts cou)

iComplete la encuesta y participe santabarbara-usd-hmp/
were directed from the district websites and

social media posts to the primary project
website to avoid inactive or outdated
information. Information on the LHMP  was
communicated through the ParentSquare

Newsletter to parents, staff, students, and ',;'%{ % %%REDQ
community partners. Figure 2-4: Online Public Survey Advertisement in Spanish

Alongside general project advertising, these
websites, social media platforms, and local media outlets were used to publicize project milestones , the
public survey, and community engagement events , as documented in Appendix B .

2.1.3 Planning Process Library

During the update process for this LHMP, the planning team engaged in and completed five different
exercises to assess risk, prioritize hazards, identify areas of concern and hazard problems, assess existing
capabilities and opportunities for improvement, and develop the mitigation strategy. These exercises,
facilitated by Consultant Team, were integral componen ts of the planning team meetings described in
Section 2.1.1 A description of each exercise and its purpose are provided below.

The outcomes of the five exercises completed by each participating jurisdiction are organized and
documented in the form of a Planning Process Library ~ (Table 2-5). Specific results from these exercises are
incorporated into this document.
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Exercise #1: Risk Assessment

The risk assessment exercise aim ed to thoroughly identify  jurisdiction -specific vulnerabilities based on the
best available data. Hazard overlay maps , demographics reports, and other tools were utilized to  educate
and engage stakeholders with deep -dive discussions on local hazard concerns and priorities, guiding the
development of the risk assessment.  This exercise was facilitated by Consultant Team and engaged all the
planning teams in reviewing and discussing the many factors that can impact community hazard risk

(Figure 2-5). The Planning Process Library contains the snapshot hazard maps for each participating
jurisdiction and a county -wide demographics report that were refined through this exercise and formed the
foundation for developing specific, actionable mitigation str ategies.

Exercise #2: Hazard Prioritization

The planning team considered and screened a broad range of hazards presented in relevant local, regional,
and statewide hazard mitigation planning documents. The risk assessment (Exercise #1), p ast hazard
events,and climate change projections also informed the selection of hazards for profiling in this plan. Each
jurisdictional planning team then reviewed and prioritized all potential hazards, deciding which are most

likely to happen (probability) vs how severe the impacts could be from an event ( impact) . The crosswalk of
documents reviewed, as well as the results of screening and prioritizing  relevant hazards, are outlined in
Section 3.1.2 The Planning Process Library contains the completed risk matrixes resulting from this
exercise, ranking hazards based on probability in and potential impact on each participating jurisdiction.

RISK MATRIX

Drag & Drop each hazard symbol below into the appropriate spot on the
hazard prioritization table to the right.
Multiple stickers can be placed on a given spot Stickers may not be

%ﬂ j £ ] placed between medium and igh pricrities.

Hazard Stickers for Prioritization:

SLOPE EARTHQUAKE DROUGHT
FAILURE
} FLOOD EXTREME
SLOPE WEATHER
FAILURE
.m- E

Minor Limited Critical Catastrophic

il
DROUGHT EXTREME WILDFIRE
WEATHER EARTHQUAKE

£s

Likely Extreme

Unlikely

WILDFIRE

\ZARDS
ol -
rds.com
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Exercise #B8reas of Concern

The planning team engaged in this exercise to identif y areas of concern and the potential effects of each of
the identified priority hazards on the planning area in terms of impacts, victims, or threats . Problem
statements were developed for these areas of concern, which describe the  specific nature of the
consequences of a hazard occurrence on the community and its assets . This ensured that the mitigation
actions developed through the fifth exercise were  tailored for each community and to the specific problems
created by various hazard scenarios  within it . The Planning Process Library contains the resulting problem
statements for each jurisdiction.

Exercise #4. Capabilities Assessment

The capabilities assessment exercise involve d analyzing the existing planning and regulatory ,
administrative and technical, financial, and education and outreach resources of each participating
jurisdiction. Various tools are used to implement hazard mitigation activities ,such as long -range planning
documents ; buildin g, subdivision , and zoning regulations ; trained staff; information systems; various

funding mechanisms; and community preparedness education . Each of the Steering Group members,
supported by their planning team and the Consultant Team, evaluated s gdhq i t qlurrenh b s hn
capabilities in comparison to previous mitigation planning efforts and provided updated information to

reflect recent developments.  As part of the exercise, they also explored opportunities to improve capabilities

and the various funding options available to support implementation of their mitigation strategy. The

Planning Process Library contains the resulting capabilities assessment for each participating jurisdiction.

Review & Incorporation of Existing Documents

In organizing resources for the plan update, one of the initial steps was for each jurisdiction to identify and

review their existing community plans, regulations, strategies, studies, and other documents with relevance

to local community planning and hazards to help inform the development of the LHMP. This effort was led
by the Consultant Team. Many documents reviewed already incorporate hazard topics and mitigation
planning while others, some seemingly unrelated, would be appropriate to integrate in the future. Relevant
documents are cited throughout the  LHMP and in each hazard profile of the risk assessment.

As part of Exercises #1 through #4, the planning teams reviewed existing planning, policy, and regulatory
documents for their relevance to hazard mitigation planning. The review included many documents into

which previous mitigation plans are incorporated into the Section 5 Works Cited, Capabilities assessment
and each of the hazard profiles . Since the adoption of its 2009 HMP, the district has incorporated the plan
into various other planning mechanisms

The capabilities assessment for each participation jurisdiction identifies the past and current usage of the
documents found to be relevant to hazard mitigation  , and opportunities for their future integration with the

LHMP directly or indirectly ( Table 2-5). The documents were also closely examined as part of the hazard
oghnghshy shnm dwdgbhrd bnlokdsdc ax d bg itghrchbshnm:
ensure plan alignment with ongoing efforts, identify opportunities for integration , and avoid redundancy.



A summary of county -related documents which were identified, reviewed, and incorporated into this 2026
LGLO+ ng sg s | "x ad hmsdfg sdc vhsg sgd bntmsxer g~
provided in the Capabilities and Opportunities Assessment, Section 4.2.

Exercise #5: Strategy Development

The final exercise conducted as part of the interactive and comprehensive development of this LHMP was
the creation of the mitigation strategy . Based on the results from all the previous exercises and background
information surrounding them, including strategies from past mitigation plans, the Steering Group and

Consultant Team led each of the planning teams through the review of potential mitiga tion actions and a
variety of alternatives to consider for their particular jurisdiction during Breakout Meeting Series #2.
Following individual strategy development, the HMPT met again to construct a collaborative, county -wide

mitigation strategy that lev  erages resources to address shared needs among jurisdictions ( Section 4 ).

The draft actions were then further refined by the Steering Group and jurisdictional leads to incorporate
community feedback received during the public draft review period. The final Mitigation Action Plan for
SBUSD is provided in Section 4, and the plans for the other participating jurisdictions are found in the
Volume 2 annexes; the final plans are also in the Planning Process Library.

Table 2-5: Planning Process Library

No. Exercise Title Exercise Link

1 Risk Assessment Hazard Maps

2 Hazard Prioritization Risk Matrix

3 Areas of Concern Problem Statements

4  Capabilities Assessment Capabilities Assessment

5  Strategy Development Mitigation Action Plan  / Alternatives Considered
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2.2 Assess the Hazd&tsk

This section describe s the second major step in the planning process :the comprehensive assessment of
risks associated with natural hazards in the district . The planning team conducted a risk assessment for
their planning areas. This involved identifying and prioritiz ing the natural hazards affecting S BUSD as a
whole and each participating jurisdiction individually, followed by assessing vulnerabilities to those

identified hazards. Results from this risk assessment process aided the identif ication of an effective
mitigation strategy.

The process for, and results from, identifying and prioritizing which hazards to assess are described in
Section s 3.1and 3.1.2 This section describes the process , methods, and support tools used in assessing the
hazard risks to all the planning areas. T  he hazard -specific vulnerability assessment s are documented in the
ten hazard profiles.

Earthquake Wildfire Flood Slope Failure Extreme Weathe
SECTICBR.1 SECTICB\R.2 SECTICB\R.3 SECTICB\R.4 SECTICB\R.5
Drought Climate Change
SECTICR.6 SECTICR.7

Assessing risks and vulnerabilities helps identify the unique characteristics of each hazard and clarifies
which District facilities and operations may be susceptible to specific hazard events. The vulnerability
assessment included site -level review and fi eld verification, as well as Geographic Information System (GIS)
analysis to evaluate hazard exposure in greater detail. This assessment was conducted by the District
Planning Team with support from the Consultant Team.

Hazards were identified and prioritized based on local geographic conditions, facility locations, operational
considerations, and stakeholder input. Through these methods, the Planning Team evaluated the potential
exposure of District facilities, students, staff, and supporting infrastructure to the priority hazards. The
results of this analysis provide the foundation for targeted mitigation actions and long -term resilience
planning.
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The purpose of the risk assessmentin  Section 3 is to evaluate the locations and causes of the priority natural
hazards affecting significant parts of the planning area, as well as the existing regulatory environment
around them, their probability , the extent and severity of their potential impacts , and the vulnerabilities
within the district . The findings serve as the foundation for developing targeted mitigation strategies that

are both proactive and cost -effective. The risk assessment is comprised of the following

A Section 1.3 District Profile: Providing a geographic and demographic overview of  district as the
basis for the assessment , highlighting the populations most vulnerable to hazards in the
planning area.

A Section 3.1 Hazard Identification and Prioritization : Identifying hazards that pose  the most
significant threat s and prioritizing them based on probability and potential impact in the district .

A Section 3.2, Hazard Profiles: Detailing the characteristics, history , probability, and potential
impacts of each hazard , including:

1 Exposure Analysis: Mapping the populations, assets, and critical facilities and
infrastructure exposed to each hazard.
1 Vulnerability Analysis:  Assessing how susceptible different populations , Structures, and

other assets are to hazard impacts.

2.2.1 RAMP (Risk Assessment Mapping Platform)

A highly interactive, web -based mapping platform was used to assist in the vulnerability assessment.
RAMP, the Risk Assessment Mapping Platform, is hosted by and accessed through the project website
(https://legacymitigatehazards.com/santabarbara -usd-hmp/ ) and allows the interactive discovery of robust
risk, vulnerability, and exposure data developed especially for the district. RAMP was built specifically for
mitigation planning and is a vital tool in identifying hazard exposure and risk ( Figure 2-6).

Q@LO chrok xr sgd sns k onotk shnm+ sns >k o gbdkr ~ mc
athkchmfr nudgk hc vhsg m stg k g y qcr k> xdgr- Q@LOer
allow the user to understand and visualize vu  Inerabilities at the property level with detailed information on

the number of people and structures exposed to various hazards. This brings interactivity and individual

discovery to the GIS analysis performed for the vulnerability assessment, allowing for the exploration of

various hazard risks posed within and around a community and, ultimately, aiding in the prioritization of

mitigation resources.

Q@LO dm akdc sgd Chrsghbs2r G 'y qc Lhshf>shnm OKk-lememh mf
vulnerabilities and refine problem statements in support of the mitigation strategy. The Planning Team

used RAMP during working sessions and througho  ut the planning process to evaluate exposure across the

district, including potential impacts from adjacent hazard areas. Particular attention was given to facilities

with higher student enrollment and staff concentrations to ensure life -safety considerati ons were
appropriately prioritized.
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RAMP €&

Facility Name

Select Schools or Facilities. Ordered by
Student Enroliment

All selected

Santa Barbara Senior High School 21K

Peabody Charter Elementary School 767

Santa Barbara Junior High School 560

Washington Elementary School 524

Adams Elementary School 517

La Cumbre Junior High School 458

Roosevelt Elementary School 442

Franklin Elementary School aM

Harding Elementary School 353

Monroe Elementary School 322

Mckinley Elementary School 257

Cleveland Elementary School 243

Santa Barbara Community Academy 197

La Cuesta Continuation High School 80

Las Flores Childrens Center

Armory 0 -~

Maintenance 0

Parma 0

District Office 0

MITIGATE
HAZARDS

Filtered Building Count

281

Filtered Building(s) Insured Value
$380,524,810

Student Enroliment - Weighted
7,278

Staff Count - Weighted

1,229

Risk Exposure Filters

M6.9 Mission Ridge-
a» )

Arroyo Parida-Santa Ana
(1) M7.2 Santa Ynez East

(1) FEMA Flood Risk
(17 Wildfire Risk
(17 Landslide Risk

By Sy SR BT

oy a—

88\ | Active Filters

Figure 2-6. RAMP.User Interface

2.2.2 Vulnerability Assessment Meathamy

This subsection explain s the methodologies used to assess vulnerabilities across the  district and describe s
how the vulnerability assessment account ed for climate change impacts, which are expected to increase

the frequency and severity of hazards like wildfire. The approach include s both qualitative and quantitative
analyses to evaluate the risks associated with specific hazards. Methodologies were selected based on
FEMA guidelines, state -level best practices, and local
and all data sources used in th e analysis meet standards appropriate for hazard mitigation planning.
vulnerability assessment include  s:

policy and expertise to ensure accuracy and relevance
The

A GIS-Based Mapping: Visually represent ing hazard -prone areas, critical infrastructure and
facilities, and vulnerable populations.

Data Collection and Analysis:  Utilizing historical disaster data, climate projections, and
demographic information to estimate risk.

Scenario Modeling (Earthquake and Climate Change): Conducting hypothetical disaster
scenarios to understand potential impacts under varying conditions, including climate change.
Community Surveys and Stakeholder Feedback: Incorporating local knowledge to identify

vulnerabilities not captured in traditional data.
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To accurately describe vulnerability for each identified hazard, it is first necessary to understand the total
District population and assets potentially at risk. This section summarizes the methodology used to conduct
the hazard -specific vulnerability ass essments presented in Section 3.2.

For each hazard, the assessment begins with a general description of the hazard characteristics and local
conditions. Vulnerability is then evaluated through a structured, two -step process. First, a comprehensive
inventory of District buildings, facilities , and school populations was compiled to establish a clear baseline
understanding of assets and occupants potentially exposed to hazard events. Second, this inventory was
analyzed using spatial and risk -based filters to estimate exposure levels and potenti  al impacts under
varying hazard scenarios . For more detailed discussion of the explanation on risk assessment methods, see
Appendix B.

Populatio& Asset Inventory

This subsection describes the methodology used to develop the inventory of District buildings, assets, and
populations that may be vulnerable to natural hazard events. The inventory was compiled using District

facility records, insurance documentation, and enroliment and staffing data, and was spatially analyzed
using Geographic Information System (GIS) tools to evaluate hazard exposure. GIS mapping allowed the
Planning Team to overlay hazard data with District facilities to support data -driven mitigation s trategy
development.

The asset and population inventory provides a baseline for understanding the scale and significance of
potential impacts from natural hazard events. It also supports estimation of potential physical damages and
ehm> mbh>k dwonrtqd t maddq gr dyd dged rrog m{ vgrhoprrss b or

Building and Asset Inventory
Sgd Chrsqghbs2r athkchmf hmudmsngx hmbktcdr9
1 Building Count q The total number of District buildings included in the analysis.

1 Building Insured Value q Replacement value derived fromthe dhr sqgqhbs2r bt gqgqdms hmr
value reflects insured building replacement costs and serves as the primary financial exposure
metric used in this plan.

Unlike parcel -based municipal inventories, the  district analysis focuses specifically on owned and operated
school facilities and support buildings. Insured replacement values provide a consistent and defensible
estimate of potential structural loss exposure for hazard modeling purposes.

Each facility in the district has a known location and layout. Many buildings in the district have a known
structure and content value as well . Each facility and its associated buildings have been located and, where
known, building value and structure characteristics have been linked to each structure in a centralized GIS
database. For example, Roosevelt Elementary School consists of 7 buildings with known unique buildings
characteristics. This information is crucial to inform the natural hazard exposure and potential damage
analyses. Data determining these facilit  ies and building characteristics primarily comes from the Insurance
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Property Schedule s (see JAt{ SBUSD Facilities Input Data in ~ Figure 2-8). Additionally, each facility/ campus
has associated enrollment data from the California Department of Education (CDE). As shown in Figure 2-8,
both the SBUSD facilities dataset and the SBUSD buildings dataset served as inputs to the exposure analysis

Student and Staff Population Inventory

The primary purpose of this Hazard Mitigation Plan is to protect people; therefore, accurately estimating the
number of students and staff potentially exposed to hazard events is critical. Because school populations
are not evenly distributed across facili  ties, a weighted methodology was used to better reflect occupancy
patterns.

1 Student Enrollment a Weighted: Student counts were proportionally allocated to buildings based on
square footage to estimate the relative number of students likely to occupy facilities within hazard
influence areas.

1 Staff Count q Weighted: Staff counts were similarly weighted using building square footage to
approximate potential staff exposure within affected facilities.

This square -footage -weighted approach provides a more realistic representation of exposure than
assigning total campus enrollment uniformly across all buildings.

This methodology ensures that vulnerability assessments are grounded in District -specific operational data
rather than generalized municipal parcel data. The resulting exposure analysis supports prioritization of
mitigation actions aimed at protecting stud ents, staff, facilities, and continuity of educational operations.

Hazard Exposure

Exposure analysis quantifies the extent to which District facilities, students, staff, and operational assets

may be affected by identified hazard events. This analysis establishes the scale of potential impact by
identifying which buildings and occupants are located within hazard influence areas and estimating the
potential structural and financial consequences under modeled disaster scenarios. The exposure
assessment considered:

A Hazard intensity and recurrence potential using historical data and accepted scientific models;
A Building characteristics, including construction era, structural type, and relative resilience;

A Geographic distribution of hazards such as wildfire threat areas, landslide -prone slopes, and
modeled earthquake shaking zones; and

A Operational and life -safety considerations associated with student and staff occupancy patterns.
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P /

Spatially Delineated vs. Non -Delineated Hazards

Geospatial data played a central role in identifying District facilities located within delineated hazard
footprints. For hazards with defined geographic extents P such as earthquake shaking scenarios, wildfire
risk areas, and slope failure zones .P GIS overlays were used to spatially intersect District buildings with
mapped hazard areas. These intersections allowed the Planning Team to calculate building counts, insured
values, and weighted population exposure within each hazard footprint.

Certain hazards, including extreme heat, drought, and broader climate -related conditions, do not have
clearly delineated spatial boundaries. For these non  -delineated hazards, exposure is evaluated at a District -
wide scale rather than through geographic fil tering.

Table 2-6: List of Profiled Hazards by Spatial Delineation of Hazards with Geographic Extents

DELINEATED HAZARDS NON-DELINEATED HAZARDS

Earthquake Drought
Wildfire Extreme Weather
Flood Climate Change

Slope Failure

Certain hazards, including extreme heat, drought, and broader climate -related conditions, do not have
clearly delineated spatial boundaries. For these non  -delineated hazards, exposure is evaluated at a District -
wide scale rather than through geographic fil  tering.

Putting it all together
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Each hazard scenario affects District facilities differently depending on geographic location, building
characteristics, occupancy patterns, and surrounding environmental conditions. The exposure analysis
integrates District facility data with authoritativ e hazard datasets to determine which buildings and
populations are located within hazard influence areas. As llustrated in  Figure 2-8, the exposure
methodology combines two primary data categories:

A. District Facilities Input Data

A Facilities and campus spatial data

A Individual building footprints

A Enroliment data (used to develop weighted student exposure)

A Insurance property schedule data (used to determine insured replacement value)

A Seismic safety inventory information (AB  -300 status where available)
B. Natural Hazard Spatial Data

A FEMA Flood Zones

A USGS Earthquake Scenarios

A California Geological Survey (CGS) Landslide Hazard Mapping

A CAL FIRE Wildfire Hazard Severity Zones

A NOAA elevation data (where applicable)

These datasets were integrated using Geographic Information System (GIS) tools. Hazard layers were
spatially overlaid with District building footprints to generate filtered exposure results for each priority
hazard. For hazards with defined geographic exte  ntsPsuch as earthquake shaking scenarios, wildfire risk
areas, and slope failure zones Pfacilities located within mapped hazard areas were identified and quantified.

The resulting exposure analysis quantified:
1 Building Count within each hazard footprint
1 Insured Replacement Value (derived from District insurance rolls)
1 Weighted Student Enroliment  (allocated proportionally by square footage)

1 Weighted Staff Count
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A. Input Data B. Natural Hazard Data

spatial data attribution spatial data
Schools & Facilities Insurance Roll Dam Inundation

Earthquake Shakemaps

FEMA Flood Hazard
(DFIRM)

CDE Student & 1))

Staff Counts Derived Weighted
Building Totals

*Schools and associated facilities are concidered High

Potential Loss class Critical Infrastructure Fire Hazard

Severity Zones

Slope Failure Risk

Tsunami Run-up
Flood Awareness Zones

Sea Level Rise

VARIABLES

ANALYSIS RESULTS

spatial data

Schools & Facilities
(With Student and Staff Weighted Building Totals)

+ Exposure Attribution

attribution

Dam Inundation Earthquake Shakemaps FEMA Flood Hazard Fire Hazard Severity

Hazard SEVA | Hazard Hazard

Slope Failure Risk Tsunami Run-up Flood Awareness Zoens Sea Level Rise

Hazard |SEVA G Hazard Hazard

All hazards listed were included in the full analysis however, their inclusion does not imply exposure. Please refer to the exposure summaries found within
this document for relevant exposure summaries.

Figure 2-8: Data Source and Methodology
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By combining these metrics, the Planning Team was able to estimate potential impacts to life safety,
operational continuity, and financial exposure under varying hazard conditions.

It is important to note that this plan did not include probabilistic or depth -based damage estimation
modeling (e.g., HAZUS). Instead, the District relied on exposure  -based analysis to inform planning decisions.
This approach focuses on identifying where hazards intersect with District assets and popu lations, rather
than projecting exact dollar losses or structural damage percentages. For planning purposes, understanding

who and what is located within hazard areas  provides a clear and defensible basis for prioritizing mitigation
actions.

The hazard -specific vulnerability assessments presented in Section 3.2 summarize exposure results for

each priority hazard and identify facilities and populations that may be disproportionately affected. The

integrated spatial overlay methodology ensures that mitigation priorities are grounded in measurable,

spatiallyverifi dc qhrj bnmchshnmr "~ mc -~ khf mdc v hsafgty resgodsibitiesr s gh b s

2.3 Developing a Mitigation Strategy

This HMP was prepared in accordance with CL @ 1/ / / ok™m toc sd qdpthqgdl dm
guidance, CalOES policies, and the California Office of K™ mc Tr d " mc Bkhl sd
recommendations. The development of this plan included identifying hazard problems across the planning

area, setting goals for a mitigation strategy , assessing existing capabilities, considering the costs and

benefits of alternatives, and developing new and improved mitigation actions.

Section 4 provides the mitigation strategy for this 2026 HMP, the blueprint for reducing potential losses
identified in the risk assessment based on the existing capabilities of the district.

2.3.1 Identify the Problem

As part of the mitigation action identification process, the HMPT identified areas of concern in and the

potential impacts of each of the prioritized hazards . Specific statements were developed to describe  the

¢ hr s chhzhrd @ablems based on the risk assessment contained in Section 3 and lengthy discussions

"ants tml oodc utkmdq ahkhshdr- Sgdrd lognakdl rs” > sdldn
which describe the nature of the consequences or effects of a hazard occurrence on the district and its

assets as victim, impact, or threat. This categorization ensures that the identified actions in the mitigation

rsqg sdfx “gd s hkngdc sn sgd chrsqghbs2r rodbhehb oqgnakd

Each hazard problem statement that was developed is addressed by at least one mitigation action; however,

most are mitigated with a combination of short - and long -range activities, through planning, regulatory,

operational, physical, or other projects. Sgd chr sghbse&r oqnakdlI rs sdldmsr o0
hazard profile in Section Section 3 and are also available through the  Mitigation Action Support Tool (MAST)

which is summarized in Section  2.3.5.
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Interpreting Areas of Concern (AOCs)

Areas of concern describe how hazards impact different aspects of a community and set the stage for
identifying mitigation actions that reduce risk by changing the victims , impacts , or threats of different
hazards. Each problem statement identifies which type of hazard problem (i.e., AOC) it concerns the most.

Areas of Concern

Impact Threat

&

Who is (most) impacted? What are the direct and indirect What local conditions create
impacts of hazard events? location -specific risk?
Example Statement Example Statement Example Statement
Students and faculty with mobility Heavy rain events overwhelm aging Climate change is shifting
limitations may lack adequate and inadequate drainage precipitation patterns, increasing
evacuation support during a  rapid infrastructure. the frequency and severity of heavy
onset hazard event . rain events while also exacerbating
drought conditions

2.3.2 IdentifyMitigationGoals

Hazard mitigation plans must identify goals for reducing long -term vulnerabilities to identified hazards. (44
C.F.R. § 201.6(c)(3)(i)) The HMPT reviewed past mitigation goals from  the previous plan,the 2023 California
State Hazard Mitigation Plan (SHMP), and other relevant plans to determine their present validity. The team

also reviewed the updated risk assessment ( Section 3 ) and public engagement results ( Section 4 ) in defining
the goals for this plan. The HMPT ultimately decided to keep and update the 2016 plan goals. The five
resulting goals formed the basis for the development of the mitigation strategy and specific mitigation
projects.

A mitigation strategy is considered effective based on how well the goals of the strategy are achieved. The
goals are presented in Section 4.1and are each directed toward a different area: people, services, property,
and infrastructure. The goals in this plan all support each other, and the actions in the mitigation strategy
were selected to meet multiple goals and prioritized in part by their a bility to achieve multiple objectives.

2.3.3 AssesSapabilitieg Opportunities

The capabilities assessment presented in Section 4.1is a comprehensive review of s gd chirmredstnhgbs er
capabilities to implement the mitigation actions in the HMP and tools available to address known issues
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and weaknesses from identified natural hazards. These capabilities were identified by the  Steering Group
and HMPT and were also reviewed for future opportunities for integration or enhancement , including the
development of new policies, expansion of training programs, and increased collaboration with regional

and state partners.

Sgd c hrassgdsrbestdf its capabilities and future opportunities is found in Section 4.1 For more
information on the regulatory environment surrounding each hazard, see the hazard profiles in Section 3.2,

2.3.4 Identify Mitigation Actions

The HMPT developed mitigation actions, as both planning activities and other types of projects, to address

identified hazard problems from the risk assessment in line with sgd c¢hr s gh lcapadititiesdAs part s h mf
of this process, the team reviewed and analyzed the status of mitigation actions from the previous plan,
determining which have been completed, which are no longer relevant, and which need to be updated to

reflect current circumstances. Sgd chrsqghbser qgdrtksr ne sghr dwdqgbhr c
Section 1.4.2

After reviewing previous mitigation actions and current priorities, projects, activities, and other relevant
documents, the HMPT developed potential new actions through an interactive exercise, as outlined in
2.1.3The potential mitigation actions were then further scrutinized based on their relevance to the priority
hazards, support from community members, realistic implementation parameters, and alternative
measures that could be used to address various aspects of  the hazard problems.

2.3.4.1Public & Stakeholdgput

As part of the mitigation strategy development, the district reviewed and incorporated stakeholder feedback

and public comments collected throughout the planning process to tailor the goals and mitigation actions
toward specific stakeholder concerns and ne  eds. Public input was collected on an ongoing basis via an
online survey and at major injection points, such as during the public review period. These results are fully
documented in Appendix B and summarized in Section 4 . Section 4 also highlights public and stakeholder
input that was specifically used in developing the mitigation strategies.

2.3.4.2Mitigation Alternatives

Once hazard problems were defined ( problem statements) and local resources and capabilities accounted

for (capabilities and opportunities a ssessment), a range of mitigation solutions are identified that could be
used to address concerns. These mitigation alternatives are evaluated for their associated costs and benefits

to pinpoint which actions provide the greatest risk reduction using avalil able resources and should be made
part of the final mitigation strategy. This section describe s the process that was used in identifying and
evaluating a range of mitigation alternatives to address the hazards prioritized in the risk assessment
(Section 3). Alternatives include both structural measures (e.g., firebreaks, seismic retrofitting) and non -
structural measures (e.g., zoning changes, public education, warning systems) and were assessed based on:

A Community Support and Acceptance
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Alignment with Mitigation Goals
Funding Eligibility and  Cost-Effectiveness
Multi -Benefit Outcomes

> v >

Based on the exercises conducted with the HMPT, t he Consultant Team drafted mitigation actions for the
team to consider, including refined actions from the previous plan and new alternative actions. Early
discussions focused on reviewing  the previous mitigation strateg vy, identifying current hazard -related
challenges, and developing potential actions to address priority hazard concerns. These ideas were then

further reviewed and prioritized based on district staff expertise and public and stakeholder input. The
HMPT selected the most efficient and cost  -effective actions by assessing vulnerabilities, evaluating existing
b o ahkhshdr+ "~ mc athkchmf bnmrdmrtr nm gnv adrs sn

mitigation goals. The resulting Mitigation Action Plan is found in Section 4.4.

EDL@2r rhw agqgn ¢ | hshf shnm b sdfnghdr+ khrsdc adknv+

potential mitigation actions. Categorizing mitigation actions in this way ensures a comprehensive
approach to mitigation in the  district addressing various facets of vulnerability reduction and resilience
enhancement across the community and its built and natural environment s.

A Prevention (PRV): Measures aimed at avoiding or minimizing hazard impacts through planning
and the implementation of building codes, land use regulations, and other preventative
measures.

A Property Protection (PPRO): Actions to safeguard individual properties from hazard damage by
modifying or relocating existing buildings and structures to enhance resilience.

A Public Education and Awareness (PE&A): Efforts to engage and inform community members
about hazard risks and effective mitigation strategies to foster preparedness and resilience.

A Natural Resource Protection (NRP): Strategies that preserve, restore, or manage natural
resources, systems, and functions to reduce hazard  impacts.

A Emergency Services (ES): Measures that help minimize the impacts of hazard events on people
and property by enhancing emergency preparedness and response capabilities.

A Structural Projects (SP): Projects to construct, install, or improve infrastructure and systems
designed to reduce hazard impacts.

The following subsections provide examples of mitigation actions according to the FEMA mitigation
categories. This alternatives evaluation process is documented as part of the Planning Process Library
discussed in 2.1.3and provided in Table 2-5 (Alternatives Considered) to demonstrate transparency and
support future funding applications.

PREVENTION (PRV)

Preventative activities keep hazard problems from getting worse and are typically administered through
government programs or regulations addressing building and land development. Preventative actions are
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yet occurred or where capital improvements have not been substantial. Examples of preventative activities

include:
A Land-Use Planning and A Hazard Mapping, Data A Infrastructure and Utility
Development Controls Collection, and Risk Policy Controls
A Building and Reduction Planning A Drainage system
Construction A Operational and maintenance
Regulations Administrative A Capital improvements
A Policy, Ordinance, and Prevention Measures programming

Planning Updates

Examples of Local PRV Alternatives

A Ensure buildings meet DSA construction standards.

v

A Update water conservation standards for grounds landscaping and plumbing fixture
replacements .

PROPERTY PROTECTION (PPRO)

Property protection measures involve the modification, relocation, or removal of existing buildings and
structures to help them better withstand the forces of a hazard. Examples include:

A Building elevation A Safe rooms, shutters, A Critical facilities
A Retrofitting (e.g., seismic shatter resistant glass protection
design techniques, etc.) A Insurance

Examples of Local PPRO Alternatives

A Assess school facilities for hazard resilience and construct improvements to  address any
deficiencies identified.

A Install shutoff valves and emergency connector hoses where utilities are exposed to ground
shaking .

PUBLIC EDUCATION & AWARENESS (PE&A)

Public education and awareness activities advise community members and elected officials about hazards,
hazardous areas, and mitigation techniques they can use to protect themselves and their property.
Measures to educate and inform the public include:

A Hazard -Specific Public A Community Training A Demonstration Projects
Outreach Campaigns and Capacity -Building and Hands -On Activities

Enhancethe district 2r FHR ¢ s a rd "mc b o ahkhshdr qgdk°’
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A Hazard Mapping Display A Partnerships for A School and Youth
A Public Information and Community Education Programs
Risk Communication Engagement

Examples of Local PE&A Alternatives
A Develop an educational program to teach students about natural hazards and mitigation
measures.

A Conduct outreach with students, parents, and faculty = on the updated risk assessment and
available mitigation resources

A Improve hazard preparedness and mitigation information on the district 2r vdar hsd-

NATURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION (NRP)

Natural resource protection activities reduce the impacts of hazards by preserving or restoring natural areas
and their protective functions. Such areas include wetlands, steep slopes, and sand dunes. Parks, recreation,

or conservation agencies and organiz  ations often implement these protective measures. Examples of these
measures include:

A Erosion and sediment A Vegetation management A Watershed management
control (e.g., fire resistant A Wetland and habitat
A Groundwater recharge landscaping, fuel breaks) preservation/restoration

projects

Examples of Local NRP Alternatives

Increase tree trimming and add fire  -safe vegetation around all schools abutting the WUI.
Identify and stabilize high  -risk slope failure locations.

Improve overall cover of trees and natural surfaces across the district .

Construct rainwater catchment systems to recharge groundwater in open space areas.

EMERGENCY SERVICES (ES)

Emergency services, while not traditionally categorized as mitigation, play a critical role in minimizing the
impacts of natural hazard events on people and property. These services focus on preparedness, response,
and recovery efforts to protect lives, re  duce damages, and ensure the continuity of critical operations. The

measures often include pre -disaster planning, resource staging, and infrastructure improvements to
enhance emergency response capabilities. Examples include:

> > > >

A Warning systems A Identification / A Installing temporary
A Sandbag staging for construction of shutters on buildings for
urban flood protection evacuation routes wind protection
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Examples of Local ES Alternatives

A Install back up power generators for critical facilities.
A Collaborate with the county and neighboring jurisdictions to improve emergency
communications and coordinate emergency exercises.

STRUCTURAL PROJECTS (SP)

Structural mitigation projects are intended to lessen the impacts of a hazard by modifying the environment
and natural progression of a hazard event through construction. They are usually designed by engineers
and managed or maintained by public works staf ~ f. Examples include:

A Microgrid installation A Water system interties A Seismic retrofits to
A Utility facility / A Stormwater detention / lifelines
infrastructure upgrades retention facilities

Examples of Local SP Alternatives

A Repair and improve stormwater facilities and infrastructure to accommodate heavy rain events
A Evaluate and improve emergency access and evacuation routes for school facilities.

2.3.4.3Cost/Benefit Review

Mitigation action plan s must be prioritized accordingtoa  cost/ benefit analysis of the proposed projects and
programs and their associated costs . (44 CFR 82 01.6(c)(3)(iii)) The benefits of proposed actions were
weighed against estimated costs as part of the project prioritization process ; however, it should be noted
that t his review does not meet FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) and Pre -Disaster Mitigation
(PDM) grant program requirements. A less formal, less costly approach was used because some projects may

not be implemented for up to 10 years, and associated  costs and benefits could change dramatically in that
time. Parameters were established for assigning subjective ratings (high, medium, and low) to the costs and
benefits of these projects.

Cost ratings were defined as follows:

A High: Existing funding will not cover the cost of the project; implementation would require new
revenue through an alternative source (for example, bonds, grants, and fee increases).

A Medium: The project could be implemented with existing funding but would require a re -
apportionment of the budget or a budget amendment, or the cost of the project would have to be
spread over multiple years.

A Low: The project could be funded under the existing budget. The project is part of or can be part
of an ongoing existing program.

Benefit ratings were defined as follows:
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A High: Project will provide an immediate reduction of risk exposure for life and property.

A Medium: Project will have a long -term impact on the reduction of risk exposure for life and
property, or project will not provide an immediate reduction in the risk exposure for property.

A Low: Long-term benefits of the project are difficult to quantify in the short -term.

Using this approach, projects with positive benefit versus cost ratios (such as high over high, high over
medium, medium over low, etc.) were considered cost -beneficial and prioritized accordingly. For many of
the strategies identified in this action plan, the partners may seek financial assistance under the HMGP or

PDM programs, both of which require detailed benefit/cost analyses. These analy ses will be performed on
projects at the time of application using the FEMA benefit -cost model. For projects not seeking financial
assistance from grant programs that require detailed analysis, the partners reserve the right to define

1 admde hsr ttopatametecs that méet the goals and objectives of this HMP.

2.3.5 MAST (Mitigation Action Support Tool)

Development of the mitigation strategy for this 2026 HMP was strengthened by using an online platform

called MAST, the Mitigation Action Support Tool. MAST is a web -based interactive tool that enables multiple
users to search, view, enter, and update the details of mitigation actions, ideas or projects, and other
information. The tool is accessible through the project website to the district staff, leadership, and partner
agencies, including the Hazard Mitigation A dvisory Team (HMAT) which will oversee the implementation

phase of the planning cycle (see Section 2.4.2.1).

During the development of this HMP, MAST was used to document and relate described hazard

ut kmdg ahkhshdr "mc  gd ne bnmbdgm ' gde dhem tbodevedop g d g
associated mitigation actions.  As the planning cycle progresses, MAST will also be used to monitor and

revise the mitigation strategy ( Section 4.4). As a living document, mitigation activities will be updated

through this web interface application developed specifically for this 2026 HMP.

State & Federal Funding Application Assistance

Using MAST, the district can improve its ability to apply for state and federal funding, including in the initial

grant application processes through CalOES. MAST provides district staff and plan reviewers (CalOES and

FEMA) easy access to mitigation action details that can be leveraged to support future risk reduction efforts

and specific mitigation projects  within the planning area . Additionally, MAST can be used to assist the
chrsghbs2r GL@S hm sq bjhmf ogqnidbs ognfqdrr enqg fqg ms

Monitoring & Evaluating the Strategy

As local circumstances change and the plan evolves, mitigation actions will be updated through MAST. The
nmkhmd hmsdge bd vhkk oqnuhcd sgd chrsghbs2r GL@S vhsg
to adjust the strategy as needed. MAST will assist  mitigation project managers across the entire planning

area in adjusting reporting on the status and effectiveness of the mitigation action and overall strategy.
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As described in  Section 2.4.2, the Hazard Mitigation Advisory Team will oversee the collection and review

of progress reports on specific strategies and will develop a district -wide progress report to deliver to the
public and School Board. With MAST, updating the status and details of mitigation projects throughout the
planning lifecycle  will be greatly simplified and consolidated into one location.

2.4 Adopting & Implementing the Plan

Ensuring the HMP serves as a practical and accessible tool for the district is crucial for effective
implementation and minimizing community hazard impacts. This section emphasizes integrating the HMP

into existing planning mechanisms and frameworks, maint aining ongoing public engagement, and
establishing procedures for implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and regular updates to keep the plan
current and responsive to evolving needs. These efforts aim to enhance resilience and safeguard
community well -being against hazards.

The implementation strategy herein also provides a roadmap for executing the identified mitigation

actions, tracking progress, and integrating the plan into broader local and regional planning efforts. Further,

it establishes an advisory team and procedure s for evaluating and updating the HMP over its five  -year
lifecycle to reflect new data, hazard events, and community priorities.

It is important that this plan becomes a usable tool to ensure reductions in possible damage from a natural
hazard event. This section is intended to ensure that the HMP remains relevant and evolves over time,

including adjusting to changes in community pr iorities. As mitigation actions are implemented, the exact
strategies for completing them will become more detailed. MAST will be an extremely useful tool for
updating the mitigation strategies and tracking progress, including for individual mitigation act ions as

implemented or revised (see Section 2.3.5).

2.4.1 Adoption Proceedings

To comply with DMA 2000, the Santa Barbara Unified School District Board unanimously adopted this 2026

SBUSD HMP on 6/19/2026 during a regular public meeting. The adoption of the plan in its entirety recognizes

sgd chrsqhbs2r bnll hsldms sn gdctbhmf sgd hlo bsr ne m
sgd chrsqghbs2r ° cn o s2b256-2026336)aspmw ded aDtherendwof then Executive Summary.

State & Federal Review
Prior to adoption by the district, this 2026 HMP was submitted to CalOES for review on  4/24/2026 . Following

additional revisions to ensure full compliance with 44 CFR § 201.6 and state requirements, the plan was
submitted for FEMA review on  5/18/2026. Formal approval from FEMA was received on  6/17/2026 and is
documented in  Appendix B .
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Public Input

Public input on the 2026 HMP was collected and incorporated throughout the planning process, including
through an online public survey  (English and Spanish) and during a public review period between  March 6
2026 to April 24 , 2026 as described in  Section 4 .

Further, the board reviewed the 2026 HMP at a regularly scheduled public meeting on 6/19/2026, which
consisted of a presentation by the district leads on the HMPT and an invitation to members of the public for
comment before the board voted to adopt the plan and their hazard mitigation strategy.

2.4.2 Monitoring, Evaluati&gJpdating

The district will regularly monitor, evaluate, and revise this plan in accordance with FEMA requirements to
maintain eligibility for HMA grant programs . This section outlines the process and measures the district
vhkk s jd sn dmrt-ted impgrdentadiidnOigluding maniforing, reporting, evaluation,
maintenance, update, and revision procedures. Most of this implementation and maintenance will be done
through MAST , which is further described in Section 2.3.5. This section also contains specifics on
integrating mitigation with day  -to-day decision making

2.4.2.1Hazard Mitigation Advi§eam (HMAT)

The Steering Group oversaw the development of the 2026 HMP and made decisions on key elements of the
plan, including the maintenance strategy; however, a Hazard Mitigation Advisory Team (HMAT) , directed
and maintained by the Santa Barbara Unified Facilties and Operations Department, will oversee the
implementation phase of the five -year planning cycle. The primary responsibilties  of the HMAT in
overseeing the implementation of the HMP are:

Acting as a forum for hazard mitigation issues and continuing to solicit community input

Facilitating interjurisdictional collaboration on hazard mitigation

Coordinating implementation efforts across district departments  and partner agencies
tracking mitigation strategy progress and presenting a report to the board annually with
recommendations on improvements

> > > >

The HMAT will strive to include representation from various district departments, Key Stakeholders and
other partner agencies, and members of the public . Keeping the HMAT intact for the duration of the planning
cycle will also assist in jump  -starting the next plan update

Duties of the HMAT

The HMAT will coordinate with  district departments and other responsible parties for each mitigation
action to assess its status, effectiveness ,and make modifications as appropriate.  In addition, t he HMAT will
develop an annual progress report to provide  reporting to and input from the board. The annual progress
reports will be posted online for public review and released to the media and will cover possible
improvements to the mitigation strategy and changes  to be considered at the next update, in addition to
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progress on mitigation actions . In evaluatingthe HMP2r deedbshudmdrr + s ghbuldebek k nv
considered:

Has the nature or magnitude of hazards affecting the planning area changed?

Are there new hazards that have the potential to impact the planning area?

Do the identified goals and actions address current and expected conditions?

Have mitigation actions been implemented or completed?

Has the implementation of identified mitigation actions resulted in expected outcomes?
Are current resources adequate to implement the HMP?

A Should additional local resources be committed to address identified hazards?

S D D> D> D> D

The HMAT will also play a key role in preparing for the next HMP update by maintaining records and
identifying emerging risks. Future updates to the plan will account for any new hazard vulnerabilities,
special circumstances, or information or methodologies that become available. Issues that arise or updates

made during the interim monitoring and evaluating period will be incorporated into the next update of the
HMP, and the questions identified above will remain valid during its preparation.

2.4.2.2Monitoring & Upd&ehedule

Monitoring the progress of mitigation actions will continue through the five -year period between adoption

of this plan and the next update effort. The newly formed HMAT will meet annually , at a minimum, to
monitor implementation , develop the progress report, and deliver that report to the board .Thesd | 2r
meeting schedule will be posted online, and meetings will be open to the public.

The HMP will be updated again after five years, as required by DMA 2000, and the update process will begin
s kd rs nmd xd' g oghn o 2631 Hosveyer, stioldd arsgmificadt w dvdzayd eventn eacur
vhsghm sgd chrsghbs2r ok} thmedNMATwil recahvenehwmithin8@ddys of the disasterl d
to review and update the plan as appropriate. ~ As a DMA 2000 requirement , the board will adopt any written
updates.

Funding Assistance Monitoring

The true worth of any mitigation plan is its implementation and success under grant and other funding
programs. This HMP was assembled to reduce the risk of natural hazards and also to meet the requirements

ne CL@ 1/// sn |~ hms  hm Hdazdrd Mitigatidn Mssistande iHMé)ograrE prag@a@s.
EDL @2r GL@ Oqgnf g’ | hr sgd b s kxrs sg’ s cqhudr hmbqd
community action to reduce losses from natural hazards. As outlined in Section 4.2.1, FEMA administers

several programs that provide funding for  jurisdictions with approved mitigation plans, including:

A Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) :Assists in implementing long  -term hazard mitigation
planning and projects following a Presidential major disaster declaration.

A Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) : Provides funds for planning and projects to reduce or
eliminate risk of flood damage to buildings that are insured under the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) on an annual basis.
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PostDisaster HMGP Process

Following a disaster, CalOES and officials from the district and Santa Barbara County would perform
Preliminary Damage Assessments (PDA) of areas that sustained damage in a joint effort with FEMA. CalOES
then submits the information collected through the FEMA Regional Office, along with a damage estimate to
request a declaration from the President. A Presidential Major Disaster Declaration provides for the
availability of HMGP funds at the request of  the Governor in eligible communities . Figure 2-9 shows a
timeline of how projects should be developed and administered by local government and FEMA under the

HMGP program. HMGP grant recipients have 36 months from the close of the application period to complete
projects.

® @ ® @ 2 & 0
1 2 8 4 5 6 7

HMGP
Funding
Ava"able Project Project Project Project Project Project Award
Scoping Development Submission Review Award and Implementation Closeout
Obligation and
Monitoring

Figure 2-9: HMGP Timeline

Mitigation Action Support Tool (MAST) Updates

Hazard problem statements and mitigation activities will be updated through the web-based interface
application developed specifically for the district , available on the project website. This Mitigation Action
Support Tool (MAST) will assist sgd chrsqghbser "cuhrngx sd° | hm “citr
circumstances evolve, and will assist mitigation project managers  across all district departments in
reporting on the status and effectiveness of the mitigation action and overall strategy. MAST will also be

extremely useful in applying for CalOES funding.

Plan maintenance will be primarily performed through MAST, with most updates to the HMP occurring
easily through this tool. MAST s further described in Section  2.3.5.

2.4.2.35-Year Update

Future updates to the HMP will account for any new hazard vulnerabilities, special circumstances, or new
information or methodologies that become available. Issues that arise or updates made during the interim
monitoring and evaluating period will be incor porated into the next update of the HMP, and the questions
identified above will remain valid during its preparation.
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The next five -year update will follow the same four  -step FEMA planning process used for this 2026 update,
including public and stakeholder engagement through meetings and other means to inform changing risks

and priorities. The HMAT (i.e., the Facilities and Operations Department)  will initiate the process at least one
year before the plan expires and, depending on the scope of the update, will procure outside consultation to
guide the process as needed. The HMAT will review the 2026 plan and process undertaken and make
adjustments to methods and tools to strengthen the next update effort.

As detailed in Error! Reference source not found. + EDL@2r entq g y qc¢ | hshf shnr
that will be followed for the next update are:

Step 1:Organize Resources

Step 2: Assess Risk

Step 3: Develop a Mitigation Strategy
A Step 4: Adopt and Implement the Plan

LB > >

2.4.2.4Continuing PubficStakeholder Engagement

The strategy for continuing engagement will utilize the same goals and resources as the strategy for
developing the 2026 update, as described in Section 4 and documented in Appendix B.  During the five -year
planning cycle, the district will continue to involve members of the community in the implementation

phase of the process through public gatherings and meetings. In addition, the Key Stakeholders involved in
this update and other partner organizations will be invaluable resources for supporting continued public
engagement, especially with underserved populations.

An electronic copy of the 2026 HMP document will be accessible through the c hr s gvelsi® &8nd at pre -
determined physical locatons . @ ogxr hb  k bnox ne sgd 1/15 GLO c¢cnbtl d
Planning Department. Information on upcoming events related to hazard mitigation or the HMP will be

announced via the same media tools discussed in Section 4, including the project website ® mc chr s qhl
website and social media .

2.4.3 Plan Integration

For the HMP to be successful, the recommendations and underlying principles of the plan should be
incorporated into various aspects of local governance, including community planning and development
(e.g., capital improvement budgeting) as well as everyday operations. Integration into a variety of
departments and roles within the district provides an opportunity to network, identify, and highlight
mitigation activities and opportunities at all levels of government. It is also important to monitor resources

and opportunities which can be leveraged to implement the mitigation strategy.

As the plan evolves, t he following should be considerations for implementing and integrating the mitigation
strategy:
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A Use processes that already exist. Take advantage of tools and procedures identified in the
capability assessment in Section 4.1 Leaning on mechanisms already in use and familiar will
give the planning implementation phase a strong initial boost.
A Update work plans, policies, and procedure s. Incorporating hazard mitigation concepts and
activities can help integrate the HMP into daily operations. These changes can include how
major development projects are addressed in hazard -prone areas or can ensure that hazard
mitigation concerns are considered in the approval of major capital improvement projects.
A Revise job descriptions. Work with department leads to revise job descriptions to include
mitigation -related duties . Dd r hf m™ s h mf ) 11hshf > shnm kd  ct vhsg
institutionalize hazard mitigation with little financial expenditure or programmatic overhaul.

Sgd chrsqghbs2r b o ahkhshdr =~ mc 4laentifigsshe paktand d currentrugager r | d n

of various planning and regulatory mechanisms relevant to hazard mitigation , and opportunities for their
future integration with the HMP directly or indirectly . This integration helps  to ensure plan alignment with
ongoing efforts, identify opportunities for integration, and avoid redundancy. In general, information from

this HMP will be incorporated into:

A District Facilities Master Plan: The HMP provides risk and vulnerability information that can be
hmsdfqg sdc hmsn sgd Chrsghbs2r E bhkhshdr L rsdgqgq C
Hazard exposure data and mitigation priorities identified in the HMP support informed decision -
making related to modernization projects, site improvements, infrastructure replacement, and
long -term facility investments. Incorporating hazard considerations into facilities planning
helps ensure that safety, resilience, and continuity of operations ar e embedded into future
development and renovation efforts.
A Emergency OperationsPlans: Sgd GLO bnl okdl dmsr sgd Chrsqghbsar I
(EOP)by identifying long -term risk reduction strategies that address the same hazards managed
during emergency response. While the EOP focuses on immediate preparedness, response, and
recovery actions, the HMP emphasizes proactive mitigation measures that redu ce the likelihood
and severity of impacts before a disaster occurs. Together, these documents provide a
coordinated framework for both emergency management and long -term resilience planning.
A Hazard and Other Specific Plans: The HMP will provide information that can be incorporated
into topic - or campus -specific plans, and the HMP likewise captured mitigation actions derived
from these types of documents. The HMP will provide risk assessment information such as
geospatial hazard footprints, exposure summaries, and damage estimations that can be included
in updates to operational and other plans.

@ rtll >gx ne sgd chrsghbs2r ok mmhmf | dbg  n2026 HWIP havens n v
been or could be incorporated is provided in the Capabilities and Opportunities Assessment, Section 4.1
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Section 3Risk Assessment

The risk assessment measures the potential impacts of hazards on life, property, and the economy within

the SBUSD boundaries . The intent of a risk assessment is to identify the qualitative and quantitative
vulnerabilities of a community to the greatest extent possible given available data. These assessments
increase understanding of hazard impacts and provide the foundation to develop and prioritize mitigation
actions. In turn, mitigation actions reduce damage from disasters through increased preparedness and
focusing resources on areas of the greatest vulnerability.

This risk assessment section evaluates potential losses from a given hazard event by assessing the
vulnerabilities of people, buildings, and critical facilities and  infrastructure. It identifies the characteristics
and potential consequences of hazards, explores how much of the planning area could be affected by a
hazard event, and assesses the impacts on city assets, specifically .

The process used for the risk assessment is described in Section 3 and Appendix A; the approach consists
of three main components:

A Section 1.3 District Profile: Providing a geographic and demographic overview  of the SBUSDas the
basis for the assessment , highlighting the populations most vulnerable to hazards in the planning
area.

A Section 3.1, Hazard Identification & Prioritization :ldentifying hazards that pose  the most significant
threat s and prioritizing them based on probability and potential impact on the community.

A Section 3.2, Hazard Profiles: Detailing the characteristics and history , frequency and probability,
severity and extent, and potential impacts of each hazard , including:

1 Exposure Analysis: Mapping the populations, assets, and critical facilities and infrastructure
exposed to each hazard.
1 Vulnerability Analysis:  Assessing how susceptible different populations , Structures, and other

assets are to hazard impacts.

The District Profile in  Section 1.3ensures that the needs of underrepresented communities are recognized
in developing the mitigation strategy and used in future plann ing and policymak ingto foster more equitable
and sustainable environments. This approach not only safeguards the most vulnerable populations but also
enhances the overall resilience of the entire community.

3.1 Hazard Identification & Screening

Per FEMA guidance, the first step in developing the risk assessment is to identify a list of natural hazards
that pose a significant threat to the district. Hazard selection is a twofold process. First, the HMPT
considered and screened a broad set of hazards profiled in local, regional, and statewide hazard planning

3-1



documents. A crosswalk of select documents reviewed and the results of screening the relevant hazards for
the planning area are outlined in ~ 3.1.1

Second, the HMPT reviewed the history of hazard events, particularly over the last five years, which
impacted the planning area and the potential effects of climate change on the frequency and severity of
hazards to inform the prioritization process outlined in Section 3.1.2 The team also took into account the

hmhsh k qgqdrtksr eqnl otakhb " mc rs jdgnkcdqg dmf  fdl dms

bnmsghatsdc sn sgd GLOSZ2r c¢cdbhrhnm sn dwbktcd eknnc
Section 3.1.2. This comprehensive approach ensures that the risk assessment is thorough and accounts for

both established and emerging threats, providing a robust foundation for effective hazard mitigation

planning.

Following completion of the screening and prioritization exercises, the HMPT discussed and formed
consensus on which hazards would be included and profiled in the 2026 HMP. Based on their evaluation,
the HMPT decided to profile seven priority hazards in this 2026 update .

Earthquake Wildfire Flood Slope Failure Extreme Weathe
SECTIOB\2.1 SECTIOBN2.2 SECTIOBN2.3 SECTIONR.4 SECTIOB\2.5
. . ul”” I K/\/x
Drought Climate Change
SECTIC\R.6 SECTICR.7
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3.1.1 Potential Hazards

The HMPT reviewed the previous HMP, as well as plans from regional and state entities, to determine the
range of hazards with the potential to affect the planning area and surrounding region. Table 3-1provides a
crosswalk of hazards identified  in select documents review, including  the district 2 r 091HMP, the City of
Santa Barbara General Plan (Public Safety, Noise and Health Element) ,the Santa Barabara County MJHMP,
and 2023 California State Hazard Mitigation Plan (SHMP).

The crosswalk was used to develop a preliminary hazards list , providing a framework for  the HMPT to
evaluate which hazards were truly relevant. For exampl e, volcanoes were considered to have no relevance
to SBUSD, while earthquake and wildfire were indicated in every hazard document. The preliminary hazards
list was then used as the basis for narrowing and prioritizing which hazards should be profiled and analyzed

in detail in this 2026 HMP, as discussed in 3.1.2

Table 3-1 Document Review Crosswalk

2009 Santa 2022 City of 2022 County of 2023 California

Barbara Schools Santa Barbara Santa Barbara State Hazard
Hazards District HMP HMP Annex HMP Mitigation Plan
Climate Change y
Coastal Hazards y y
(Hurricaril€oastal Surge
Daminundation y y y
Drought y y y
Earthquake/ Geologic y y y y
HazardkLiquification
Extreme Heat y y y
Extreme Cold y
Flood y y y y
Haistorm Y
Hazardous MateSaill y y y
High Winds/ Straight Lin y
Winds
Infestation y
LandslidéMudslide y y y y
Lightning
Pandemic y y y
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2009 Santa 2022 City of 2022 County of 2023 California
Barbara Schools Santa Barbara Santa Barbara State Hazard
Hazards District HMP HMP Annex HMP Mitigation Plan
Severe Thunderstorm

Terrorism/Human Cause y y y
Threats
Tornado
Tsunami y y y

Volcanic Activity

Wildfire y y Yy

Winter Storm

cdmnsdr °~ 1knv oghnghsxt g y qc
3.1.2 HazardPrioritization

Hazard prioritization took place early in the process and integrate d historic al data, future probability and
impact potential, local knowledge, and consensus opinions to further evaluate the potential hazards
identified through the hazard planning document crosswalk exercise described in Section 3.1.1 As part of
this process, the HMPT participated in a prioritization exercise using a risk assessment matrix, which
helped determine whether each potential hazard is a low, medium, high, or extreme risk, and thus priority ,
for the city based on its unique characteristics and the perceptions of the public and stakeholders

The results of th e initial hazard prioritization process, before further refinement, are displayed in the
completed risk assessment matrix (Figure 3-2) and in the Planning Process Library ( Table 2-5).

Hazards identified as medium to extreme priorities were profiled and thoroughly assessed in Section 3.2,
and these hazards were also the focus of the mitigation strategies, with more deference given to those rated
extreme and high . Other hazards ranked low or not at all on the matrix were excluded from the 2026 HMP
due to comparatively low probability or impact potential. Table 3-4 summarizes all the potential hazards
identified in Section  3.1.1and their priority in this plan.

3.1.2.1Past Major Hazard Events

An important consideration in identifying and prioritizing hazards is past major hazard events, especially
those which have triggered federal or state disaster declarations. The HMPT reviewed and considered past
major hazard events in the surrounding region as part of the hazard screening and identification process.

Hazard events occurring outside  district boundaries can also directly or indirectly impact the school
community. For example, wildfires may occur outside the City of Santa Barbara but could affect watersheds
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that drain into the city, resulting in longer -term watershed health impacts. Power supply also could be
interrupted due to extraterritorial hazard occurrences.

Most available information on major past hazard events comes from federal or state disaster declarations

since these provide funding opportunities when the severity or magnitude of an event surpasses the

abilities of the responsible governing body to respond and recover. State funding assistance can be provided

when a local i t q hr c hchmdiynton @spond to a disaster is exceeded ~ mc edcdqg k vgdm s
response and recovery capacities are also exceeded

For the purposes of this plan, federal disaster declarations issued by FEMA are the primary mechanism for
documenting and evaluating significant hazard events. Under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act, FEMA may issue either a Major Disaster Declaration or an Emergency
Declaration, depending on the severity and scope of the incident. Major Disaster Declarations authorize

long -term federal recovery programs, including Public Assistance and Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
(HMGP) funding, while Emergency De clarations provide more limited, short  -term assistance.

Disaster declarations are based on the type, extent, and severity of damage and the impact on public

infrastructure and essential services. In California, a gubernatorial emergency proclamation typically

precedes a federal request and authorizes the Govern nqger Neehbd ne DI dgfdmbx Rc
coordinate state assistance under the California Disaster Assistance Act while supporting the request for

federal declaration.

Santa Barabara County has been affected by 43 federal disaster declarations since 1969, some of which were
statewide. Figure 3-lidentifies all the federal disaster declarations in the county since 19 69 by hazard type,
and Table 3-2 identifies these events individually . (FEMA, 2024)

16 15
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Figure 3-1 Disaster Declarations in Santa Barabara County by Hazard Type Since 1969 (FEMA, 2024)
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Table 3-2: Disaster Declarations in  Santa Barbara County 1969to Present (FEMA, 2024)

Title

Severe Storms & Flooding

Winds, Flooding, Mudslides

Severe Storms, High Tides & Flooding

Drought

Coastal Storms, Mudslides & Flooding

Severe Storms, Mudslides & Flooding

Coastal Storms, Floods, Slides & Tornadoes
Severe Storms, High Tides & Flooding

Fires

Severe Freeze

Severe Winter Storm, Mud & Land Slides, & Flooding
Severe Winter Storms, Flooding Landslides, Mud
Flow

Severe Winter Storms, Flooding, Landslides, Mud
Flows

Severe Winter Storms and Flooding
Ca-Gaviota Fire -06-05-2004

Earthquake

Hurricane Katrina Evacuation

Severe Storms, Flooding, Debris Flows, And
Mudslides

Severe Freeze

Wildfires, Flooding, Mud Flows, And Debris Flows
Wildfires

Wildfires

Gap Fire

Jesusita Fire

Tea Fire

Wildfires

Severe Winter Storms, Flooding, And Debris and Mud

Flows

Severe Winter Storms, Flooding, And Mudslides
Severe Winter Storms, Flooding, And Mudslides
Holiday Fire

Thomas Fire

Wildfires, Flooding, Mudflows, And Debris Flows
Wildfires

Severe Winter Storms, Flooding, Landslides, And
Mudslides

Cave Fire

Hazard Type
Flood
Flood
Flood

Drought
Flood
Flood

Coastal Storm
Flood
Fire

Freezing

Flood

Severe Storm

Severe Storm
Severe Storm
Fire
Earthquake
Hurricane

Severe Storm
Freezing
Fire
Fire
Fire
Fire
Fire
Fire
Fire

Flood

Flood

Flood
Fire
Fire
Fire
Fire

Severe Storm
Fire

Disaster

Number
DR-253-CA
DR-316-CA
DR-364-CA

EM-3023-CA

DR-547-CA
DR-615CA
DR-677-CA
DR-812-CA
DR-872-CA
DR-894-CA
DR-979-CA

DR-1046-CA

DR-1044-CA
DR-1203-CA
FM-2519-CA
DR-1505CA
EM-3248-CA

DR-1577-CA
DR-1689-CA
DR-1731CA
EM-3287-CA
EM-3279-CA
FM-2780-CA
FM-2817-CA
FM-2790-CA
DR-181GCA

DR-1952CA
DR-4308-CA
DR-4305-CA
FM-5252-CA
FM-5224-CA
DR-4353-CA
EM-3396-CA

DR-4431-CA
FM-5303-CA

Fiscal Year

1969
1972
1973
1977
1978
1980
1983
1988
1990
1991
1993

1995

1995
1998
2004
2004
2005

2005
2007
2008
2008
2008
2008
2009
2009
2009

2011
2017
2017
2018
2018
2018
2018

2019
2020



Title

COVID-19 Pandemic

COVID-19

Alisal Fire

Severe Winter Storms, Straight -Line Winds,
Flooding, Landslides, And Mudslides

Severe Winter Storms, Flooding, Landslides, And
Mudslides

Severe Winter Storms, Flooding, Landslides, And
Mudslides

Severe Winter Storms, Flooding, And Mudslides
Severe Winter Storms, Tornadoes, Flooding,
Landslides, And Mudslides

Source: FEMA OpenData (FEMA, 2024)

3.1.2.2Probability & Impact

Hazard Type
Biological
Biological

Fire

Severe Storm

Flood

Flood
Flood

Severe Storm

Disaster
Number

DR-4482-CA
EM-3428-CA
FM-5419-CA
DR-4699-CA
DR-4683-CA

EM-3592-CA
EM-3591-CA

DR-4769-CA

Fiscal Year

2020
2020
2022
2023
2023

2023
2023

2024

After t he HMPT determined the realm of hazards that could affect the planning area, the team then

completed a risk ranking exercise to determine which hazards should be prioritized for assessment in this

HMP and, consequently, which hazards should be the focus in the mitigation strategy.

The hazard prioritization ~ process combines historical data, local knowledge,

climate projections,

and

consensus opinions to produce a risk matrix that illustrates whether each profiled hazard is an extreme,

high, medium, or low priority for the planning area

. Criteria for probability verses impact

were used to

evaluate hazards and identify th  ose that pose the highest risk s. Hazards determined to have a minor or

limited impact and unlikely or possible probability were generally categorized as low risk and excluded from
the risk assessment while those determined to cause more severe impacts and have a higher probability

are profiled in detail in Section  3.2.

The results of th e initial hazard prioritization process, before further refinement,
completed risk assessment matrix (Figure 3-2) and in the Planning Process Library ( Table 2-5).

Impact: What are the anticipated deaths, injuries, damages, or disruptions?

A Minor: Very few injuries, if any; only minor property damage and minimal disruption on quality
of life; temporary shutdown of critical facilities.

are displayed in the

A Limited: Minor injuries only; approximately 10% to 25% of property in disaster footprint damaged
or destroyed, and complete shutdown of some critical facilities for more than one day.
A Critical: Multiple deaths and injuries possible; between 25% and 50% of property in disaster

footprint is damaged or destroyed, and complete shutdown of critical facilities for more than one

week.
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A Catastrophic: High number of deaths and injuries possible; more than 50% of property in affected
area damaged or destroyed, and complete shutdown of critical facilities for a month or more.

Probability: What is the likelihood of an event?

Unlikely: Less than 1% annual probability, or might occur sometime in your lifetime.
Possible: Between 1% and 10% annual probability, or likely to occur sometime in your lifetime.
Likely: Between 10% and 100% annual probability, or will occur several times in your lifetime.
Highly Likely: 100% annual probability, or likely to occur every year in your lifetime.

> > > >

Secondary & Compounding Hazard Events
This HMP examines the vulnerabilities of hazard events individually within the planning area. However, it

is recognized that hazards often occur in combination, leading to compounded effects. For example, a
severe rain event following a wildfire can cause debris f lows.

This plan discusses these multiple hazard risks within the hazard profiles by highlighting potential
secondary hazards that could be triggered by initial events. The plan also considers the implications of
pairing hazard events with the need for emergency evacuatio n or response, particularly in light of
experiences during the COVID -19 pandemic. This includes local governments actively considering response
and mitigation strategies that address the impacts of multiple -hazard events, such as a pandemic occurring
along side other hazards like earthquake , extreme weather , or wildfires.

By understanding the interplay =~ among different hazards and preparing for compounded events, the HMP
aims to enhance the resilience and preparedness of the planning area against a wide range of potential
disaster scenarios.

Climate Change Impacts
Climate change is a global phenomenon that can impact many aspects of society including public health,

natural and managed resources, critical facilities, buildings, infrastructure, and services. Projected changes

to the climate are dependent on location. In California, the University of California Berkeley Geospatial
Innovation Facility developed a platform called Cal -Adapt funded by the California Energy Commission
(CEC). This platform provides tools and data on climate change across the state, including areas surrounding
Santa Barbara County . Results in the tools are available from global scale models that have been localized
(downscaled) to 3.7 -mile by 3.7 -mile grids.

California is already experiencing significant impacts from climate change, including prolonged drought, a
lengthened wildfire season, increased coastal flooding and erosion, and widespread tree mortality. The state

has observed rising average temperatures , more extreme heat days, fewer cold nights, a longer growing
season, and shifts in the water cycle, with less winter precipitation falling as snow. In addition, summertime

fog has declined by approximately 33%, and both showmelt and rainwater runoff are o ccurring earlier in the
year (Cal OES, 2018)
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Average annual temperatures across most of California have already increased by more than 1°F, with some
areas experiencing rises of over 2°F when comparing the 1901 to 1960 average to that of 1986 to 2016. Daily
maximum temperatures ‘Pa key indicator of ext reme heat Pare projected to increase by 4.4°F to 5.8°F by 2050
and by 5.6°F to 8.8°F by 2100. Heat waves that impact public health, known as heat  -health events, are also
expected to intensify across the state. By 2050, these events are projected to last up to two weeks longer in
the Central Valley and occur four to ten times more often in the Northern Sierra region (California Natural
Resources Agency, 2022) .

Long-term trends indicate a 12% to 20% decline in fog across California from 1900 through projections to

2070. Climate experts suggest that warming temperatures reduce the ability of air masses to cool enough to

produce fog, which plays a critical role in rtoongs hmf B " k h e n g(@ranth&mw, Teddore;r x r s (
University of California, Berkeley, 2018)

Like California, the District i s likely to experienc e climate change impacts in various forms, including
increasing frequency and severity of hazard events which offer a tangible glimpse of future conditions.
Existing conditions combined with predictive modeling indicate that the impacts of climate change will
continue to be signi ficant and will increase over time impacting all aspects of the local environment, built

and natural. Recent events, including the COVID -19 pandemic, reveal another clear truth: the impacts of
climate change will disproportionately be experienced by the mo st vulnerable and marginalized
populations.

Table 3-3 summarizes these projected climate change impacts on relevant priority hazards.

Table 3-3: Climate Change Impacts on Hazards

Hazard Summary of Impacts

Increased susceptibility of landslides as precipitation  variability increases and wildfires

Sigje sl (seen 22 increase in frequency, area, and  severity.

Increased probability of wildfire and extreme fire behavior from drought and variability
Wildfire (Section 3.2.2) in precipitation and seasonal wind . Fire season extended to year -round. Increases in
wildfires also contribute to worsening air quality.

More frequent and severe periods of drought. Precipitation will  arrive in more intense
storms, increasing runoff and reducing the ~ amount of water recharging local  aquifers,
further exacerbating the impacts of drought on water  supply. Increases in longer periods
of drought also contribute to worsening air quality

Drought (Section 3.2.6)

Increased probability of intense rain storms, including atmospheric river events, causing
more erosion, slope failures, and localized urban flooding in | ow-lying areas . More
variability in seasonal high winds, especially Santa Anas, contributing to increased

Extreme Weather (Section
3.2.5

wildfire risk.
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Risk Assessment Matrix Definitions

The likelihood of a hazard event occurring within a time

period?

Likely - between 10 & 100% annual
Likely probability. Or will occur several times in

your lifetime.

PROBABILITY

E

your lifetime.

Unlikely - less than 1% annual probability.
Uniikety Or unlikely but possible to occur in your

lifetime.

To concentrate resources, the jurisdictional planning
team will focus on "High” and "Extreme” risk hazards.
These hazards have the higher probability and
greater impact as it relates to the jurisdictions
planning area.

Hazard definitions are included in this plan. Some
hazards are discussed as subset hazards. If a hazard
is not present on the risk matrix or are grey in color,
the jurisdictional planning team felt the hazard had a
minimal footprint within their planning area and was
not ranked.

Hazard Information / Legend:

Climate Change impacts will be
addressed in each hazard section
within the 2020 plan update and as a
stand alone section.

Climate change may change the
KUV frequency, duration and intensity of
CHANGE hazards listed above.

Figure 3-2: Hazard Prioritization Risk Matrix
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Highly likely - 100% annual probability. Or
Likely to occur every year in your lifetime.

Possible - between 1 & 10% annual
probability. Or Likely to occur some time in

BILITY

PROBA

In terms of injuries, damage, or death, would you anticipate
impacts to be minor, limited, critical, or catastrophic when a
significant hazard event occurs? The impact could be in terms of
one hazard event (flooding from a culvert failure) or a large-scale
event (multiple rivers flooding) in the same jurisdictional
boundary.

IMPACT

Minor Limited Critical

minimal disruption on quality of life. Temporary shutdown of
critical facilities.

Limited - minor injuries only. Approx. 10% or less of property in
disaster footprint damaged or destroyed. Complete shutdown of
critical facilities for more than one day.

Critical - multiple deaths/injuries possible. Between 25% and 50%
of property in disaster footprint is damaged or destroyed.
Complete shutdown of critical facilities for more than one week.

Catastrophic - high number of deaths/injuries possible. More than
50% of property in affected area damaged or destroyed. Complete
shutdown of critical facilities for 30 days or more,

Exdreme




3.1.3 Priority Hazards

The final results of the hazard screening and prioritization exercises completed by the HMPT

in Table 3-4, which provides additional details about why the priority hazards and subhazards were chosen

and why other hazards were not prioritized.

However, it should be noted that many hazards not prioritized

for profiling are briefly discussed as secondary or compounding hazards; subhazards that were profiled and

included are listed specifically.

Table 3-4:Hazard Priority Summary

Hazard Priority

Explanation

are identified

Earthquake / Liquefaction Extreme Profiled in Section 3.2.1, including Liquefaction

Wildfire Extreme Profiled in Section 3.2.2

Flood High Profiled in Section 3.2.3and discussed as a compounding hazard in
relevant profiles

Extreme Weather High Profiled in Section 3.2.5, specifically Heavy Rain and High Wind

Slope Failure Medium Profiled in Section 3.2.4 as Slope Failure

Drought Medium Profiled in Section 3.2.6

Agricultural Pests =

Not a priority due to low impact potential

Avalanche - Not a priority due to low probability
Coastal - Not a priority due to  no exposure
Dam Failure - Not a priority due to low probability  and impact

Extreme Cold -

Not a priority due to low probability

Extreme Heat o

Not a priority due to low probability =~ and impact, due to coastal conditions.

Human -Caused -

Not a priority due to being addressed in other plans

Insects -

Not a priority due to low impact potential

Levee Failure =

Not a priority due to low probability and impact

Pandemic Disease -

Not a priority due to being addressed in other plans

Sea Level Rise -

Not a priority due to no exposure

Soil - Not a priority due to low impact potential
Subsidence - Not a priority due to low impact potential
Tornado - Not a priority due to low probability

Tsunami / Seiche Wave -

Not a priority due to no exposure

Volcano -

Not a priority due to no exposure
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3.2 Vulnerability Assessment

The vulnerabilities assessment  provides an explicit representation of what a community stands to lose in a
disaster. This is useful for District Staff and other decision makers who need to balance the costs of hazard
mitigation against the potential harm to students and staff and damage to property. It provides comparable
measurements of community natural hazard exposure Land assists in determining  where to first focus
resources for hazard mitigation

Through a hazard exposure and loss estimation analysis, quantitative data is developed to understand
assets at risk to hazards. Qualitative data , with narrative information and description s of how each
prevalent hazard could affect the District populations, buildings and other hard assets, also is developed and
presented for hazards without measurable data. The hazard exposure and loss estimation analysis was
developed with best available data and follows methodology described in the FEMA publication
Understanding Your Risks Pldentifying Hazards and Estimating Losses 2

There are many intangible losses that could result from a natural hazard event, such as losses of historic or
cultural integrity or damage to the environment , that are difficult to quantify. Other costs, including
response and recovery costs, are often hard to estimate in large scale hazard events. For that reason,
response and recovery costs are not addressed in this document.

1 Exposure encompasses all elements, processes, and subjects that might be affected by a hazardous event. Consequently,
exposure is the presence of social, economic, environmental or cultural assets in areas that may be impacted by a hazard.
2 Available at https://www.fema.gov/imedia _-library/assets/documents/4241
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3.2.1 Earthquake Hazard Profile

An earthquake is both the sudden slip on an active fault and the resulting shaking

and radiated seismic energy caused by the slip (USGS, 2009) Sometimes the
movement is gradual. At other times, the plates are locked together, unable to
release the accumulating energy. When the accumulated energy grows strong
enough, the plates break free causing the ground to shake. Most earthquakes occur

at th e boundaries where the plates meet; however, some occur in the middle of
plates.

EARTHQUAKE

Ground shaking from earthquakes can collapse buildings and bridges; disrupt gas,
electric, and phone service; and sometimes trigger landslides, avalanches, flash
floods, fires, and huge, destructive ocean waves (tsunamis). Buildings with foundations resting on
unconsolidated landfill s and other unstable soil, and trailers and homes not tied to their foundations are at

risk because they can be shaken off their mountings during an earthquake. When an earthquake occurs in

a populated area, it may cause deaths and injuries and extens ive property damage. Earthquakes strike
suddenly and without warning. Earthquakes can occur at any time of the year and at any time of the day or
night. On a yearly basis, 70 to 75 damaging earthquakes occur throughout the world. Estimates of losses
from a future earthquake in the United States approach $20 0 billion. (Center, 2012)

Earthquakes are a significant concern for the district . Unlike Southern California communities influenced
primarily by the San Andreas system, the district is located within a complex and active coastal fault

environment associated with the Santa Ynez Mountains and Transverse Ranges. Several mapped and
potentially active fault systems traverse or lie adjacent to district facilities . These include:

A Mission Ridge Fault Zone

A More Ranch Fault (North and South strands)

A Mesa/La Mesa Fault

A Lavigia Fault

A Lagoon Fault (localized coastal faulting)

The Mission Ridge Fault Zone trends east -west along the foothills north of downtown and has contributed

to uplift forming the Riviera and Mission Canyon areas. The Mesa / La Mesa Fault extends through portions

of the Westside and Mesa areas (City of Santa Barbara, 2013) . The More Ranch Fault system lies to the west
near Goleta and UCSB, and additional local faults are mapped throughout the urbanized area of Santa
Barabara.

3.2.1.1Earthquake Classifications

Earthquakes are typically classified in one of two ways: By the amount of energy released, measured as
magnitude , or by the impact on people and structures, measured as  intensity .
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3.2.1.1.1Magnitude

The most common method for measuring earthquakes is magnitude, which measures the strength of
earthquakes. Although the Richter scale is the most publicly -known measurement for magnitude, the
majority of scientists currently use either the moment magnitude ( Mw ) Scale or Modified Mercalli Intensity
(MMI) Scale. The effects of an earthquake in a particular location are measured by intensity . Earthquake
intensity decreases with increasing distance from the epicenter of the earthquake.

The magnitude of an earthquake is related to the total area of the fault that ruptured, as well as the amount

of offset (displacement) across the fault. As shown in Table 3-5, there are seven earthquake magnitude
classes, ranging from great to micro . A magnitude class of great can cause tremendous damage to
infrastructure, compared to a micro class, which results in minor damage to infrastructure.

Table 3-5: Moment Magnitude (Mw) Scale

Earthquake Magnitude Classes

Magnitude Class Magnitude Range (M = Magnitude¢ Description

Great M>8 Tremendous damage
Major 7<=M<79 Widespread heavy damage
Strong 6<=M<6.9 Severe damage

Moderate 5<=M<59 Considerable damage
Light 4<=M<49 Moderate damage
Minor 3<=M<39 Rarely causes damage.
Micro M<3 Minor damage

3.2.1.1.2Intensity

The Modified Mercalli Intensity value assigned to a specific site after an earthquake has a more meaningful
measure of severity to the non -scientist than the magnitude because intensity refers to the effects actually
experienced atthat place. The lower numbers of the intensity scale generally deal with the manner in which

the earthquake is felt by people. The higher numbers of the scale are based on observed structural damage.
Structural engineers usually contribute information for assigning intensity values of VIl or abov e.Table 3-7
is an abbreviated description of the levels of Modified Mercalli intensity.

3.2.1.2Ground Motion

Earthquake hazard assessment is also based on expected ground motion. This involves determining the
annual probability that certain ground motion accelerations will be exceeded, then summing the annual
probabilities over the time period of interest. The mo st commonly mapped ground motion parameters are
the horizontal and vertical peak ground accelerations (PGA) for a given soil or rock type. Instruments called
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accelerographs record levels of ground motion due to earthquakes at stations throughout a region. These
readings are recorded by state and federal agencies that monitor and predict seismic activity.

Maps of PGA values form the basis of seismic zone maps that are included in building codes such as the
International Building Code. Building codes that include seismic provisions specify the horizontal force due

to lateral acceleration that a building shou Id be able to withstand during an earthquake. PGA values are
chgdbskx gdk sdc sn sgdrd k> sdg k enqgbdr sg s -famiyt k c
dwellings). Longer period response components determine the lateral forces that damage lar ger structures

with longer natural periods (apartment buildings, factories, high -rises, bridges) . Table 3-6 lists damage
potential and perceived shaking by PGA factors, compared to the Mercalli scale.

Table 3-6: Mercalli Scale and Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA)

Potential Structure Damage

Modified Mercall Estimated PGA
Scale Perceived Shaking Resistant Buildings  Vulnerable Buildings (%Q0)
I Not Felt None None <0.17%
-1 Weak None None 0.17% 1.4%
\Y Light None None 1.4% 3.9%
\% Moderate Very Light Light 3.9%- 9.2%
VI Strong Light Moderate 9.2%- 18%
Vi Very Strong Moderate Moderate/Heavy 18%- 34%
VIl Severe Moderate/Heavy Heavy 34%- 65%
IX Violent Heavy Very Heavy 65%- 124%
X-XIl Extreme Very Heavy Very Heavy >124%

Note: PGA measured in percent of g, where g is the acceleration of gravity . Sources: USGS, 2008; USGS, 2010
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Table 3-7: Modified Mercalli intensity level descriptions

Intensity ~ Shaking  Description/Damage

I Not felt Not felt except by a very few under especially favorable conditions.

Il Weak Felt only by a few persons at rest, especially on upper floors of buildings.

Felt quite noticeably by persons indoors, especially on upper floors of buildings.
1l Weak Many people do not recognize it as an earthquake. Standing motor cars may
rock slightly. Vibrations similar to the passing of a truck. Duration estimated.

Felt indoors by many, outdoors by few during the day. At night, some awakened.
Y Light Dishes, windows, doors disturbed; walls make cracking sound. Sensation like
heavy truck striking building. Standing motor cars rocked noticeably.

Felt by nearly everyone; many awakened. Some dishes, windows broken.

v Moderate Unstable objects overturned. Pendulum clocks may stop.
Felt by all, many frightened. Some heavy furniture moved; a few instances of
VI Strong .
fallen plaster. Damage slight.
Damage negligible in buildings of good design and construction; slight to
Very . . . ] . . .
Vi strong moderate in well -built ordinary structures; considerable damage in poorly built

or badly designed structures; some chimneys broken.

Damage slight in specially designed structures; considerable damage in
ordinary substantial buildings with partial collapse. Damage great in poorly built
structures. Fall of chimneys, factory stacks, columns, monuments, walls. Heavy
furniture overturned.

Severe

Damage considerable in specially designed structures; well -designed frame
Violent structures thrown out of plumb. Damage great in substantial buildings, with
partial collapse. Buildings shifted off foundations.

Some well -built wooden structures destroyed; most masonry and frame

Extreme . . .
structures destroyed with foundations. Rails bent.

Source: USGS,Abridged from The Severity of an Earthquake, USGS General Interest Publication 1989 -288-913
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3.2.1.3Effect of Soil Types

The impact of an earthquake on structures and infrastructure is largely a function of ground shaking,
distance from the source of the quake, and liquefaction, a secondary effect of an earthquake in which soils

lose their shear strength and flow or behave a s liquid, thereby damaging structures that derive their support
from the soil. Liquefaction generally occurs in soft, unconsolidated sedimentary soils. A program called the
National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program (NEHRP) creates maps based on soil cha racteristics to help
identify locations subject to liquefaction . Table 3-8 summarizes NEHRP soil classifications. NEHRP Soils B
and C typically can sustain ground shaking without much effect, dependent on the earthquake magnitude.

The areas that are commonly most affected by ground shaking have NEHRP Soils D, E and F. In general,
these areas are also most susc eptible to liquefaction.

Table 3-8: NEHRP Soil Classification System

Mean Shear Velocity

NEHRP Soil Type Description to 30 m (m/s)
A Hard Rock 1,500
B Firm to Hard Rock 760-1,500
C Dense Soil/Soft Rock 360-760
D Stiff Soll 180-360
E Soft Clays <180
- Special Study Soils (liquefiable soils, sensitive clays,

organic soils, soft clays >36 m thick)

3.2.1.4Regulatory Environment

Building codes provide one of the best methods of addressing earthquake hazards. When properly designed
and constructed according to code, the average building can withstand many of the impacts of natural
hazards. There are multiple State earthquake hazard regulations that control school site development,
building construction and other building related operations. This section provides explanation of major

codes that enhance building safety and provides mitigation of earthquake related risk related to the District.

Field Act

The Field Act of California was enacted on April 10, 1933, one month after the Long Beach Earthquake in
which many schools were destroyed or suffered major damage. Public school construction has been
governed by the Field Act ever since and enforced by the Division of the State Architect (DSA). In any
community, public schools constructed under the Field Act after 1978 are likely to be among the safest
buildings in which to experience a major earthquake. The Field Act requires:

A School building construction plans  are prepared by qualified California licensed structural engineers
and architects;
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A Designs and plans are checked by the DSA for compliance with the Field Act before a contract for
construction can be awarded;

A Qualified inspectors, independent of the contractors and hired by the school districts, continuously
inspect construction and verify full compliance with plans;

A The architects responsible and/or structural engineers observe the construction periodically and
prepare changes to plans (if needed) subject to approval by DSA;  and

A Architects, engineers, inspectors and contractors file reports, under penalty of perjury, to verify
compliance of the construction with the approved plans emphasizing the importance of testing and
inspections to achieve seismically safe construction.

The Field Act has been updated often, generally to incorporate lessons learned from major earthquakes in
California, especially in the 1971 San Fernando earthquake. In the late 1960s , regulations were put in place
to have pre -Field Act (1933) buildings retrofitted, removed from school use , or demolished. The Field Act
now prohibits use of unreinforced masonry  in school buildings. The Field Act regulations in place since 1978
are considered adequate for public school buildings in most cases.

Private schools are covered under the Private Schools Building Act of 1986, not the Field Act, with the
legislative intent that children attending private schools be afforded life safety protection similar to that of
children attending public schools.

California Code of Regulations

California also regulates earthquake preparedness in schools through several different regulatory

provisions implementing the Field Act. First, 1 ‘school site shall not contain an active earthquake fault or
faulttrace.t ' B k- Bncd Qdfr shs- 4 ¥ 03/0/ (- He ° rbgnnk ¢
ilvhsghm sgd antmc ghdr ne "~ mx rodbh k rstcx ynmdr ngqg Vv

sgd r edsx dkdl dms ne enguinvkstightiorkof thegublit imterést obskich ansitg mushg
hmbktcd fdnknfhb k ng rnhk dmf hmddqh mf rstchdr sn 1o0q]
onsdmsh k enqg d gsgpt jd ng nsgdg fdnknfhb g wlatapc ¢ |
transportation , water supply, waste disposal facilities, utilities, traffic hazards, surface drainage conditions,

"mc nsgdg e bsngr-t'"B k- Bncd Qdfr shs- 4 ¥ 06101(- Sg
1fdnknfhb k “mc rhsd bg’  thée tossttugtior efftrtbrequiredgal maketthe gschawlg ™ s

at hkchmf r ed enq nbbt o mbx hr Thebd requiremdnts ‘alkok apply ttomeend ~ r h a k
reconstruction or alteration of a school building where estimated costs exceed $25,000. (Cal. Code Regs tit.

5§ 17212.5).
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Building Codes

Numerous building and zoning codes exist at the state and local level to decrease the impact of an
earthquake event and resulting liquefaction on residents and infrastructure. Construction and
rehabilitation of California public K @12 schools, community colleges, essential services buildings , and
various other state -owned and leased facilities is overseen by the Division of the State Architect (DSA) to
ensure they comply with  current code requirements initiated by the State

Before the Field Act, school buildings were usually constructed according to the codes used by local
jurisdictions. The first Field Act seismic provisions for public schools built upon the seismic requirements
suggested by the 1927 Uniform Building Code ( UBC) and required school buildings to be designed for

lateral forces of two to ten percent of the building weight with most school buildings falling in the six to
ten percent range. Table 3-10provides timeline of milestone events, building code changes and legislation
that have affected the design of buildings in California and Table 3-9is a similar timeline specific to
nonstructural and architectural requirements.

Structures designed based on the CBC and the UBC include performance objectives for public school
buildings that are slightly higher than for buildings built under the UBC, particularly with regard to
nonstructural damage control. The Field Act has stricter structural code requirements and guidelines for

design professional, plan approval processes, construction insp ection, and reporting . See Table 3-9 for
details.

Table 3-9: Field Act vs. UBC Administrative Requirements
UNIFORM BUILDING CODE

FIELD ACT TITLE 24, CCR (NorField Act Buildings)
Design Professionals
School building construction plans must be prepared by a California Registered A licensed Civil Engineer can be responsible for
Structural Engineer or a licensed Architect. design and construction

Plan Approval Process
The designs are reviewed and checked by the Department of General Services
(an independent State agency) and design errors or omissions must be
corrected or included on the plans before a contract for construction can be

Detailed requirements are not provided.

issued.

Inspection of Construction
An independent inspector (DSA certified) is required to provide continuous Periodic special inspection by the local jurisdiction, at
inspection of the construction to verify that the construction is in conformance certain construction milestones, is specified (e.g.,
with the approved plans. before concrete placement and covering of structural

framing).
Changes to Plans During Construction
The responsible architects and engineers are required to periodically observe
the construction and prepare changes to plans, if needed, to the DSA for review Changes to plans are generally not subject to review.
and approval.

Reporting
All parties concerned (architects, engineers, inspectors, testing laboratories and
contractors) must file reports, under penalty of perjury, to verify compliance No similar reports are required.
with approved plans.
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Structural Elements

Since 1933, the UBC (and subsequently the CBC) has gone through many revisions based on the growing
body of knowledge in the field of earthquake engineering . A timeline of code changes and corresponding
earthquakes can be found in  Table 3-10. From 1933 to 1976, the design earthquake forces on school buildings
in California were similar to those of other buildings and varied from 2 to 13% of the building weight,
depending on the type of structural system and soil strength. Cities in high seismicity areas, such as San
Francisco and Los Angeles , often adopted more detailed guidelines than the UBC based on growing
knowledge in the field of structural dynamics and earthquake engineering , including for public schools

Following the 1971 San Fernando Earthquake, which caused extensive damage to numerous buildings in the

Los Angeles area, major changes appeared in the 1976 UBC . Those changes included increased design force
levels (particularly for concrete and masonry structures), requirements to limit the horizontal swaying of

the building when subjected to earthquake shaking, and revisions to the map defining earthquake hazard

zones.Inaddhshnm+ " m nbbto mbx e bsng v 'r “ccdc sg s hmbqgd"

facilities , such as hospitals and fire stations , and for buildings where groups of more than 300 persons
assembled. Most of the changes made to the 1976 UBC were adopted, effective July 1, 1978, by the Building
Standards Commission and were included in the CBC for public schools.

Table 3-10: Milestone Seismic Events and Building Code Updates

Year Code/Event/Legislatiol Notes

Lateral force requirements were not required.
1927 UBC

1933 Long Beach Earthquake

In addition to lateral force requirements, administrative regulations on
qualified design professionals, peer review of plans and specifications,

and construction, observation and verification were added for public

schools and are still in place.

Lateral force requirements (between 2% -10%) applied to all non -Field Act
buildings in California.

Seismic zones 1 -3 defined, Provisions or limited nonstructural elements
prescribed.

Pre-1933 public school buildings reported as being unsafe by a structural
engineer must be upgraded . Time limit for evaluation was not specified.

1933 Field Act

1933 Riley Act

1935 UBC

1939 Garrison Act

1952 Kern County Earthquake

Until this point most seismic codes were developed by cities such as Los
Angeles and San Francisco via modifications to the model UBC codes.
Lateral loads for multistory buildings vary inversely with the height of

the building. Deflection limits establishe d.

1952 UBC




Year

Code/Event/LegisIatioJ Notes

Publication of recommended lateral force requirements by the Structural

1959 RD@NB 1Akt d Engineers Association of California (SEAOC). Represented efforts of the
SEAOC Seismology Committee to develop a uniform seismic code.
1961 UBC First separate section to address nonstructural elements.
All public -school buildings not constructed under the Field Act to be
1967 Greene Act (1 examined before January 1, 1970.
Commentary described building three  -tiered performance expectations.
1967 RD@NB 1Akt d Commentary also discussed issues such as damping, deformation, and
inelastic action.
1967 - Adopted 1966 SEAOC Blue Book recommendations.
UBC CBC
1968
All school buildings considered unsafe to be abandoned or retrofitted by
1968 Greene Act (I) June 30, 1975. This deadline was extended to June 30, 1977.
1970 UBC Seismic zone factor (Z) was introduced.

1971 San Fernando Earthquake

Administrative regulations almost identical to the Field Act were adopted

1972 Hospital Act for hospitals.
1972 Alquist -Priolo Special Required geologic studies for fault rupture hazards.
Studies Zone Act
Significant increase in base shear for short and mid -height buildings.
1976 UBC Site soil factor (S) and occupancy importance factor (I) were introduced.
(I) was similar for Field Act and non  -Field Act.
ATC 3-06 developed seismic design provisions as part of a cooperative
ATC 3-06 by the program in building practices for disaster mitigation between NSF and
1978 Appneg Technology the National Bureau of Standards. Several new concepts that differed
Council from existing provisions were found in the ATC 3-06 provisions.
1979  UBC Significant revision to  seismic design code for nonstructural elements
Private Schools Safety Intended that private school students be afforded similar life safety
1986 . .
Act protection to that of public -school students.
Purpose was to ensure that no public -school pupils were housed in
1087 Hughes Earthquake unsafg school buildings after Sengrnber 1, 1990. '
Safety Act Required that leased portable facilities that were previously exempt from
the Field Act comply to Field Act requirements or be removed.
Base shear equation changed to that used in ATC3 -06, effective design
ggg UBC/ CBC force levels were not changed. Inelastic behavior and ductility

considered in response modification were added.

1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake

1992

Charter Schools Act

1994 Northridge Earthquake

Authorized the establishment of charter schools. Seismic safety
regulations unclear.

1994 -
1995

UBC/ CBC

UBC Seismic Importance factor still 1.0 fornon - Field Act non -essential

school buildings.
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Year Code/Event/LegisIatioJ Notes

SEAOC Framework for  Set framework and guidelines for Performance Based Engineering (PBE)
1995  Performance Based "mc otakhrgdc hm @odmchw A ne 0885

Engineering (Vision

2000 Report)

First guidelines to use deformation  -based analysis procedures and
1996 NEHRP (FEMA 273), Performance Based Engineering. NEHRP Guidelines for the Seismic
1997  (ATC-40) Rehabilitation of Buildings (FEMA 273), Seismic Evaluation and Retrofit
of Concrete Buildings (ATC -40).
Move from allowable stress to strength design philosophy. Seismic

1997 - . - L
99 UBC/ CBC Importance factor for Field Act buildings still differ (1.0 vs. 1.15) Near fault
1998 . . :
effects added. Major revision to requirements for nonstructural elements.
SB 1122 regarding the Guid.elines- for securing building.co.nte.nts for public schools were o
1999 securing of building published in 2003 , after commissioning development of such guidelines
contents in this 1999 bill.
Seismic Safety Inventory of pre -1978 non woodframe Field Act buildings screened for

Inventory of California gejsmic safety vulnerability.
2002 Public Schools (AB

300)

2006 - It rating same for Field Act and non -Field Act buildings (I = 1.25).

o007  VBC/CBC Changes to base shear equation based on ASCE 7 -05.

NonStructural Elements

Building code requirements originally focused on the design of the structural elements of buildings and

these requirements have improved over time. Similarly, engineers soon realized damage to nonstructural
elements posed a significant safety risk and begun developing and improving  engineering guidelines to
secure nonstructural elements.

In 1961, the first detailed engineering guidelines for nonstructural elements were included in the UBC . After
the Northridge Earthquake , the 1997 UBC included significant revision to nonstructural guidelines. The
design force for securing nonstructural and architectural elements to the building is similar to that
illustrated in Table 3-10, for the seismic force to the entire building. The design force for securing a
nonstructural element is based on applying a force to the element that is equal to a percentage of the weight

of the element.

3.2.1.5PasEvents

California earthquakes result from the movement of the Pacific and North American tectonic plates. Along

the central and southern California coast, tectonic deformation is expressed through a complex system of
onshore and offshore faults, including the San  ta Ynez, Mission Ridge aqArroyo Parida gSanta Ana, Mesa, More
Ranch, and Hosgri fault systems.
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Unlike areas farther south where the San Andreas Fault dominates seismic hazard, the Santa Barbara region

is influenced by both regional plate boundary motion and localized crustal compression associated with the
1Ahf Admct ne sgd R’ nom@essiog tas uplifted the KhmnsverSegRamges tand created
numerous active faults capable of generating moderate to large earthquakes.

Santa Barbara County has experienced multiple damaging earthquakes historically, including the 1925
Santa Barbara earthquake (M6.3), which caused significant structural damage in the downtown area.
Offshore and coastal faults remain capable of producing st rong ground shaking throughout the SBUSD
service area.

Although thousands of small earthquakes occur in California each year, most are not felt and do not cause
damage. However, earthquakes greater than magnitude 4.0 occur periodically within or near Santa Barbara
County. Since 2000, several earthquakes of mag nitude 4.0 or greater have been recorded in or near the
region, including events near Isla Vista, Carpinteria, Ojai, and Maricopa.

The most recent earthquake of magnitude 4.0 or greater occurred in November 2023, approximately 7
kilometers east -southeast of Ojai (M4.0). No significant damage or injuries were reported in Santa Barbara
County. Table 3-11lists earthquakes of magnitude 4.0 or greater occurring in or near Santa Barbara County
since 2000.

Table 3-11 Earthquakes 4.0 Magnitude or Higher in or near Santa Barbara County Since 2000

Date Location Magnitude
11/03/2023 7 km ESE of Ojai 4.0
8/20/2023 7 km SE of Ojai 51
5/17/2017 12 km W of Isla Vista 4.1
3/12/2016 17 km ENE of Ojai 4.1
5/29/2013 6 km W of Isla Vista 4.8
5/08/2010 13 km ESE of Maricopa 4.3
5/08/2009 6 km E of Ojai 4.2
5/06/2005 20 km E of Maricopa 4.1
4/16/2005 20 km ESE of Maricopa 4.6
7124/2004 8 km ESE of Carpinteria 4.3
5/09/2004 15 km W of Isla Vista 4.4

Source: USGS
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3.2.1.6Location/ Geographic Estent

The district is located within a tectonically active coastal region of Southern California influenced by
multiple mapped Quaternary -age fault systems. As illustrated in  Figure 3-3, the USGS Quaternary Faults
map for the District area, numerous faults traverse or lie immediately adjacent to the District boundary,
including the Santa Ynez River Fault Zone to the north, the Santa Ynez Fault (eastern section), the Glen
Annie Fault near Goleta, the San Jose Fault through the Santa Barbara urban area, and offshore structures
such as the Red Mountain Fault Zone.

Although active and potentially active faults are mapped within and surrounding the District, no Alquist -
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones (AP Zones) are currently designated within the City of Santa Barbara or the
greater SBUSD area. AP Zones are regulatory a reas established by the California State Geologist where
sufficiently well -defined active faults with evidence of Holocene movement require site -specific
investigations prior to most types of development. The absence of mapped AP Zones indicates that surfa ce
fault rupture hazards have not been formally zoned for regulatory setback purposes within the District.

However, the mapped USGS Quaternary faults demonstrate that seismic sources are distributed throughout
the broader Santa Barbara and Goleta coastal plain and foothill areas. Several District facilities are located
in proximity to these fault traces, partic ~ ularly along the coastal corridor and foothill transition zones. While
the probability of direct surface rupture at specific campus sites is considered low in the absence of AP
Zones, these faults remain capable of generating moderate to strong ground shak ing.

The geographic extent of earthquake hazard exposure within the District therefore includes:

Areas influenced by mapped Quatern ary?® faults within and adjacent to the district boundary;
Foothill and hillside areas where faulting intersects steeper terrain;

Coastal and alluvial areas where unconsolidated sediments or atrtificial fill may amplify seismic
shaking; and

The broader regional setting influenced by larger fault systems, including the Santa Ynez Fault
system and the San Andreas Fault located approximately 40 miles north of Santa Barbara.

> D>y >

As shown on the accompanying map, earthquake hazard exposure within SBUSD is regionally distributed
rather than confined to a single rupture corridor. Consequently, the primary seismic risk to District facilities

is associated with ground shaking and secondary geologic effects  Psuch as liquefaction, lateral spreading,
and slope instability Prather than mapped surface fault rupture zones.

8 Quaternary faults are those active faults that have been recognized at the surface and which have evidence of movement in
the past 1.6 million years - the duration of the Quaternary Period.
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3.2.1.7Frequency/ Probability of Future Events

According to the California State Hazard Mitigation Plan, earthquakes large enough to cause moderate
damage to structures Pthose of Magnitude 5.5 or larger Poccur three to four times a year statewide. Strong
earthquakes of Magnitude 6 to 6.9 strike on an average of once  every two to three years. Major earthquakes
(Magnitude 7 to 7.9) occur in California about once every 10 years.

Probability of earthquake events is based on the approximate location of earthquake faults within an d
outside the region. The Uniform California Earthquake Rupture Forecast, Version 3 (UCERF3) “is a
comprehensive model of earthquake occurrence for California. It represents the best available science for
authoritative estimates of the magnitude, location, and likelihood of potentially damaging earthquakes in
California.

According to UCERF3 probability maps , shown in Figure 3-4, the San Andreas fault has a greater than 1%
chance of an earthquake of 6.7 magnitude or greater in the next 30 years , while the off shore Red Mountain
Fault has a approx. 8% chance respectively .

While earthquake prediction science is not exact , the USGS, Cal Tech, the California Geological Survey, and
universities share research  to make analysis better. Continued earthquake mapping efforts have been made

in California in the past two decades, rising public awareness as a result. Despite fault mapping progress,
most California communities remain unprepared because there is a general lack of understanding
regarding earthquake hazards among the common public.

4 UCERF3 was developed by the 2014 Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (WGCEP), a multi -disciplinary
collaboration of leading experts in seismology, geology, geodesy, paleoseismology, earthquake physics, and earthquake
engineering. The deve lopment of UCERF3 involved numerous public meetings and included formal evaluations by five
separate review panels. The study was led by the U.S. Geological Survey, the Southern California Earthquake Center, and the
California Geological Survey, with parti  al financial support from the California Earthquake Authority, which is the largest
provider of homeowner earthquake insurance in California.
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3.2.1.8Development Trends

Development trends within the Santa Barbara Unified School District (SBUSD) play a critical role in shaping

ansg btggdms " mc etstqgqd d gsgpt jd qhrj- Sgd chrsqghbs:
evolving building practices, and changing regulatory standards. As a result, the building inventory includes

a wide range of construction types, ages, and structural systems, each with varying levels of seismic

odgenqgl " mbd - Tmcdgr s® mc hmf gnyv o°rs cdudknol dmbuilt 0~ ss
environment is essential for identifying vulnerabilities and prioritizing mitigation actions.

At the same time, future development and modernization efforts are guided by some of the most stringent
seismic safety regulations in the nation, including the California Field Act and oversight by the Division of

the State Architect (DSA). These regulator y frameworks ensure that new construction and major
renovations are designed to withstand significant seismic events, thereby reducing long -term risk. This
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section evaluates how historic development, current regulatory requirements, and anticipated future
growth collectively influence earthquake hazard exposure and resilience across SBUSD facilities.

Past Development Patterns

SBUSD facilities have been developed over more than a century, with a significant portion of the building

inventory constructed prior to modern seismic design standards. Several campuses date to the early 20th

century (1920s q1930s), and a large share of facilities were constructed during the mid -20th century
expansion period (1950s q1970s), prior to the adoption and refinement of current seismic codes. While many

of these structures have undergone modernization and retrofitting, the presence of older constru ction types

and mixed -age campuses continues to influence seismic vulnerability across the dhrsghbs2r "~ o0ooqgn
460 buildings .

Anticipated Future Growth

Future development within SBUSD is expected to focus primarily on modernization, replacement, and
incremental infill , rather than large -scale expansion into undeveloped areas. State regulations, including
the California Field Act and Title 5 site selection requirements , strictly limit the placement of new school
facilities in areas with known seismic hazards, including active fault zones. As a result, future facilities will

be designed and constructed to  current seismic safety standards under Division of the State Architect (DSA)
oversight , significantly reducing structural risk for new development.

Development Impacts on Earthquake Hazard

Past development patterns, particularly ~ pre-1978 construction and legacy building types , have contributed
to increased seismic risk due to outdated design standards and materials. However, ongoing capital
improvement programs, seismic retrofits, and modernization efforts have reduced vulnerability over time.
New development and rehabilitation projects incorporate advanced seismic design, improved materials,

and stricter code compliance, thereby  reducing the overall hazard exposure of the built environment

Impacts of Earthquake Hazard on Development

Earthquake risk continues to strongly influence development decisions within the district. Seismic hazards

drive facility design standards, retrofit prioritization, and capital planning investments , often increasing
construction and modernization costs. Additionally, potential earthquake impacts, such as structural
damage, utility disruption, and campus closures, necessitate planning for redundancy, continuity of
operations, and resilient infrastructure systems . These considerations shape long -term facilities planning
and reinforce the need to prioritize  seismic upgrades in older buildings and critical campus infrastructure

3.2.1.9Vulnerability Assessment

The primary major i mpacts from earthquakes are casualties , injuries, and damage to infrastructure
occurring from ground movement along a particular fault or earthquake rupture scenario. The degree of
infrastructure damage depends on the magnitude, focal depth, distance from fault, duration of shaking, type
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of surface deposits, presence of high groundwater, topography, and the design, type, and quality of
infrastructure construction.

3.2.1.9.1GeneradDistrictVulnerability

Public school buildings in California are some of the safest in the nation due to the long history of state
regulation . School building codes exceed the seismic standards required for most other buildings and
ognuhcd ° kdudk ne ognsdbshnm smblic-schoolrchildreh.rHoveeged constard d s X n
evaluation and re -evaluation of vulnerable structures is necessary as technology and available information

advances . This section provides a vulnerability assessment of specific building s in the District which could

be exposed to severe earthquake shaking and potential damage according to FEMA -developed Hazus
damage estimation software.

StateAssembly B800School Building Inventories

Recognizing that seismic hazards analysis is constantly evolving and improving, the California Legislature
passed AB300 in 2002, which required the Department of General Services (DGS) to conduct an inventory of
public -school buildings constructed of concrete tilt  -up and non -wood frame walls. (Corbett, Chapter 622,
Statutes of 1999). These buildings may not meet the 1976 UBC, which significantly increases the base shear

for short and mid - height buildings. The 1976 UBC also in troduced a site soil factor and occupancy
importance factor.

The DSA, tasked by the DGS to implement AB300, adopted the building classification system provided in the

FEMA 310° Handbook to beginto determine if school building across California meet requirements of AB300.

The classification system isbasedon oqdu kdms bnmrsqgtbshnm rxrsdlrSebBm sg
Table 3-12 for building types and definitions used in FEMA 310. DSA®B AB300 classification system and
inventory has two categories for identifying vulnerabilities to buildings

A Category 1: building types that are likely to perform well, based on their performance
in prior earthquakes, and are expected to achieve life  -safety performance in future
earthquakes; and

A Category 2: building types that are not expected to perform as well as Category 1
building types in future earthquakes and that require detailed seismic evaluation to
determine if they can be expected to achieve life  -safety performance when subjected
to earthquake ground motions equivalent to those specified for new design in the 1997

UBC.
If, after detailed seismic evaluation, it  is determined that a Category 2 building will not achieve life -safety
performance when subjected to the specified ground motions , DGS/DSA provides several risk reduction
options :

5 Handbook for the Seismic Evaluation of Buildings, Published in 1998, First introduced by the ATC in the NSF  -funded ATC -14
Report, Evaluating the Seismic Resistance of Existing Buildings (ATC, 1987)

3-29



@Drdhrl hb  kkx gqdg ahkhs shmf sgd athkchmf sn | dds
(2) a change in use, or
(3) demolition.

CR@

Table 3-12provides a definition of FEMA building types. Table 3-13o0gnuhcdr sgd Chrsqghbsaer

building type. The inventor y list is approximate , as DSA8 building inventory may include building s no
longer owned by the district . According to DSA, SBUSD has 40 buildings on the AB300 inventory list (13
category 1 and 27 category 2). 24 SBUSD buildings are identified as  Category 2 reinforced masonry bearing
wall with flexible floor and roof diaphragms. Category 1 building types are highlighted in green and the
category 2 building types are highlighted in

Table 3-12: FEMA / AB300 Building Types

FEMAuilding Type ‘ Description

Wi Wood Light Frame
WI1A Wood Light Frame (multi -unit residence)
W2 Wood Frame (commercial and industrial)
S1 Steel Moment Frames
S2 Steel-braced Frames
S3 Steel Light Frames
S4 Steel Frames with concrete  shear walls
S5 Steel Frames with infill masonry walls
Cl Concrete Moment Frames
C3 Concrete Frames with infill masonry shear walls
C2 Concrete Shear Walls
PC1 Tilt -Up Concrete shear walls
PC2 Precast Concrete Frames with shear walls
RM1 Reinforced Masonry Walls with flexible diaphragms
RM2 Reinforced Masonry Walls with stiff diaphragms
URM Unreinforced Masonry Bearing Walls
*The DSA building classification system  uses all of the building types included in the FEMA 310 Handbook, excluding wood -frame
buildings . Several building types dominant in California public school construction that were not originally included in the FEMA 310

Handbook were later added.
Table 3-13: Building Types by Seismic Vulnerability Category* (Seismic -Safety Inventory of California Public
Schools**)
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Category 1: Category 2:

Building types expected to perform well in Building types requiring detailed seismic
future earthquakes evaluation
C2,C3 C1, C1B, C2A, C3A
S1, S1A, S2, S2A, S4, S5, S5A M
RM2 S1B, S3

PC1, PC1A, PC2, PC2A

RM1, URM, URMA

*Excludes consideration of the seismic performance of nonstructural components.
**Non -wood-frame schools designed before July 1 ', 1978

Table 3-14: SBUSD Category 2 Building Inventory from AB300 Report

Row Labels Sum of SqF

La Colina 8,900
RM1 8,900
Santa Barbardunior High 37,620
RM1 35,220
S3 2,400
Mc Kinley 38,800
C2A 38,800
Franklin 41,452
RM1 41,452
San Marcos 112,270
RM1 112,270
Santa Barbara Senior High 159,532
C2A 124,416
RM1 35,116
Goleta Valley Junior High 176,604
RM1 176,604
Grand Total 575,178

3.2.1.9.2Portable Classroom Buildings

The 1994 Northridge Earthquake caused significant damage to portable and relocatable classroom buildings
throughout Southern California. Many units constructed prior to 1976 with wood pier foundations

experienced foundation failures, including cripple wall rackin g of up to eight inches out of plumb. Some
units fell from their supports. In many cases, deferred maintenance, deteriorated wood framing, and
loosened fasteners contributed to poor seismic performance forces (California Seismic Safety Commission,
1995)

3-31



These failures prompted substantial reforms in the regulation of portable classrooms under the Field Act.

While relocatable classrooms owned by public school districts are required to comply with Field Act
standards, historically some temporary or leased u  nits were exempt from Division of the State Architect
(DSA) review if classified as short -term structures. In response to Northridge, DSA implemented regulatory
changes in the mid -1990s requiring improved foundation anchorage, lateral bracing, and complian ce
standards for relocatable buildings. Subsequent policy changes allowed the use of federally approved
portable classrooms provided they are permanently anchored to adequate foundations and nonstructural
components (e.g., lighting, ceilings) are properly braced.

Within Santa Barbara Unified School District (SBUSD), portable and relocatable buildings represent a

| d mhmfetk+ sgntfg mns c¢cnl hm ms+ bnlonmdms ne sgd
maintains 126 portable facilities totaling approximately 15.9 million square feet across elementary, junior
high, high school, and alternative education campuses. The largest concentrations of portable square
footage are located at:

San Marcos Senior High School q 16 units (~5.87 million sq ft)
Franklin Elementary School q] 21 units (~1.67 million sq ft)

Dos Pueblos Senior High School a4 units (~1.54 million sq ft)
Santa Barbara Senior High School q 3 units (~1.41 million sq ft)
Adams Elementary School q] 17 units (~1.06 million sq ft)

Peabody Charter Elementary School q 14 units (~0.94 million sq ft)
Goleta Valley Junior High School @ 7 units (~0.94 million sq ft)

> > > > > D> D>

Several additional elementary campuses maintain between 4 and 14 portable structures, reflecting
enrollment growth, program expansion, and site constraints over time.

Although modern portable classrooms are required to meet anchorage and structural standards, relocatable
buildings remain inherently more sensitive to foundation conditions and connection detailing than
permanent concrete or steel structures. Their seismic performance depends heavily on proper installation,
ongoing inspection of tie  -down systems, and maintenance of anchorage hardware and bracing.

During the mid -1990s, under pressure of increasing enroliments and limited budgets, some districts resorted
to using nonconforming portable buildings. Since these units were classified as temporary, with a life of less

than three years, they did not require DSA approval. They were sited without permanent foundations
designed to resist late ral seismic forces. In the Northridge , earthquake some of these temporary buildings
fell off their supports. These failures  highlighted a need for relatively inexpensive and rapidly obtained
factory -built school buildings that are installed on adequate foundations (California Seismic Safety
Commission, 1995) .

DSA developed a four -part program to address these issues. Three of the four parts went into effect via
regulations in December 1994. In 1995, DSA proposed legislation that deemed existing trailer -type leased
relocatable classrooms built after 1979  beholden to Housing and Community Development standards
compliant with the Field Act and suitable for permanent use. Since 1995, DSA instituted a number of policy
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changes to accommodate the fact that school districts need to obtain inexpensive units rapidly, while also
correcting the present problem of units avoiding Field Act requirements. Currently, DSA allow s public
schools to use federally approved portable classrooms as long as they are adequately attached to their
foundations and as long as light fixtures and other nonstructural elements are braced (California Seismic
Safety Commission, 1995) .

3.2.1.9.3Student, Staff and Insuidilding Exposure

Earthquake exposure for SBUSD was evaluated using two scenario events: a M6.9 Mission Ridge ajArroyo
Parida qjSanta Ana fault scenario and a M7.2 Santa Ynez East fault scenario. Facility locations, student
enrolliment, staffing levels, and insured building valu es were analyzed relative to modeled shaking
intensities for each event.

M6.9 Mission Ridgeroyo Parid@anta Ana Scenario

Under the M6.9 scenario, severe shaking is modeled across nearly the entire District. As a result, exposure
is widespread and affects all school types.

Districtwide exposure under this scenario includes:

A 13,349 students
A 1,935 staff
A Approximately $600.5 million in insured building value

Because severe shaking is broadly distributed across the District, this scenario represents a high -
consequence, systemwide event in which elementary, junior high, senior high, and administrative facilities

are all subject to significant ground shaking. Sen ior high and junior high campuses account for a substantial
portion of the total exposed building value due to their larger facility footprints.

M7.2 Santa Ynez East Scenario

The M7.2 Santa Ynez East scenario produces a more varied distribution of shaking intensity across the
District, with exposure categorized as Severe, Strong, and Very Strong. Districtwide exposure under this
scenario includes:

Severe Shaking:

A 1,244 students
A 239 staff
A Approximately $106.1 million in insured building value

Strong Shaking:

A 2,034 students
A 268 staff
A Approximately $76.4 million in insured building value
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Very Strong Shaking:

10,071 students
1,428 staff
Approximately $418.0 million in insured building value

> > >

Unlike the Mission Ridge scenario, which concentrates severe shaking across the District, the Santa Ynez
East scenario distributes impacts across multiple shaking intensities. A significant portion of student
population and building value falls within the Very Strong shaking category, with more limited exposure in
the Severe category.

Comparative Exposure

The Mission Ridge M6.9 scenario results in broader and more uniformly severe shaking across SBUSD
facilities, representing the higher overall consequence scenario in terms of total exposed population and
building value.

The Santa Ynez East M7.2 scenario, while larger in magnitude, produces a more graduated shaking pattern.
Although fewer facilities are exposed to Severe shaking, a substantial number experience Very Strong
shaking, which may still result in structural and non -structural damage, operational disruption, and
potential life -safety concerns.

Together, these scenarios demonstrate that SBUSD faces significant earthquake exposure under multiple
fault rupture conditions, with potential impacts affecting thousands of students and staff and hundreds of
millions of dollars in insured building assets. These results support continued prioritization of seismic
mitigation, facility retrofits, emergency planning, and post -event response capacity.

See Table 3-15and Table 3-16for each scenario exposure results.

Table 3-15 EQ Exposure to M6.9 Mission Ridge -Arroyo Paride Santa Ana Scenario

EQ Hazard M6.9 Mission Ridge -Arroyo Parida -Santa Ana

Severe

Insured Bldg.

Staff Value

School Facilities by Type Student Count Count (in Millions )
Administrative 10 206 $25,688
Armory 0 0 $10,901
District Office 0 131 $8,047
K'r Ekngdr Bghkcgdmer Bdmsdq 10 2 $631
Maintenance 0 71 $4,810
Parma 0 2 $1,298
Elementary 4,346 577 $154,690
Adelante Charter At Franklin Elementary School 8 2 $153
Adams Elementary School 517 73 $15,510
Cleveland Elementary School 243 57 $11,093
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EQ Hazard M6.9 Mission Ridge -Arroyo Parida -Santa Ana
Severe

School Facilities by Type

Student Count

Staff
Count

Insured Bldg.
Value
(in Millions )

Franklin Elementary School 433 91 $23,251
Harding Elementary School 353 68 $16,771
Mckinley Elementary School 257 51 $20,622
Monroe Elementary School 322 59 $14,663
Peabody Charter Elementary School 767 16 $18,885
Roosevelt Elementary School 442 56 $14,949
Santa Barbara Charter School 283 13
Santa Barbara Community Academy 197 29 $5,960
Washington Elementary School 524 62 $12,832
Junior High 2,635 343 $176,562
Goleta Valley Junior High School 717 86 $38,848
La Colina Junior High School 900 94 $37,583
La Cumbre Junior High School 458 76 $40,233
Santa Barbara Junior High School 560 87 $59,899
High School 197 44 $5,713
Alta Vista Alternative High School 117 2 $307
La Cuesta Continuation High School 80 42 $5,406
Senior High 6,161 765 $237,797
Dos Pueblos Senior High School 2,034 268 $76,398
San Marcos Senior High School 2,020 243 $66,790
Santa Barbara Senior High School 2,107 254 $94,609
Grand Total 13,349 1,935 $600,450
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Table 3-16: EQ Exposure to M7.2 Santa Ynez East Scenario

EQ Hazard M7.2 Santa Ynez East

Insured Insured Bldg. Insured Bldg.
Student Staff Bldg. Value Student Staff Value Student Staff Value
School Facilities By Type Count Count (in Millions ) Count Count (in Millions ) Count Count (in Millions )
Administrative (0] 2 $11,676 $14,012
Armory 0 0 $10,379 0 0 $523
District Office 0 131 $8,047
Las Flores Childrens Center 10 2 $631
Maintenance 0 71 $4,810
Parma 0 2 $1,298
Elementary 684 150 $34,498 3,662 427 $120,193
Adalante Charter At Franklin
Elementary School 8 2 $153
Adams Elementary School 517 73 $15,510
Cleveland Elementary School 243 57 $11,093
Franklin Elementary School 433 91 $23,251
Harding Elementary School 353 68 $16,771
Mckinley Elementary School 257 51 $20,622
Monroe Elementary School 322 59 $14,663
Peabody Charter Elementary School 767 16 $18,885
Roosevelt Elementary School 442 56 $14,949
Santa Barbara Charter School 283 13
Santa Barbara Community Academy 197 29 $5,960
Washington Elementary School 524 62 $12,832
Junior High 560 87 $59,899 2,075 256 $116,663
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EQ Hazard M7.2 Santa Ynez East

Severe Strong

Insured

Insured Bldg. Insured Bldg.
Student Staff Bldg. Value Student Staff Value Student Staff Value
School Facilities By Type Count Count (in Millions ) Count Count (in Millions ) Count Count (in Millions )
Goleta Valley Junior High School 717 86 $38,848
La Colina Junior High School 900 94 $37,583
La Cumbre Junior High School 458 76 $40,233
Santa Barbara Junior High School 560 87
197 44 35,713
Alta Vista Alternative High School 117 2 $307
La Cuesta Continuation High School 80 42 $5,406
2,034 268 $76,398 4,127 497 $161,399
Dos Pueblos Senior High School 2,034 268 $76,398
San Marcos Senior High School 2,020 243 $66,790
Santa Barbara Senior High School 2,107 254 $94,609
Grand Total 1,244 239 $106,073 2,034 268 $76,398 10,071 1,428 $417,979




Figure 3-5:M6.9 Mission Ridge -Arroyo Parida -Santa Ana
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