Appendix A

Appendix A
INITIAL STUDY

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, PLANNING DIVISION

INITIAL STUDY/ ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
PROJECT TITLE: Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan
MST 2013-00453
June 16, 2014
This Initial Study has been completed for the project described below because the project is subject to review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and was determined not to be exempt from the requirement for the
preparation of an environmental document. The information, analysis and conclusions contained in this Initial Study are
the basis for deciding whether a Negative Declaration (ND) is to be prepared, or if preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) is required to further analyze impacts. Additionally, if preparation of an EIR is required, the Initial
Study is used to focus the EIR on the effects determined to be potentially significant.

LEAD AGENCY
City of Santa Barbara
Planning Division
P.O. Box 1990
Santa Barbara, CA 93102
Contact Person and Phone Number: Andrew Bermond, AICP, Project Planner, (805) 692-6032

APPLICANT/ PROPERTY OWNER
Applicant: Santa Barbara Airport
Applicant Representative: Hazel Johns, Airport Director
Owner: City of Santa Barbara (City)

PROJECT ADDRESS/LOCATION
Santa Barbara Airport
601 Norman Firestone Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93117
The 948-acre Santa Barbara Airport (Airport) is located in the South Coast region of Santa Barbara County (County)
adjacent to the City of Goleta and the University of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB) (Figure 1). It is situated roughly
eight miles west of downtown Santa Barbara at approximately N 34°25’30”, W119°50’30” and is generally bounded by
South Los Carneros Road on the west, Hollister Avenue and the Southern Pacific Railroad on the north, South Fairview
Avenue on the east, and the UCSB main campus on the south. Regional access to the Airport terminal occurs from United
States (U.S.) Highway 101 via Ward Memorial Boulevard (State Route 217). The Airport can also be accessed from U.S.
101 via South Fairview Avenue or South Los Carneros Road to Hollister Avenue, which crosses Airport property on its
the north side.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan (Master Plan) provides guidance for the Airport’s overall development for the next
15-20 years, (i.e., 2014 to 2032). This development will be discussed by subarea within the Airport in subsequent
subsections of this Project Description. Future development subsequent to approval of the Master Plan would be fully
addressed under both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the CEQA Guidelines.
The Master Plan relies on Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)-approved forecasts of aviation activity at the Airport
and provides development scenarios for the short term (2017), intermediate term (2022) and long term (2032). These
development scenarios are not only reflective of the level of activity forecast to occur at the Airport, but are dependent on
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Figure 1
AIRPORT LOCATION
AND VICINITY MAP

federal funding cycles and the availability of grant money for aviation projects. Refer to Chapter Two of the Master Plan
for a detailed discussion of the Master Plan’s forecast methodology and conclusions and to Chapter Six, Exhibit 6E for the
Master Plan’s proposed Capital Improvement Program (CIP).
The Airport is currently (2011) operating at 48 percent of its annual service volume (ASV); the FAA recommends that
when an airport reaches 60 percent of its total ASV then capacity-increasing development should be considered. The
Airport is not expected to reach an operational level within the Master Plan’s 20-year planning horizon that will require
capacity-increasing improvements.
Forecast Aviation Activity: Forecast aviation demand for the Airport for the existing condition (2011) and the three
development scenarios identified in the Master Plan are provided in Exhibit 2L of the Master Plan and are the basis for the
analysis of certain environmental impact categories within this Initial Study such as noise and air emissions. The Master
Plan assumes that total operations at the Airport would increase at an average annual rate of 0.6 percent through the
forecast period while enplanements would increase by 2.8 percent annually. The growth in enplanements would occur
through increased operations increased load factors, and increased seat capacity.
Average annual growth in based aircraft and general aviation operations are also anticipated to grow at a rate of 1.6
percent and 0.7 percent, respectively. The fleet mix of based aircraft at the Airport is expected to follow a nationwide
fleet mix shift from smaller single- and multi-engine piston aircraft towards more business class, turbine-powered aircraft.
Business jets based at the Airport are expected to grow 4.5 percent annually.
Air taxi operations are expected to follow national growth trends of 1.7 percent average annual growth, while military
activity at the Airport is expected to be only a small factor (approximately one percent of total operations in 2032).
Recommended Development Concept Overview: The overall development concept of the Master Plan is shown in
Figure 2. Development projects at the Airport would be focused in one of three areas: airfield safety improvements;
landside redevelopment north of Runway 7-25; or airfield and landside improvements around the passenger terminal
building. No new development is planned for the Airport Industrial Area specific planning area located north of Hollister
Avenue.
Recommended Airfield Development. Recommended airfield safety projects are highlighted on Figure 3. Improvements
to Runway 7-25 involve the extension of Taxiway H to the Runway 7 threshold to provide a full-length parallel taxiway
and the construction of three taxiway connectors. Some pavement associated with the existing north general aviation
apron would be removed or abandoned and the existing glideslope antenna would be relocated. The purpose of these
improvements is to increase the safety and efficiency of the Airport. By providing a full-length parallel taxiway north of
Runway 7-25, aircraft utilizing the north general aviation ramps would no longer have to cross the active primary runway
to get to the Runway 7 threshold.
Paved islands would be marked and lighted adjacent to Taxiway G on either side of Runway 7-25 at its eastern end as
well as at the northern end of crosswind Runways 15R and 15L. The purpose of the paved islands is to remove
unnecessary pavement width at intersections between taxiways and the runways. When these intersections are too wide,
important airfield signage has to be located too far from the areas of aircraft movement. By reducing the pavement width
in these areas, airfield signage would be easier for pilots to use effectively. In addition, flush-mounted hold marking
lighting is planned at the entrances to Runways 15R and 15L to increase situational awareness for pilots to help mitigate
runway incursions.
Avigation easements would be acquired over portions of the runway protection zones (RPZs) for crosswind Runways
15R-33L and 15L-33R that occur off the Airport north of Hollister Avenue and south of the Airport over Ward Memorial
Boulevard. These easements are necessary to give the Airport control over land use decisions on property near the ends of
the runways to prevent incompatible land uses and obstructions that may affect the safe operation of aircraft.
For safety reasons, south of Taxiway A, Taxiway B would be realigned to provide a 200-foot separation from Runway
15R-33L and existing connector Taxiway K would be removed. Small changes to pavement and the existing apron would
occur in the vicinity of Taxiway E’s intersection with the realigned Taxiway B to improve the safety and efficiency of this
area for aircraft movement (see Figure 3). In addition, shoulder pavement is proposed for Taxiways B, D, E, H, and L as
well as Runway 15R-33L.
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Existing perimeter fence segments along the southwestern part of Goleta Slough and at the end of Runway 25 along South
Fairview Avenue would also be improved. These fences prevent unauthorized access not only to the Airport, but to
sensitive environmental resources within Goleta Slough. The fences would be improved to eight-foot high chain link
fences.
Recommended North Landside Development. The proposed north landside development is actually a redevelopment of
the area (see Figure 4). In order to provide for expanded terminal area facilities, general aviation facilities are planned to
be consolidated on the north side of the airfield. This will provide distinct and separate functional areas for the primary
aviation uses on the Airport. The following changes are proposed to provide the Airport with additional opportunities for
revenue and to meet the future needs of general aviation at the Airport. Some changes are also proposed to ameliorate
existing unsatisfactory conditions.
On the western side –
• An existing maintenance yard that is currently west of Los Carneros Creek within an 100-year floodway would be
relocated to an area south of Building 244 that is currently leased by Ampersand;
• A small aircraft washrack and a self-service maintenance facility along Cecil Cook Place on the existing north
general aviation apron would be constructed;
• Two conventional hangars on the existing north general aviation apron would be removed to provide additional
ramp space and to allow taxilane access to a proposed T-hangar development site;
• Airport-managed small aircraft transient parking would be provided on, and adjacent to, the existing north general
aviation apron;
• Four new revenue support parcels would be designated along Cecil Cook Place and Norman Firestone Road with
a paved connection to the existing north general aviation apron;
• Two 15-unit T-hangars and associated pavement would be constructed north of Cecil Cook Place with a paved
connection to the existing apron.
On the eastern side –
• Two 13-unit T-hangar facilities would replace existing hangar facilities that are in poor condition;
• Two 23-acre fixed base operator (FBO) parcels would be made available for lease;
• Six existing buildings would be removed, four within the FBO lease areas to clear ramp space and Buildings 248
and 249 in the northeast corner of the Airport within the 100-year floodway;
• A proposed restaurant and conference center has been designated on Norman Firestone Road, which would
replace the existing restaurant located within one of the proposed FBO parcels;
• The existing Airport Administration Office would be relocated to Building 244 in the eastern part of the Airport;
• An existing parking lot (Long Term Lot 2) located north of Hollister Avenue within the 100-year floodway would
be closed;
• Two existing fuel farms would be expanded in their current location off of Hollister Avenue to provide additional
aboveground storage of Jet A fuel;
• A 3-acre maintenance yard would be constructed to replace the existing maintenance yard that is currently west of
Los Carneros Creek.
Recommended Terminal Area Development. As previously discussed under Airfield Development and as shown on
Figure 5, Taxiway B in the vicinity of the terminal is proposed to be realigned to provide an acceptable separation from
Runway 15L-33R. In addition, to accommodate forecast activity levels at the Airport, future terminal expansion (16,190
square feet [sf]) is planned as well as approximately 31,600 square yards (sy) of terminal and overflow terminal apron.
The Master Plan states that by the long term enplanement milestone, two additional gates and three passenger loading
bridges are required to fully meet the Airport’s needs. The expansion of these terminal facilities will require the
relocation of general aviation facilities south of the terminal to the north side of the airfield as previously mentioned above
in the Recommended North Landside Development discussion.
Additional parking would be provided by constructing/expanding two surface parking lots. An additional 1,315 parking
spaces could be obtained overall. The terminal’s loop road would be extended to access the new surface parking lots.

A-4
Initial Study - Page 4

o Rd.
Botell

Rd.
rland

Har
tley
Pl.

Pl.

Building
245

ne
axila
ed T

Administration
Ad
A
d

Building
ng
244

p

/Ram

s

o
Prop

old
Pl.

Self-Service
Maintenance
Facil
Facility

3.0
Acres

p

sed

po
Pro

Ram

Improved
Perimeter
Pe
Fencing
F
Fe
e

D

H

10,600
sq. yd.

Jam

le
ow
es F

dM

em

-33L

R
ay 15
Runw

M

0’
’ x 10
4,184

ay B
Taxiw
o sed
’
Prop
’ x 75
4,178
L-33R
ay 15
Runw

A

.
r Rd

nal Expansion
e
Termi
T
Te

217

21,000
sq. yd.

K

Extended Terminal
Ex
E

(Approximately
115 Spaces)

E

38,200
yd.
sq. y
(Approximately
1,200 Spaces)

Improved
Perimeter
Fencing

or

G

F

Wa
r

N

S.

Runway 7-25 6,052’ x 150’

P

ur
ure
t
Struct
S
St
(Approximately
789 Spaces)

Proposed Lavatory
Pr
Pro
Station
Dump
Du

L

William Moffett Pl
W

LEGEND
Airport Property Line
Existing Easement
Improved Perimeter Fencing
Pavement/Facility to be Removed/Abandoned
Proposed Airfield Pavement
Proposed Runway/Taxiway Shoulder
Proposed Avigation Easement
Proposed Paved Island
Runway Protection Zone (RPZ)
Proposed Building
Proposed Maintenance Yard
FBO/Lease Parcel
Proposed Revenue Support Parcels
Proposed Restaurant/Conference Center
Airport Managed Small Aircraft Transient Parking
Surface Parking Lot
Terminal Apron
Overflow Apron
Terminal Expansion
Potential Parking Structure
Proposed City of Goleta Roadway Improvements
Realigned Perimeter Service Road

Perimeter Rd.

Technology Dr.

S Los Carneros Rd

Relocated
Glide Slope
e
Antenna
a

23
Acres

23
Acres

.5
Acres

Ke
llo
g
Blv g Av
e.
d

15-Unit
1
T-Hangars
T

Arn

Maintenance Yard
(to be relocated)

.7
Acres

249

McFa

e
ter Av
Hollis
Airport Traffic
Control Tower
C

248

S Fairview Ave

Pl.l
Love

Fuel Farms
(to be expanded
d
in current location))

Airport
Administration
(to be relocated)

Rd.
tone
Fires
Rd.
eter
13-Unitt
Perim
T-Hangarss

Buildings to
be Removed
emo

E Verhelle Rd.

Beck

d.
nell R

ial

Lopez

Parking Lot
(to be Closed)

0

800

SCALE
SCAL
CA
A E IN
I FEET

1600

NORTH

PACIFIC OCEAN

DRAFT

A-5
Initial Study - Page 5

Figure 2
RECOMMENDED DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT OVERVIEW
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Figure 3
RECOMMENDED AIRFIELD DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT
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Figure 4
RECOMMENDED NORTH LANDSIDE DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT
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Figure 5
RECOMMENDED TERMINAL AREA CONCEPT

A lavatory dump station is also planned approximately 200 feet east of the southern end of Taxiway B. This station
would improve both Airport safety and efficiency by providing a more convenient site for the disposal of sanitary wastes
from commercial airline aircraft. Currently, the only dump station is located on the north side of the Airport and lavatory
carts servicing the airlines have to drive across the airfield to access the existing lavatory dump station. This is not only
inefficient, but it creates a runway incursion potential.
Proposed Capital Improvement Plan: Figure 6 shows a list of potential future projects that might be implemented at
the Airport during the planning period of the Master Plan. The figure also indicates in which area of the Airport the
improvement would be located and what the anticipated timeframe for each project is according to the CIP. These
projects are planned to occur within the first five years (Years 1-5), the second five years (Years 6-10), or the last ten
years (Years 11-20) of the Master Plan’s 20-year planning horizon. As discussed previously, the implementation of the
proposed CIP is dependent on the availability of federal and State funding.
Required Discretionary Actions: The Airport Master Plan would need to be adopted by the City Council. A Local
Coastal Plan (LCP) policy conformance analysis would also be required prior to Master Plan adoption to determine if an
LCP amendment is necessary.
Future projects recommended in the Master Plan would require discretionary approvals at the time that they are ready for
implementation. For example, the extension of Taxiway H and the relocation of the glideslope antenna, which are related
projects proposed to be located within the Goleta Slough Reserve Zone (G-S-R), would require the approval of a Coastal
Development Permit as well as an LCP amendment.
Other Public Agency Approvals Required: The FAA will review and approve an updated Airport Layout Plan
reflecting the Master Plan’s proposed changes. The Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) will
also review the Master Plan for consistency with the Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP).

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Existing Site Characteristics:
Visual Resources. The Airport is located in the Goleta Valley on the south coast of Santa Barbara County. Views in the
area are dominated by the Santa Ynez Mountains, which form the backdrop for all view sheds to the north. The Pacific
Ocean and its coastline are not readily visible, except for views from adjacent mesas such as the one on which the
University of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB) is located. The Airport is surrounded by urban and suburban
development to the north and east, open space on the west, and by the UCSB campus and the Pacific Ocean to its south
and southwest.
Public views of, or across, the Airport occur primarily from perimeter roads such as Hollister Avenue on the north, South
Los Carneros Road on the west, Mesa Road on the south, Ward Memorial Boulevard on the southeast, and South Fairview
Avenue on the east. Much of the time, however, perimeter landscaping and buildings modify or block views across the
Airport property. Intermittent views of the Airport Industrial Area are available from U.S. 101 as well. Views of the
Airport with the Santa Ynez mountains as a backdrop are available from the northern edge of the UCSB main campus
(Mesa Road) and the Airport’s passenger terminal.
Hollister Avenue along the perimeter of the Airport is designated as a Local Scenic Corridor in the City of Goleta General
Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan (Policy VH 2) (2009). There are also two sites located along Hollister Avenue in the vicinity
of the Airport that are called out as “Scenic Views to be Protected” on Figure 6-1 of the Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land
Use Plan. One is located at the intersection of Hollister Avenue and South Los Carneros Road; the other is located at the
intersection of Hollister Avenue and South La Patera Lane. Both locations on Figure 6-1 call out views oriented towards
the Airport.
Biological Resources. The majority of the Airport is located within the historic boundaries of Goleta Slough, one of the
few remaining saltmarsh habitats in California. Airport development between 1928 and the 1970s resulted in the filling of
portions of Goleta Slough to accommodate runways, the conversion of grassland to accommodate an airport terminal, and
the establishment of flood control channels and dikes, all of which caused the formation of basins within Goleta Slough
A-9
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Project Description
Short Term Program (Years 1-5)
FY2014 1 Runway 15L-33R Overlay
2 Runway 7-25 Overlay
3 Mark/Paint Airfield Islands
FY2015 4 Runway 7-25 Overlay
5 Install Flush-Mounted Hold Marking Lights and Remove 15L Displaced Threshold
FY2016 6 GA Pavement Replacement
7 Construct Lavatory Dump Station
8 Install Trash Compactor at Terminal Building
9 Acquire ARFF Equipment
FY2017 10 GA Pavement Replacement
11 Taxiway A Rehabilitation
12 Remove Taxiway K and Realign Taxiway E Stub
13 Acquire Avigation Easement (7.4 Acres)
14 Acquire Avigation Easement (1.3 Acres)
15 Extend Taxiway H to Runway 7 Threshold
FY2018 16 GA Pavement Replacement
17 Taxiway A Rehabilitation
18 Airport Security Upgrade System
19 Improve Perimeter Fencing
20 Add Passenger Loading Bridge to Terminal
Short Term Program Total
Intermediate Term Program (Years 6-10)

AIP Eligible

Local Share

Total Costs

$1,583,533
$1,022,032
$680,400
$2,855,286
$374,220
$1,000,000
$952,560
$408,240
$1,260,000
$1,000,000
$1,900,000
$112,437
$451,799
$79,370
$8,024,333
$1,000,000
$1,000,000
$961,225
$450,000
$1,020,600
$26,136,035

$162,369
$104,795
$75,600
$292,769
$41,580
$102,536
$105,840
$45,360
$140,000
$102,536
$194,818
$12,493
$50,200
$8,819
$891,593
$102,536
$102,536
$98,560
$50,000
$113,400
$2,798,338

$1,745,902
$1,126,827
$756,000
$3,148,055
$415,800
$1,102,536
$1,058,400
$453,600
$1,400,000
$1,102,536
$2,094,818
$124,930
$501,999
$88,189
$8,915,925
$1,102,536
$1,102,536
$1,059,785
$500,000
$1,134,000
$28,934,373

1 Terminal Facility Addition (5,000 sf to the North)
2 Extend Terminal Loop Road to the South
3 Convert Atlantic Aviation Ramp to Long Term Surface Parking Lot

$4,422,600
$975,240
$1,070,814

$491,400
$108,360
$118,979

$4,914,000
$1,083,600
$1,189,793

4 Expand Short Term Surface Parking Lot (4,000 sy)
5 Expand Terminal Apron (7,000 sy) Removing Rental Car Ready/Return Lot
6 Remove Hangar (Building #317)

$120,960
$1,626,156
$0
$306,180
$204,120
$5,361,552

$13,440
$180,684
$254,352
$34,020
$22,680
$595,728

$134,400
$1,806,840
$254,352
$340,200
$226,800
$5,957,280

$0
$0
$2,250,000
$16,337,622

$3,144,960
$100,000
$250,000
$5,314,603

$3,144,960
$100,000
$2,500,000
$21,652,225

$8,641,080
$2,556,626
$1,182,384
$1,388,016
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$4,500,000
$18,268,106
$60,741,762

$960,120
$284,070
$131,376
$154,224
$1,459,458
$4,711,770
$254,352
$3,628,800
$87,091
$500,000
$12,171,261
$20,284,202

$9,601,200
$2,840,695
$1,313,760
$1,542,240
$1,459,458
$4,711,770
$254,352
$3,628,800
$87,091
$5,000,000
$30,439,366
$81,025,964

(38,200 sy - Fencing/Marking/Circulation)

7 Construct Small Aircraft Wash Rack
8 Construct Self-Service Maintenance Facility
9 Relocate Maintenance Yard Site Preparation/Grading and Extend Utilities/

Realign Perimeter Service Road

10 Construct T-Hangar Facilities (Two 13-Unit Structures)
11 Relocate Airport Administration Offices to Building #244
12 Airfield Pavement Maintenance

Intermediate Term Program Total
Long Term Program (Years 11-20)
1 Terminal Facility Addition (11,200 sf to the South)
2 Realign Taxiway B
3 Pave Runway 15R-33L and Taxiway E Shoulders
4 Construct Apron (5,700 sy)
5 Clear/Grade Site for T-Hangar Facilities
6 Construct Taxilanes/Ramp for T-Hangar Facilities
7 Remove Hangar (Building #309)
8 Construct T-Hangar Facilities (Two 15-Unit Structures)
9 Remove Hangars (Buildings #248 & #249)
10 Airfield Pavement Maintenance
Long Term Program Total
TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS
Sources: Estimates prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates.
All costs in current (2013) dollars and based upon current federal funding programs.
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Figure 6
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

that gradually became cut off from tidal circulation. Approximately half of the wetlands in the Goleta Slough are subject
to tidal flow when the Slough mouth is open.
Currently, the parts of the Airport not occupied by facilities comprise the major portion of the Goleta Slough State
Ecological Reserve (GSSER) and the Goleta Slough State Marine Conservation Area (GSSMCA). Four creeks,
Tecolotito, Carneros, Las Vegas and San Pedro, along with designated tidal channels such as Mesa Road Tide Channel,
traverse the Airport property. The entire Airport is very flat and near sea level. Vegetation consists of pickleweed coastal
salt marsh, a tidal estuary, a variety of seasonal wetlands, upland shrub and herbaceous communities, a small amount of
woodland habitat, and transitional areas between upland and wetland habitats.
Since 2002, a number of wetland restoration projects have occurred on the Airport. These engineered hydrologic basins
support seasonal wetlands as the non-tidal basins often retain standing water during winter and spring. Wetlands may also
be present intermittently in the western and southern infield areas.
Federally protected species that could occur at the Airport are: tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi); least Bell’s
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus); and white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) (Dudek 2012a). In addition, the Goleta Slough has
been identified as critical habitat for the federally endangered steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss). The following
State-listed species and/or plants designated as rare by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) are also known to
occur at the Airport: Belding’s savannah sparrow (Passercuus sandsichensis beldingi); Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia
glabrata var. coulteri); estuary seablite (Suaeda esteroa); southern tarplant (Centromadia parryi ssp. australis); and
woolly seablite (Suaeda taxifolia). The loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) is listed as a State Species of Concern for
nesting only.
Archaeological Resources. Cultural resources in the Goleta area, and especially in proximity to Goleta Slough, are
numerous and include prehistoric and historic-era Native American sites as well as historic-era resources dating back to
the late 1800s. Fifteen archaeological sites are recorded within or partially within Airport property; at least four of these
sites (CA-SBA-52, CA-SBA-53, CA-SBA-59, and CA-SBA-60) have been determined to be eligible or appear to be
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California Register of Historic Resources
(CRHR) and are considered to have moderate or high sensitivity to prehistoric resources and historic Native American
values. Twelve archaeological sites have been recorded within 500 feet of the Airport; none are considered eligible for
listing on the NRHP or CRHR at this time.
Historic Resources. There are no historic-era resources at the Airport that are listed on the NRHP, the CRHR, or as
California or City of Santa Barbara landmarks (City of Santa Barbara 2009b). The Airport’s 1940s terminal was reviewed
for NRHP eligibility, but determined to be ineligible due to the number of alterations that have occurred to the building
over its lifetime. Two hangars (Buildings 248 and 249) are eligible for NRHP listing, but have not yet been listed. These
structures are also listed on the City’s List of Potential Historic Resources/Sites. 1
Flooding. Most of the Airport is within the 100-year floodplain with two different mapped floodways traversing the
property. The 100-year floodplain and floodways are identified on Figure 7. (Floodways are defined by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency as “the channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be
reserved in order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a
designated height.”) 2
The only portions of the Airport that are not located within the 100-year floodplain are sections of the Airport Industrial
Area located north of Hollister Avenue and a small area of higher elevation along Mesa Road. The Santa Barbara County
Flood Control District (Flood Control) conducts maintenance activities at the Airport, routinely dredging the streams and
channels within Goleta Slough to prevent and reduce the severity of local flooding. Both dragline desilting and hydraulic
dredging methods have been utilized. An average of 105,000 cubic yards (cy) of sediment are removed per season
(County of Santa Barbara 2010a).
Creeks/Drainage. The Airport, including Goleta Slough, is located within the South Coast watershed, an approximate
416-square mile area that is comprised of smaller watersheds associated with various creeks. As previously mentioned,
1

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/33AFCEAA-DC23-456D-B872-A69A86033D6B/0/Potential_Historic_Structures.pdf, accessed July
2013.
2
http://www.fema.gov/national-flood-insurance-program-2/floodway, accessed July 2013.
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Figure 7
100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN & FLOODWAYS

Tecolotito, Carneros, Las Vegas, and San Pedro Creeks, which provide freshwater to Goleta Slough, all traverse Airport
property. The Airport’s storm water system drains developed areas of the Airport; most of the storm water inlets are
located within the restricted access areas. Sources of storm water discharges to these inlets are generally limited to
airfield tenant and Airport Department activities (City of Santa Barbara 2009a). The creeks that flow through the Airport
and into Goleta Slough, however, receive discharges from off the Airport, including nearby upstream residential,
industrial, transportation, and agricultural land uses.
Water Quality. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) List of
Impaired Waters (reporting year 2008) includes Goleta Slough and several of its tributary creeks. 3 In addition, the Goleta
Slough/Estuary is listed on the State’s 2006 CWA Section 303(d) impaired waters for pathogens and toxic organics, such
as organic chlorine pesticides. 4 Urban runoff and other nonpoint sources contribute to the impairment. Carneros Creek is
also referenced on the Section 303(d) 2006 list for unionized ammonia. The source of this contaminant is unknown.
Seismic/Geologic Conditions. The entire Goleta Valley is located within a seismically active region. The north branch of
the More Ranch fault is located approximately 1,000 feet south of the Airport. Other active faults are located farther
away, such as the offshore North Channel Slope fault (located in the Santa Barbara Channel) and the onshore Santa Ynez
fault (located along the Santa Ynez Mountains approximately 6 miles north of Santa Barbara). In addition, local fault
systems include east-west trending faults across the south end of the Airport (City of Santa Barbara 2010).
There are potentially compressible soils at the Airport associated with the Goleta Slough (City of Santa Barbara 2002).
The Airport is mapped by the City as having high liquefaction potential because it is underlain by estuarine deposits and
has a high water table. Although not typically occurring together, the Airport is also mapped as having potential for soil
expansion (clay soils with plasticity) (City of Santa Barbara 2010).
Existing Land Use:
Existing Facilities and Uses. The 948-acre Airport property includes a 225-acre business park and industrial area (i.e.,
Airport Industrial Area) located along Hollister Avenue. Airport property south of Hollister Avenue also includes 325
acres of airside and landside facilities related to commercial and general aviation activities. The Airport has three
runways (Runway 7-25 and crosswind Runways 15R-33L and 15L-33R).
An approximate 400-acre area in the southwestern portion of the Airport is undeveloped and contains the Goleta Slough
State Ecological Reserve.
Access and Parking. Access to the Airport occurs off Hollister Avenue for most of the landside development, including
general aviation facilities. Parking for general aviation (known as the Signature lot) is located south of Hollister Avenue,
off Augustus Griggs Place; general aviation parking is also available at Atlantic Aviation.
The Airport’s commercial airline terminal is located on the east side of the Airport and is accessed via William L. Moffett
Place and James Fowler Road from South Fairview Avenue and Ward Memorial Boulevard (State Route 217),
respectively. Short and long term public parking as well as a rental car storage lot is available near the terminal building;
another long term public lot is located north of Hollister Avenue and has a free shuttle service to and from the airline
terminal. This lot also has designated employee parking.
Noise. The existing noise environment created by aircraft using the Airport has been modeled using FAA’s Integrated
Noise Model (INM) 7.0c and is depicted in Figure 8. As shown on this exhibit, the 65 decibel (dB) Community
Equivalent Noise Level (CNEL) contours extend off Airport property approximately 2,000 feet (0.38 mile) to the east and
approximately 3,600 feet (0.68 mile) to the west. These areas are developed primarily with commercial and industrial
uses. Figure 8 also shows the 60 CNEL contours for the Airport; there are several residential neighborhoods located
partially within the 60 CNEL.
Neighboring Land Uses and Characteristics: The land surrounding the Airport contains: the Pacific Ocean coastline
and beaches (south); UCSB and the associated student community of Isla Vista (southwest); industrial and commercial
land uses (north and east); golf courses and undeveloped open space (north and west); and residential land uses
(interspersed within the nearby commercial, recreational, and educational land uses). Specific land uses in proximity to
3
4

http://watersgeo.epa.gov/mwm/, accessed June 2012.
http://cfpub.epa.gov/surf/huc.cfm?huc_code=18060013, accessed February 2012.
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the Airport include the Ocean Meadows Golf Course 0.7 mile to the west, the Twin Lakes Golf Course directly across
Hollister Avenue to the north, the Goleta Sewer District Treatment Facility adjacent on the southeast, and the Goleta
Beach and Pier further to the southeast.

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS
Assessor's Parcel
Number:

73-080-01; 73-080-03; 73-080-06;
73-080-33; 73-080-35; 73-080-36;
73-090-37

General Plan
Designation:

Airport/Goleta Slough
Natural Reserve

Zoning:

See Figure 9. Zoning at the Airport
includes the following:
• A-C, Airport Commercial
• A-F, Airport Facilities
• A-I-1&2, Airport Industrial
• A-A-O, Airport Approach &
Operations
• C-R, Commercial Recreation
• G-S-R, Goleta Slough Reserve
• P-R, Park & Recreational

Parcel Size:

948 acres

Proposed Land Use:

Airport; Business Park;
Open Space

The Airport is also in two overlay
zones:
• SP-6, Airport Industrial Area
Specific Plan, which applies to the
Airport’s industrial park located
along Hollister Avenue.
• S-D-3, Special District 3 Coastal
Overlay, which applies to all of the
Airport property within the Coastal
Zone (i.e., south of Hollister Ave.)
Existing Land Use:

Airport; Business Park; Open Space

Slope:

On-site elevation ranges from approximately 26 feet above mean sea level (msl) in the
northwestern corner of the Airport Industrial Area to 2 feet above msl in Goleta Slough.

SURROUNDING ZONING: The Airport is owned and operated by the City of Santa Barbara; however, the Airport is
surrounded by land within the City of Goleta, the County, and UCSB. Refer to Figure 1, which shows the various
jurisdictions within the vicinity of the Airport.
City of Goleta (from east to west) - M-1, Light Industrial; M-RP, Industrial Research Park;
North:
PRD, Planned Residential Development; RES-40, Resource Management (min. lot size - 40
acres); C-2, Retail Commercial; M-RP, Industrial Research Park
County of Santa Barbara (southeast) - REC, Recreation
South:
UCSB (southwest) - N/A
City of Goleta - C-1, Limited Commercial; C-2, Retail Commercial; C-3, General
East:
Commercial; M-RP, Industrial Research Park; M-S-GOL, Service Industrial – Goleta; M-1,
Light Industrial
County of Santa Barbara - PU, Public Utility
City of Goleta - M-RP, Industrial Research Park ; M-S-GOL, Service Industrial – Goleta
West:
County of Santa Barbara - RES-40, Resource Management (min. lot size - 40 acres)
UCSB - Educational Facility

PLANS AND POLICY DISCUSSION
Land Use and Zoning Designations: General Plan land use designations for the Airport generally mirror the Airport’s
zoning districts (Figure 9). The “Goleta Slough Natural Reserve” land use designation covers areas of the Airport zoned
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Figure 8
EXISTING 2011 NOISE CONTOURS
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Figure 9
AIRPORT ZONING

as G-S-R while the remainder of the Airport is designated as “Airport.” Most of the future actions discussed in the
Master Plan would occur on portions of the Airport zoned for airport-related activities (A-A-O or A-F) and would be
consistent with the underlying zoning.
Two exceptions, however, would be at the off-site parcels where the Airport is seeking avigation easements over Airport
RPZs. The recommended northern RPZ easement would occur over a property within the City of Goleta that is zoned for
M-RP and M-S-GOL. This property is currently developed with a light industrial building and a parking lot. Given that
the building is not within any runway approach or departure zones, it would not need to be removed. The avigation
easement, if obtained by the Airport, would prevent the property owner from making improvements to the property that
would conflict with Airport safety objectives. These restrictions on the use of the property would not conflict with the
specifications of the underlying zoning and land use designations.
On the south side of the Airport, the off-site RPZ would occur over a small parcel of land within Santa Barbara County
designated as PU and REC. The parcel is owned by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and
developed as a State highway (State Route 217). Again, an avigation easement would prevent the property owner from
making improvements to the property that would conflict with Airport safety objectives. These restrictions on the use of
the property would not conflict with the specifications of the underlying zoning and land use designations.
Much of the recommended north landside development in the Master Plan would occur in the Airport Industrial Area
specific planning area and would be subject to the provisions of the Specific Plan #6 overlay zone (see Chapter 29.30 of
the Santa Barbara’s Airport Zoning Ordinance). No issues with the Specific Plan #6 overlay as a result of recommended
development are anticipated.
Some of the airfield safety improvements discussed in the Master Plan, specifically the extension of Taxiway H, would
occur in the G-S-R zone. In this case, there are additional resource protection criteria related to both the zoning overlay
and the Airport’s LCP. The Taxiway H project would require a portion of the G-S-R/A-A-O zoning to be rezoned
exclusively as A-A-O. This would likely require an amendment to the GSSER boundary, an LCP Amendment, and a
General Plan Amendment. An analysis of the Master Plan’s consistency with the Airport’s LCP is discussed in a
subsequent subsection.
The proposed Taxiway H project would be subject to a Goleta Slough Coastal Development Permit and would be
permitted only as an incidental public service project if there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative and
if feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects (Section 29.25.030B).
The maintenance yard is located within the A-I-1 zone. The closure of the maintenance yard is assumed to be consistent
with this zone.
General Plan Policies: Santa Barbara General Plan measures applicable to the Airport and its industrial areas include
those related to its urban design and role in promoting jobs and economic health in the City. When analyzing the
environmental effects of Santa Barbara General Plan, the certified Final EIR assumed “continued moderate growth of the
City’s Airport and adjacent specific plan area” (City of Santa Barbara 2010). There are also numerous policies and
programs incorporated into the updated General Plan that address energy conservation, and thus, greenhouse gas emission
reduction. Some of these policies, such as ER5 - Energy Efficient Buildings, might be applicable to development at the
Airport. Additional Santa Barbara General Plan policies that could be implemented in some manner at the Airport are
listed below.
ER11. Native and Other Trees and Landscaping. Protect and maintain native and other urban trees, and landscaped spaces,
and promote the use of native or Mediterranean drought-tolerant species in landscaping to save energy and water, incorporate
habitat, and provide shade.
PS6. Water Conservation Program. The use of water conservation practices shall be both encouraged and required, as
appropriate, for all development projects.
PS8. Solid Waste Management Programs. Continue and expand City recycling programs for resource reduction, reuse, and
recycling of solid waste.
PS9. Hazardous Materials Exposure. Seek to provide facilities and guidance so that new development and redevelopment
projects avoid exposure to hazardous materials and provide for their safe disposal.
EF15. Protect Industrial Zoned Areas. Preserve the industrial zones as a resource for the service trades, product
development companies, and other industrial businesses not precluding priority housing in the C-M, Commercial
Manufacturing Zone.
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EF16. Industrial Uses. Ensure that there is sufficient land available for industrial uses.

Because Santa Barbara General Plan addressed only some of the elements within the City’s General Plan, the old
General Plan elements are still applicable as well. In Volume 1 of the City’s 1995 General Plan, which includes the Land
Use Element (1995), it states the following with regard to the Airport:
“It is proposed that the following approaches be taken to the utilization and function of these lands.
1.

The Airport facilities and Airport operation land uses should continue and be expanded as necessary to serve the
function of a local airport with its passenger and freight service area generally confined to tying the South Coast area
to the greater metropolitan areas of Los Angeles and San Francisco.

2.

The land which will not be used for Airport functions is, essentially, no different than the surrounding lands in the
Goleta area. The fact that the property owner happens to be the City of Santa Barbara does not affect its land use
relationship to the balance of the area. Because of the magnitude of problems, such as noise, air, and visual
pollution, the City, County, and UCSB should cooperate in determining a desirable and appropriate land use for this
area of Goleta in relationship to economic, social, and environmental impact upon both individuals and community
structure. …

… Planning for airport development should be guided by the following basic principles:
1.

Noise, air pollution, and all other adverse environmental and ecological impacts must be reduced and held at
absolute minimum levels.

2.

Land use, both aeronautical and non-aeronautical related, must be planned to produce a low intensity of activity,
commensurate with the local nature of the airport and respecting the low residential, commercial, and industrial
density of the Goleta area.

3.

All planning for this important transportation element and its related facilities should be coordinated with the
County.”

In addition, the Circulation Element (1997) contains the following policy and implementing strategy for other
transportation facilities:
15.2

Manage and operate the Airport in an efficient, cost-effective, and safe manner.

Policies contained within the City’s Environmental Resources Element and Open Space, Parks and Recreation Element of
Santa Barbara General Plan include measures to reduce the City’s contributions to climate change and to protect its
natural and visual resources. Measures applicable to flooding and water quality, the management of the creeks, Goleta
Slough and environmentally sensitive habitats, and visual resources are also identified. Other policies of the 1995 General
Plan include the preservation and restoration of the Goleta Slough (Conservation Element [1994]) and the implementation
of land use compatibility standards for noise (Noise Element [1983]). In addition, the City’s Seismic Safety-Safety
Element (1979) contains numerous recommendations for soils and engineering reports to be utilized in conjunction with
development since Santa Barbara is a seismically-active region. Recommendations related to flooding are also contained
in the City’s Seismic Safety-Safety Element.
Local Coastal Plan Policies: A preliminary LCP consistency analysis was completed on the proposed project and is
included in tabular form (Exhibit 1). The project is considered Consistent or Potentially Consistent with all applicable
sections of the California Coastal Act and related LCP policies based on the implementation of sensitive project design
and mitigation measures.
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LAND USE COMPATIBILITY
Certain land uses have the potential to result in incompatibility with existing surrounding land uses or activities.
Typically, development applications for General Plan Amendments, Rezones, Conditional Use Permits, Performance
Standard Permits, and certain modifications have the greatest potential to result in land use compatibility issues.
Incompatibility can result from a proposed project’s generation of noise, odor, safety hazards, traffic, visual effects, or
other environmental impacts. This Initial Study provides an analysis of environmental impacts, including land use
compatibility, within the primary impact sections (i.e. noise, air quality, etc.). However, in instances where an impact
does not rise to a level of significance, land use compatibility concerns may still exist due to adverse (less than significant)
impacts. These adverse impacts will require careful evaluation by decision-makers at the time that the proposed project’s
permit requests are considered.
The proposed Master Plan has a number of environmental impacts that are either less than significant as proposed or
reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation measures. Other potentially significant, adverse impacts related to
specific recommended development projects may occur and will need further study. These potential impacts do not raise
any significant neighborhood compatibility issues, however. A full analysis of the required findings to approve the use
and a discussion of neighborhood compatibility will be provided in the project’s staff report.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
The following checklist contains questions concerning potential changes to the environment that may result if this project
is implemented. The potential level of significance should be indicated as follows:
Significant: Known substantial environmental impacts. Further review needed to determine if there are feasible mitigation
measures and/or alternatives to reduce the impact.
Potentially Significant, Unknown: Potentially significant impacts that need further review to determine significance level
and whether mitigable.
Potentially Significant, Mitigable: Potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less than significant
levels with identified mitigation measures agreed-to by the applicant.
Less Than Significant: Impacts that are not substantial or significant.
Beneficial Impact: Impacts would improve environmental conditions.
No Impact: Project would not cause any impact.
The City of Santa Barbara’s Standard Conditions of Approval Applicable to Project are assumed to be incorporated into
all Airport projects, as applicable. These conditions are included in this Initial Study as Exhibit 2.
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1. VISUAL RESOURCES

Level of Significance

Would the project:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a public scenic vista or a
private scenic vista enjoyed by a large portion of the community?

No Impact

b)

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?

No Impact

c)

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?

Less Than Significant

d)

Result in substantial grading on steep slopes or permanent
substantial changes in topography?

Less Than Significant

e)

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day and nighttime views in the area?

Less Than Significant

Visual Resources - Discussion
Issues: Issues associated with visual resources and aesthetics include the potential blockage of important public scenic
views, project on-site visual aesthetics and compatibility with the surrounding area, and changes in exterior lighting.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Aesthetic quality, whether a project is visually pleasing or unpleasing, may be perceived
and valued differently from one person to the next, and depends in part on the context of the environment in which a
project is proposed. The significance of visual changes is assessed qualitatively based on consideration of the proposed
physical change and project design within the context of the surrounding visual setting. First, the existing visual setting is
reviewed to determine whether important existing visual aesthetics are involved, based on consideration of existing views,
existing visual aesthetics on and around the site, and existing lighting conditions. Under CEQA, the evaluation of a
project’s potential impacts to scenic views is focused on views from public (as opposed to private) viewpoints and larger
community wide views (those things visible by a larger community, as opposed to select individuals). The importance of
existing views is assessed qualitatively based on whether important visual resources such as mountains, skyline trees, or
the coastline, can be seen, the extent and scenic quality of the views, whether the views are experienced from public
viewpoints, and how many people can see the views. The visual changes associated with the project are then assessed
qualitatively to determine whether the project would result in substantial effects associated with important public scenic
views, on-site visual aesthetics, and lighting.
Significant visual resources impacts may potentially result from:
•

Substantial obstruction of important public or community wide scenic views.

•

Substantial degradation of important public or community wide scenic views or the visual quality of the site
through extensive grading and changes in topography, removal of substantial amounts of vegetation and trees
visible from public areas without adequate landscaping; or substantial loss of important public open space.

•

Substantial damage to scenic resources within a State scenic highway (Highway 154). Impacts to local scenic
roads should also be considered. These include Highway 101; West Cabrillo Boulevard between Highway 101
and Castillo Street; Sycamore Canyon Road (144)/Stanwood Drive (192)/Mission Ridge Road (192)/Mountain
Drive to the Old Mission on East Los Olivos Street), or Shoreline Drive from Castillo Street to the end of
Shoreline Park.

•

Substantial negative aesthetic effect or incompatibility with surrounding land uses or structures due to project
size, massing, scale, density, architecture, signage, or other design features.

•

Substantial light and/or glare that poses a hazard, disrupts sensitive wildlife, or substantially affects day or
nighttime views.
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Visual Resources – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
1.a-b) Scenic Views and Scenic Highways
The primary scenic resource in the project area is the Santa Ynez mountain range. Public views of the mountains exist
from the UCSB main campus, the Airport terminal, public roads, and public recreational areas. In addition, Highway 101
is considered a scenic highway. Hollister Avenue along the perimeter of the Airport is also designated as a Local Scenic
Corridor by the City of Goleta and there are two sites located along Hollister Avenue in the vicinity of the Airport that are
called out as “Scenic Views to be Protected.” Both locations call out views oriented towards the Airport.
The development recommended by the Master Plan is in keeping with the character and existing land uses present at the
Airport. None of the projects would have a substantial adverse effect on scenic views or resources. The possible removal
of two potentially significant historic buildings from the north side of the Airport would not adversely affect the scenic
quality of Highway 101. No impact to scenic views or highways would occur.
1.c) Visual Character and Quality
The Master Plan would allow additional development on the north side of the airfield and at the airline terminal. Any
such development would be subject to the City’s existing architectural, landscaping and design guidelines. Therefore, the
impact such development would have on the existing visual character of the Airport and its adjacent streetscapes, for
example, along Hollister Avenue, would not be adverse. Proposed airfield safety projects would not be readily visible
from areas that are accessible to the general public. As such, project impacts related to the degradation of existing visual
character or quality on the site or in the area would be less than significant.
1.d) Grading and Topography
The topography at the Airport is fairly flat and no significant grading or topographical changes would be necessary as a
result of development considered by the Master Plan. Impacts related to grading or topographical changes would be less
than significant.
1.e) Lighting and Glare
Proposed development considered by the Master Plan includes new buildings such as T-hangars, maintenance buildings,
and parking lots or structures, which would result in new outdoor lighting typical of a light industrial or commercial area.
Exterior lighting would be subject to compliance with the requirements of Santa Barbara Municipal Code Chapter 22.75,
the City’s Outdoor Lighting and Design Ordinance. The ordinance provides that exterior lighting be shielded and directed
to the ground such that no undue lighting or glare would affect surrounding residents, roads, or habitat areas. Outdoor
lighting would be primarily for security purposes. Additionally, proposed building materials would not be allowed to
include materials with the potential for significant glare.
Proposed airfield safety projects include the extension of Taxiway H and the installation of additional lighting adjacent to
Taxiway G on either side of Runway 7-25 at its eastern end and at the northern end of crosswind Runways 15R and 15L.
These potential improvements would increase the amount of airfield lighting at the Airport. However, numerous airfield
lighting systems already exist at the Airport and an incremental change due to additional taxiway lighting systems would
not create a substantial new amount of nighttime lighting such that areas off of the Airport would be significantly affected.
As such, project impacts on lighting and glare would be less than significant.

Visual Resources - Mitigation
None necessary.

Visual Resources - Residual Impacts
Less than significant.
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2. AIR QUALITY

Level of Significance

Would the project:
a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

Less Than Significant
Long term (operational) – Less Than
Significant
Short term (construction) – Potentially
Significant, Unknown

c)

d)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is designated in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Long term (operational) – Less Than
Significant

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants?

Long term (operational) – Less Than
Significant

Short term (construction) – Potentially
Significant, Unknown

Short term (construction) – Potentially
Significant, Unknown
e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

Less Than Significant

f)

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

Less Than Significant

g)

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emission of greenhouse gases?

Less Than Significant

Air Quality - Discussion
Issues. Air quality issues involve pollutant emissions from vehicle exhaust, stationary sources (e.g., gas stations, boilers,
diesel generators, dry cleaners, oil and gas processing facilities, etc.), and minor stationary sources called “area sources”
(e.g., residential heating and cooling, fireplaces, etc.) that contribute to smog, particulates and nuisance dust associated
with grading and construction processes, and nuisance odors. Stationary sources of air emissions are of particular concern
to sensitive receptors, as is construction dust and particulate matter. Sensitive receptors are defined as children, elderly, or
ill people that can be more adversely affected by air quality emissions. Land uses typically associated with sensitive
receptors include schools, parks, playgrounds, childcare centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and
clinics.
Smog, or ozone, is formed in the atmosphere through a series of photochemical reactions involving interaction of oxides
of nitrogen [NOx] and reactive organic compounds [ROC] (referred to as ozone precursors) with sunlight over a period of
several hours. Primary sources of ozone precursors in the South Coast area are vehicle emissions. Sources of particulate
matter (PM10 and PM2.5) include demolition, grading, road dust, agricultural tilling, mineral quarries, and vehicle exhaust.
The City of Santa Barbara is part of the South Coast Air Basin. The City is subject to the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), which are more stringent than the national
standards. The CAAQS apply to six pollutants: photochemical ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide,
particulate matter, and lead. The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) provides oversight on
compliance with air quality standards and preparation of the County Clean Air Plan.
Santa Barbara County is considered in attainment of the federal eight-hour ozone standard, and in attainment of the State
one-hour ozone standard. The County does not meet the State eight-hour ozone standard or the State standard for
particulate matter less than ten microns in diameter (PM10), but does meet the federal PM10 standard. The County is in
attainment for the federal PM2.5 standard and is unclassified for the State PM2.5 standard.
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The APCD has also issued several notifications and requirements regarding toxic air emissions generated from activities
such as gasoline dispensing, dry cleaning, freeways, manufacturing, etc., that may require projects with these components
to mitigate or redesign features of the project to avoid excessive health risks. Additionally, APCD requires submittal of
an asbestos notification form for each regulated structure that is proposed to be demolished or renovated. The California
Air Resources Board (CARB) and APCD also recommend buffers between Highway 101 and new residential
developments or other sensitive receptors in order to reduce potential health risks associated with traffic-related air
pollutant emissions, particularly diesel particulates. Based on analysis in the certified Final Program EIR (2010) for the
Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update, the City established an interim policy limiting the introduction of new
residential construction or sensitive receptor uses within 250 feet of Highway 101 (excluding minor additions or remodels
of existing homes or the construction of one new residential unit on vacant property), until CARB implements further
statewide phased diesel reduction measures and/or the City otherwise determines a satisfactory reduction of diesel
reduction risks citywide or on individual projects. Certain projects also have the potential to create objectionable odors
that could create a substantial nuisance to neighboring residential areas or sensitive receptors and should be evaluated in
CEQA documents.
Global climate change refers to accelerated changes occurring in average worldwide weather patterns, measurable by
factors such as air and ocean temperatures, wind patterns, storms, and precipitation. Climate changes are forecasted to
result in increasingly serious effects to human health and safety and the natural environment in coming decades, such as
from more extreme weather, sea level rise effects on flooding and coastal erosion, and impacts on air and water quality,
habitats and wildlife, and agriculture.
There is substantial evidence that accelerated climate change is due to emissions of carbon dioxide and other heat trapping
“greenhouse gases” 5 (GHG) from human activities. Natural processes emit GHG to regulate the earth’s temperature;
however, substantial increases in emissions, particularly from fossil fuel combustion for electricity production and vehicle
use, have substantially elevated the concentration of these gases in the atmosphere well beyond naturally occurring
concentrations.
Carbon dioxide accounts for 85 percent of greenhouse gas emissions within the United States. California is a substantial
contributor of GHG (2nd largest contributor in the U.S. and the 16th largest in the world), with transportation and
electricity generation representing the largest sources (41 and 22 percent, respectively). In Santa Barbara, direct sources
of greenhouse gas emissions are on-road vehicles, natural gas consumption, and off-road vehicles and equipment. Indirect
sources (emissions removed in location or time) are electricity consumption (power generation), landfill decomposition
(methane releases), and State Water Project transport (electricity use).
California Assembly Bill 32 (2006 Global Warming Solutions Act) required CARB to create a program to reduce
statewide greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. Senate Bill 375 (2008 Sustainable Communities and
Climate Protection Act) required regional coordination of transportation and land use planning throughout the State to
reduce vehicle GHG emissions. CARB established targets for Santa Barbara County to not exceed 2005 per capita
vehicle emissions in the years 2020 and 2035. State Senate Bill 97 (enacted in 2007 and amended in 2010) required that
project environmental reviews include analysis of greenhouse gas impacts and mitigation, and established that public
agencies may provide for a communitywide greenhouse gas emissions mitigation program through an adopted climate
action plan.
The City of Santa Barbara Climate Action Plan was adopted in September 2012. Past, present, and forecasted future
citywide greenhouse gas emissions were analyzed in the Plan and associated Addendum to the 2010 Final Program EIR
for the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update in comparison to the State and City greenhouse gas emissions targets
(2020 total emissions at 1990 level; 2020 and 2035 per capita vehicle emissions at 2005 level). The analysis demonstrates
that citywide emissions are decreasing. With continued implementation of existing State and City legislative measures,
citywide emissions associated with growth under the General Plan would meet and surpass these State and City emissions
targets. Additional Climate Action Plan measures would further reduce citywide emissions. The City Climate Action
Plan constitutes a citywide mitigation program for greenhouse gas emissions in accordance with SB 97.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A project may create a significant air quality impact from the following:
•

Exceeding an APCD pollutant threshold; inconsistency with District regulations; or exceeding population
forecasts in the adopted County Clean Air Plan.

5

Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide, as well as smaller contributions from hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons,
and sulfur hexafluoride. Greenhouse gas emissions are typically measured in metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) based on global
warming potential, which allows for totaling the emissions.
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•

Exposing sensitive receptors, such as children, the elderly or sick people, to substantial pollutant concentrations.

•

Substantial unmitigated nuisance dust during earthwork or construction operations.

•

Creation of nuisance odors inconsistent with APCD regulations.

Long Term (Operational) Impact Guidelines: The City of Santa Barbara uses the APCD thresholds of significance for
evaluating air quality impacts. The APCD has determined that a proposed project will not have a significant air quality
impact on the environment if operation of the project will:
•

Emit (from all project sources, both stationary and mobile) less than 240 pounds per day for ROC and NOx , and
80 pounds per day for PM10;

•

Emit less than 25 pounds per day of ROC or NOx from motor vehicle trips only;

•

Not cause a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standard (except ozone);

•

Not exceed the APCD health risks public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD Board; and

•

Be consistent with the adopted federal and State air quality plans for Santa Barbara.

Substantial long term project emissions could potentially stem from stationary sources which may require permits from
the APCD and from motor vehicles associated with the project and from mobile sources. Examples of stationary emission
sources that require permits from APCD include gas stations, auto body shops, diesel generators, boilers and large water
heaters, dry cleaners, oil and gas production and processing facilities, and waste water treatment facilities.
Short Term (Construction) Impacts Guidelines: Projects involving grading, paving, construction, and landscaping
activities may cause localized nuisance dust impacts and increased PM10. Substantial dust-related impacts may be
potentially significant, but are generally considered mitigable with the application of standard dust control mitigation
measures. Standard dust mitigation measures are applied to projects with either significant or less than significant effects.
Exhaust from construction equipment also contributes to air pollution. Quantitative thresholds of significance are not
currently in place for short term or construction emissions for non-stationary sources. However, APCD uses the threshold
for stationary sources as a guideline for determining the impacts of construction emissions for non-stationary sources.
The stationary source threshold states that a project’s combined emissions from all construction equipment cannot exceed
25 tons of any pollutant except carbon monoxide within a 12-month period. Standard equipment exhaust mitigation
measures are recommended by APCD for projects with either significant or less than significant effects.
Cumulative Impacts and Consistency with Clean Air Plan: If the project-specific impact exceeds the ozone precursor
significance threshold, it is also assumed to have a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts. When a project is not
accounted for in the most recent Clean Air Plan growth projections, then the project’s impact may also be considered to
have a considerable contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. The Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments (SBCAG) and Air Resources Board on-road emissions forecasts are used as a basis for vehicle emission
forecasting. If a project provides for increased population growth beyond that forecasted in the most recently adopted
Clean Air Plan, or if the project does not incorporate appropriate air quality mitigation and control measures, or is
inconsistent with APCD rules and regulations, then the project may be found inconsistent with the Clean Air Plan and
may have a significant impact on air quality.
Global Climate Change: In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project may have a significant
impact related to global climate change if it would generate substantial greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions either directly or
indirectly, or would conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission
of greenhouse gases.
Based on the analysis within the City Climate Action Plan and the General Plan Program EIR Addendum, projects within
the growth assumptions of the 2030 General Plan and that meet applicable City regulations for GHG emission reductions:
(1) Would be consistent with the City Climate Action Plan and associated policies and regulations for reducing GHG
emissions;
(2) Would be within the citywide greenhouse gas impact assessment in the Climate Action Plan and associated General
Plan Program EIR Addendum, which found that total citywide greenhouse gas emissions and per capita vehicle emissions
would meet State and City reduction targets and would not constitute a significant environmental impact; and
(3) Would be within the City Council Climate Action Plan adoption finding that no significant greenhouse gas impacts
would result from General Plan build-out of the City.
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Air Quality – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
2.a) Clean Air Plan
Direct and indirect emissions associated with the project are accounted for in the 2010 Clean Air Plan emissions growth
assumptions (Table 6-7). Appropriate air quality conditions, including construction dust suppression, would be applied to
the project consistent with Clean Air Plan and City policies and are identified in Exhibit 2 as standard conditions of
approval. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
2.b-d) Air Pollutant Emissions, Sensitive Receptors, and Cumulative Impacts
Long Term Emissions:
Operational Emissions: An Airport operational emissions inventory for the proposed improvements was calculated using
FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS), Version 5.1.3 (see Exhibit 3). EDMS is listed among
EPA’s preferred guideline models and has been identified by FAA as the only acceptable model for estimating aircraft
emissions at airports. It calculates emissions of pollutants associated with an airport, including aircraft, ground support
equipment, and automobiles.
Ozone emissions are not calculated by EDMS; however, volatile organic compounds (VOC) and NOx are precursors to
ozone. Ground-level ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is created by chemical reactions between NOx and
VOCs in the presence of sunlight. As a result, NOx and VOCs, also referred to as reactive organic gases (ROGs), are a
precursor to ozone. VOCs combine with sunlight and NOx to form ozone emissions and are used to estimate ozone
emissions. The fleet mix and operations levels utilized for the preparation of noise contours (Exhibit 3) were utilized for
the emissions analysis.
Automobile trips associated with Santa Barbara Airport were also included in the analysis. For purposes of this study, the
annual vehicle trips associated with the Airport were calculated according to the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s
Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition, based on average daily commercial and general aviation operations at the Airport.
Output data from the EDMS program are in pounds per day. Table 1 provides the projected air pollutant emissions
associated with the operations at Santa Barbara Airport under the existing condition (2011) and short term forecast (2017).
This includes emissions from aircraft, automobiles, ground support equipment, and fueling operations. EDMS output
tables depicting emissions by source (aircraft, automobiles, ground support equipment) are included in Exhibit 3.
Santa Barbara Airport, as an existing facility, accommodates 108,285 operations annually. For the purposes of this
analysis, the existing emissions are considered as the baseline to which the projected changes in emissions will be
compared. Based on the Master Plan forecasts, operations at the Airport are projected to increase to 112,990 in the year
2017. Table 1 also includes the APCD thresholds for operational emissions above the baseline condition. As noted in the
table, the operational emissions difference for all pollutants will not exceed the significance thresholds. PM10 emissions
are forecast to decrease associated with the change in fleet mix, which accounts for the phase-out of some older, less
efficient aircraft, such as the Lear 25.
Table 2 provides the projected air pollutant emissions associated with the operations at Santa Barbara Airport under the
existing condition (2011) and long term forecast (2032). For the purposes of this analysis, the existing emissions are
considered as the baseline to which the projected changes in emissions will be compared. Based on the Master Plan
forecasts, operations at the airport are projected to increase to 133,150 in the year 2032. Table 2 also includes the APCD
thresholds for operational emissions above the baseline condition. As noted in the table, the operational emissions
difference for all pollutants will not exceed the significance thresholds.
The Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan does not include any recommendations for gas stations; dry cleaners, diesel
generators, boilers or large water heaters; or water treatment facilities. Additionally, none of the proposed improvements
identified within the Master Plan will require a permit from APCD nor do they include any sensitive receptors.
Project-related vehicle emissions would be below the threshold of significance of 25 pounds per day for both ROC and
NOx in both the short term and long term scenarios. The combined operational (vehicle) area and stationary source
emissions difference from the baseline of all project sources would be below the Santa Barbara County APCD threshold
of 240 pounds per day of ROC or NOx and 80 pounds per day of PM10 in both the short term and the long term scenarios.
Therefore, the proposed project is anticipated to have a less than significant effect on long term air quality.
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TABLE 1
Short Term Operational Emissions Inventory1
Santa Barbara Airport
Operational Emissions (pounds per day)
VOC2
NOx
PM10
2011 (Baseline Condition, 108,285 operations)
2017 (Forecast, 112,990 operations)
Difference
APCD Threshold for Operational Emissions Above
Baseline Condition (pounds per day)
Emissions Difference Exceeds Threshold?
Automobile Emissions
2011
2017
Difference
APCD Threshold for Operations (pounds per day)
Yearly Emissions Exceeds Threshold?

240.2
247.5
7.3

268.1
269.7
1.6

7.2
7.0
-0.2

240
No

240
No

80
No

3.3
2.8
-0.5
25
No

2.9
2.0
-.09
25
No

0.1
0.1
0
-3
-

1

Includes emissions from aircraft, automobiles, ground support equipment, and fueling operations based on 2011 Santa Barbara
Airport Master Plan operations estimates.
2
Also referred to as Reactive Organic Gases (ROGs).
3
APCD has not adopted a PM10 threshold for automobile emissions.
Source: Coffman Associates’ technical analysis (see Exhibit 3).

TABLE 2
Long Term Operational Emissions Inventory1
Santa Barbara Airport
Operational Emissions (pounds per day)
VOC2
NOx
PM10
2011 (Baseline Condition, 108,285 operations)
2032 (Forecast, 133,150 operations)
Difference
APCD Threshold for Operational Emissions Above
Baseline Condition (pounds per day)
Emissions Difference Exceeds Threshold?
Automobile Emissions
2011
2032
Difference
APCD Threshold for Operations (pounds per day)
Yearly Emissions Exceeds Threshold?

240.2
321.0
80.8

268.1
377.0
108.9

7.2
8.9
1.7

240
No

240
No

80
No

3.3
2.5
-0.8
25
No

2.9
1.3
-0.4
25
No

0.1
0.1
0.0
-3
-

1

Includes emissions from aircraft, automobiles, ground support equipment, and fueling operations based on 2011 Santa Barbara
Airport Master Plan operations estimates.
2
Also referred to as Reactive Organic Gases (ROGs).
3
APCD has not adopted a PM10 threshold for automobile emissions.
Source: Coffman Associates’ technical analysis (see Exhibit 3).

Short Term (Construction) Emissions:
Construction of the proposed short term projects, including the Taxiway H extension, could result in emissions of
pollutants due to grading, fumes, and vehicle exhaust. Residents located north of the approach end of Runway 7 could be
affected by dust and particulates during project site grading and vehicle exhaust from construction equipment. The
project would involve grading and paving activities which could cause localized dust related impacts resulting in increases
in particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5).
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Diesel- and gasoline-powered construction equipment also emit particulate matter, NOx, and ROC. In order for emissions
from construction equipment to be considered a potentially significant environmental impact, combined emissions from
all construction equipment would need to exceed 25 tons of any pollutant (except carbon monoxide) within a 12-month
period. The impact of these emissions would be potentially significant, unknown. Additional information, specifically
construction engineering estimates, is needed to complete the short term emissions analysis.
2.e) Odors
The recommended Airport improvement projects would not include land uses involving odors or smoke. The project
would not contain features with the potential to emit substantial odorous emissions, from sources such as commercial
cooking equipment, combustion or evaporation of fuels, sewer systems, or solvents and surface coatings.
Due to the nature of the proposed land use and limited size of the project, project impacts related to odors would be
considered less than significant.
2.f-g) Greenhouse Gases:
Sources of direct carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that could result from the project include
project-related traffic, natural gas use, and landscaping/maintenance equipment. Indirect emissions are associated with
power generation for electricity consumption; electricity and travel associated with consumer product production,
transport, and use; solid waste disposal/decomposition; and potable water delivery.
Operational greenhouse gas emissions are estimated to increase from 17,699 MT CO2e in 2011 to 19,043 MT CO2e in
2017, an increase of 1,344 MT CO2e. For the long term scenario, it is estimated that operational greenhouse gas
emissions will increase from 17,699 MT CO2e (2011 baseline) to 26,753 MT CO2e, an increase of 9,054 MT CO2e. The
increases during the time horizons analyzed represent an incremental contribution to citywide emissions generation (refer
to Exhibit 3 for calculations).
The proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan land use designation. The project would be subject to
existing regulations and design guidelines that reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the areas of energy efficiency and
green building, renewable energy, travel and land use, vegetation, waste management, and water conservation.
Project greenhouse gas emissions would be part of the citywide emissions identified in the City Climate Action Plan and
General Plan Program EIR Addendum, which were determined to comply with State and City emission reduction targets.
In addition, the City has prepared a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Inventory and Carbon Footprint Reduction Plan for Santa
Barbara Airport (2007). Carbon Footprint Reduction Plan recommendations for the Airport include the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Prepare benefit/cost analyses of alternative GHG emission reduction measures.
Convert diesel-powered preconditioned air units to electric power.
Convert gasoline- and diesel-powered ground service equipment (GSE) to electric power.
Install solar panels at the long term parking lot.
Evaluate use of fuel cells at nearby locations.

The project would be consistent with applicable plans, policies, and regulations for reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
and thereby would constitute a less than significant impact and contribution to global climate change.

Air Quality – Mitigation
None necessary. Refer to Exhibit 2 for Standard Conditions of Approval Applicable to Project for measures to mitigate
potentially significant construction-related emissions.

Air Quality - Residual Impacts
Potentially significant, Unknown (for construction impacts only).
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3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Level of Significance

Would the project:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community?

Potentially Significant, Unknown

b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Potentially Significant, Unknown

c)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

d)

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Potentially Significant, Unknown

e)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special status species?
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

Less than Significant

f)

No Impact

Less than Significant

Biological Resources - Discussion
Issues: Biological resources issues involve the potential for a project to substantially affect biologically-important natural
vegetation and wildlife, particularly species that are protected as rare, threatened, or endangered by federal or State
wildlife agencies, and their habitats.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Existing native wildlife and vegetation on a project site are assessed to identify whether
they constitute important biological resources, based on the types, amounts, and quality of the resources within the context
of the larger ecological community. If important or sensitive biological resources exist, project effects on the resources are
qualitatively evaluated to determine whether the project would substantially affect these important biological resources.
Significant biological resource impacts may potentially result from substantial disturbance to important wildlife and
vegetation in the following ways:
•

Elimination, substantial reduction or disruption of important natural vegetative communities, wildlife habitat,
migration corridors, or habitats supporting sensitive species such as oak woodland, coastal strand, riparian, and
wetlands.

•

Substantial effect on a protected plant or animal species listed or otherwise identified or protected as endangered,
threatened or rare.

•

Substantial loss or damage to biologically important native trees such as oak or sycamore trees (note that, if
applicable, historic or landmark trees are discussed in Section 5. Cultural Resources, and other trees are discussed
in Section 1. Visual Resources).

Biological Resources – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
3.a-d) Natural Communities; Trees; Wetland and Riparian Habitats
Recommended actions of the proposed Master Plan are contained almost entirely on the developed areas of the Airport.
These areas are either already paved or are vegetated with brome grasses that are regularly mowed. However, some of the
infield areas could still contain wetlands that are present on at least an intermittent basis (Dudek 2012b). In this case,
these areas would be protected by both the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under Section 404 of the CWA and
by the California Coastal Commission (CCC) under the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) and the
California Coastal Act (CCA). In addition, a CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) could be necessary. Thus, impacts to wetland resources, potentially resulting
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from the extension of Taxiway H and the relocation of the glideslope antenna, will need to be analyzed further and
mitigation or avoidance measures developed as appropriate. As such, impacts to wetlands are potentially significant,
unknown at this time.
A general discussion of the Master Plan’s consistency with the Airport’s LCP, which contains numerous policies related
to Goleta Slough resources, is provided beginning on page 18 of this Initial Study. Land Uses in the Goleta Slough State
Ecological Reserve are limited under the City’s G-S-RZone; both the Taxiway H extension project and the glideslope
antenna relocation would occur within areas of the Airport covered by this overlay. Therefore, when development plans
for these two projects are proposed, they will need to be assessed for compliance with both the G-S-R zoning criteria and
the Airport’s LCP. Until such time as detailed analysis of these projects is available, impacts to Goleta Slough and
consistency with LCP policies and overlay zoning would be potentially significant, unknown.
In addition, there are trees and shrubs located along Mesa Road in the vicinity of the Airport’s perimeter fence. These
biological resources may need to be trimmed to allow for the installation of upgraded fencing. Tree protection measures
are included in the City’s Standard Conditions of Approval Applicable to Project; other impacts related to possible tree
trimming are discussed further in Section 3.f).
3.e) Endangered, Threatened, or Rare Species
A special-status species inventory for the Master Plan update was completed in 2012. Based on this information, the
recommended perimeter fence replacement would occur partially within a wooded area that is known to provide nesting
and roosting sites for white-tailed kites. These birds are a State Fully Protected species. The following Standard
Conditions of Approval Applicable to Project would apply to the fence replacement project and would ameliorate
potential impacts to white-tailed kites:
Nesting Birds. Birds and their eggs nesting on or near the project site are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA) and pursuing, hunting, taking, capturing, killing, or attempt to do any of the above is a violation of federal and State
regulations. No trimming or removing brush or trees shall occur if nesting birds are found in the vegetation. All care should be
taken not to disturb the nest(s). Removal or trimming may only occur after the young have fledged from the nest(s).

There are no other special-status species located in potential areas of disturbance related to the Master Plan (Dudek
2012a). As such, with implementation of the above standard condition of approval for the fence replacement project,
impacts to special-status species would be less than significant.
3.f) Wildlife Dispersal and Migration Corridors
As discussed above, the recommended perimeter fence replacement would occur partially within a wooded area along
Mesa Road. These trees are known to provide nesting and roosting sites for migratory birds, including the State Fully
Protected white-tailed kite. Other raptor species, such as Cooper’s hawks, red-shouldered hawks, and red-tailed hawks
have the potential to nest here as well. Common wintering bird species include the ruby-crowned kinglet and yellowrumped warbler. These species are protected under the federal MBTA. Therefore, the following Standard Conditions of
Approval Applicable to Project would apply to the fence replacement project:
Nesting Birds. Birds and their eggs nesting on or near the project site are protected under the MBTA and pursuing, hunting,
taking, capturing, killing, or attempt to do any of the above is a violation of federal and State regulations. No trimming or
removing brush or trees shall occur if nesting birds are found in the vegetation. All care should be taken not to disturb the nest(s).
Removal or trimming may only occur after the young have fledged from the nest(s).

No other impacts to wildlife dispersal and migration corridors are anticipated as a result of the Master Plan since all other
recommended improvements would occur in developed parts of the Airport. As such, impacts to migratory species would
be less than significant.

Biological Resources – Mitigation
Mitigation may be required for the extension of Taxiway H and/or the relocation of the glideslope antenna within the
Runway 7-25 infield area if jurisdictional wetlands are determined to be present and adversely impacted. Mitigation may
also be necessary if the projects are not consistent with the LCP and G-S-R zoning overlay. Therefore, a wetlands survey,
LCP policy analysis, and zoning review will be necessary as part of the NEPA and CEQA documentation required for
those projects. One potential hydrological subarea at the Airport, “Basin G” has been identified as a potential location for
tidal restoration and should be evaluated as a mitigation-site, if needed (refer to Figure 10).

Biological Resources - Residual Impacts
Potentially Significant, Unknown at this time.
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Potential Tidal Restoration Site
Airport Property Line
Goleta Slough State Ecological Reserve
(areas within airport property only)
Sub-Areas (GSMC 2012)
Source: DUDEK 2012b
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Figure 10
HYDROLOGY MAP FOR
SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Level of Significance

Would the project:
a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in CEQA Section 15064.5?

Significant

b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Section 15064.5?

c)

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Less than Significant

d)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
of site or unique geologic feature?

No Impact

Potentially Significant, Mitigable

Cultural Resources - Discussion
Issues: Archaeological resources are subsurface deposits dating from Prehistoric or Historical time periods. Native
American culture appeared along the channel coast over 10,000 years ago, and numerous villages of the Barbareno
Chumash flourished in coastal plains now encompassed by the City. Spanish exploration and eventual settlements in
Santa Barbara occurred in the 1500s through 1700s. In the mid-1800s, the City began its transition from Mexican village
to American city, and in the late 1800s through early 1900s experienced intensive urbanization. Historic resources are
above-ground structures and sites from historical time periods with historic, architectural, or other cultural importance.
The City’s built environment has a rich cultural heritage with a variety of architectural styles, including the Spanish
Colonial Revival style emphasized in the rebuilding of Santa Barbara’s downtown following a destructive 1925
earthquake.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Archaeological and historical impacts are evaluated qualitatively by archaeologists and
historians. First, existing conditions on a site are assessed to identify whether important or unique archaeological or
historical resources exist, based on criteria specified in the State CEQA Guidelines and City Master Environmental
Assessment Guidelines for Archaeological Resources and Historical Structures and Sites, summarized as follows:
•

Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there exists a demonstrable
public interest in that information.

•

Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type.

•

Is directly associated with an important prehistoric or historic event or person.

If important archaeological or historic resources exist on the site, project changes are evaluated to determine whether they
would substantially affect these important resources.

Cultural Resources – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
4.a) Historic Resources
There are two historic structures at the Airport that are eligible for NRHP listing, but have not yet been listed (Buildings
248 and 249). Both structures are hangars that are no longer used by the Airport, are located within a 100-year floodway,
and are recommended for removal by the Master Plan. Therefore, impacts to historic structures as a result of Master Plan
implementation would be significant and require further review to determine if there are feasible mitigation measures
and/or alternatives to reduce the impact. Some mitigation options are outlined below.
In addition, a previous study on historic resources at the Airport determined that some buildings that might be removed by
Master Plan improvements are part of a group of buildings that could collectively be eligible for designation as City of
Santa Barbara Structures of Merit (San Buenaventura Research Associates 1994); however, these buildings are not
currently on the City’s List of Potential Historic Resources/Sites.
4.b) Archaeological Resources
Overall, the improvements recommended within the Master Plan would not require the disturbance of archaeological sites
that have been determined to be eligible or appear to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. These sites have been
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mapped as “high” archaeological resources sensitivity zones on Figure 6-1 of the Master Archaeological Resources
Assessment for the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport (MARA) (City of Santa Barbara 2009b). One possible exception,
however, would be recommended fence improvement along Mesa Avenue. In addition, one area of recommended fence
improvement and one area of recommended future terminal and terminal apron expansion are mapped as a “moderate”
sensitivity zone. If these specific projects go forward, impacts would be potentially significant, mitigable. Required
mitigation procedures are discussed below.
4.c) Human Remains
There is no evidence that the site contains any human remains. Standard Conditions of Approval Applicable to Project
include procedures for the unanticipated discovery of human remains. As such, potential impacts would be less than
significant.
4.d) Paleontological Resources
There is no evidence that the site contains any unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features.

Cultural Resources – Mitigation
Refer to Exhibit 2 for Standard Conditions of Approval Applicable to Project. In addition, the following mitigation
would be required:
CR-1 The following options are available to mitigate for the removal of Buildings 248 and 249:
a. Relocate the historic structures within the existing Airport grounds; or
b. Complete appropriate documentation and photography of the structures prior to demolition or
removal of the structures, if permitted under applicable historic preservation regulations.
CR-2

All future projects under consideration within the Master Plan shall be evaluated based on the screening
process set forth in the City’s MARA. If a proposed project is located within a mapped sensitivity zone, a
determination shall be made regarding whether or not all proposed earth disturbance would be confined to
areas of previous disturbance. The proposed project shall then follow the appropriate mitigation and
reporting requirements provided in the MARA.

Cultural Resources – Residual Impacts
Due to the eligibility of Buildings 248 and 249 for listing on the NRHP, they may also be eligible for listing on the CRHR
or as City of Santa Barbara Landmarks. Additional buildings may be eligible as City Structures of Merit. Consultation
with the State and City historic preservation offices would be necessary and, thus, further environmental review would be
required prior to building removal. Upon review, it could be determined that the above mitigation options would not fully
mitigate adverse impacts to historic resources below a level of significance. In that case, if the buildings were to be
removed, significant residual impacts would result.

A-32
Initial Study - Page 32

5. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Level of Significance

Would the project:
a)

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i.
ii.
iii.

Rupture of a known earthquake fault?
Strong seismic ground shaking?
Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv.

Expansive soils?

v.

Landslides?

vi.

Sea cliff retreat?

b)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, collapse or sea cliff failure?

c)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

d)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the disposal of waste water?

Potentially Significant, Mitigable

Potentially Significant, Mitigable

Less than Significant
No Impact

Geology and Soils - Discussion
Issues: Geophysical impacts involve geologic and soil conditions, and their potential to create physical hazards affecting
persons or property, or substantial changes to the physical condition of the site. Included are earthquake-related conditions
such as fault rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction (a condition in which saturated soil loses shear strength during
earthquake shaking), or seismic waves; unstable soil or slope conditions, such as landslides, subsidence (the downward
shifting of the Earth’s surface; can result in sinkholes), expansive or compressible/collapsible soils, or erosion; and
extensive grading or topographic changes.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Potentially significant geophysical impacts may result from:
•

Exposure of people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or death involving unstable earth conditions due to:
seismic conditions (such as earthquake faulting, ground shaking, liquefaction, or seismic waves); landslides; sea
cliff retreat; or expansive soils.

•

Exposure to or creation of unstable earth conditions due to geologic or soil conditions, such as landslides,
settlement, or expansive, collapsible/compressible, or expansive soils.

•

Substantial erosion of soils.

•

Placement of a septic system in an area with soils not capable of adequately supporting disposal of waste water or
where waste water could potentially cause unstable conditions or water quality problems.

Geology and Soils – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
5.a-b) Seismic and Geologic Hazards
Fault Rupture: The Airport is located within a seismically-active area with local faults known to be present on-site.
However, this is true of the entire region and industry-standard engineering practices are known and available to prevent
most significant adverse impacts related to fault rupture. Implementation of the Master Plan would not create unusual
risks for people or structures related to seismic hazards. As such, the potential risk due to fault rupture would be
potentially significant, but mitigable.
Ground Shaking and Liquefaction: Similar to fault rupture, the Airport has a high potential for liquefaction to occur onsite. Again, industry-standard engineering practices are known and available to prevent most significant adverse impacts
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related to liquefaction. In addition, implementation of the Master Plan would not create unusual risks for people or
structures. As such, the potential risk due to liquefaction would be potentially significant, but mitigable.
Landslides: The Airport is relatively flat and does not have a potential for significant landslides.
Subsidence: There are potentially compressible soils located at the Airport associated with Goleta Slough; however,
industry-standard engineering practices are known and available to compensate for soil compression through project
design and construction. Implementation of the Master Plan would not create unusual risks for people or structures. As
such, the potential risk due to soil compression would be potentially significant, but mitigable.
Sea cliff retreat: There are no sea cliffs located on the Airport.
Expansive Soils: There is also potential for expansive soils at the Airport. Industry-standard engineering practices are
known and available to compensate for soil expansion through project design and construction. Implementation of the
Master Plan would not create unusual risks for people or structures. As such, the potential risk due to soil expansion is
potentially significant, but mitigable.
5.c) Soil Erosion
Substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil is not anticipated as a result of Master Plan-recommended projects. The Airport
is relatively flat and has an existing storm water pollution prevention program (SWPPP) (dated September 2, 2009) and
City storm water management plan (SWMP) in place. As such, best management practices (BMPs) and sedimentation
control measures would be required for all projects and potential impacts would be less than significant.
5.d) Septic Systems
Not applicable. The Airport is connected to the Goleta Sanitary District sewer system.

Geology and Soils - Mitigation
G-1

The construction of load-bearing structures shall be subject to the recommendations of a site- and projectspecific geotechnical investigation and/or engineering report. This mitigation is not necessary for minor
development projects such as the installation of replacement fencing or aboveground storage tanks.

Geology and Soils – Residual Impacts
Less than significant.
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6. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Level of Significance

Would the project:
a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

Less than Significant

b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

Less than Significant

c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school?

Less than Significant

d)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

Potentially Significant, Mitigable

e)

For a project located within the SBCAG Airport Land Use Plan,
Airport Influence Area, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

Less than Significant

f)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less than Significant

g)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

No Impact

Hazards and Hazardous Materials - Discussion
Issues: Hazardous materials issues involve the potential for public health or safety impacts from exposure of persons or
the environment to hazardous materials or risk of accidents involving combustible or toxic substances.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Significant impacts may result from the following:
•

Siting of incompatible projects in close proximity to existing sources of safety risk, such as pipelines, industrial
processes, railroads, airports, etc.

•

Exposure of project occupants or construction workers to unremediated soil or groundwater contamination.

•

Exposure of persons or the environment to hazardous substances due to improper use, storage, or disposal of
hazardous materials.

•

Physical interference with an emergency evacuation or response plan.

•

Siting of development in a high fire hazard area or beyond adequate emergency response time, with inadequate
access or water pressure, or otherwise in a manner that creates a fire hazard.

Emergency access is discussed in the Section 9. Transportation. Toxic air contaminants are discussed in Section 2. Air
Quality.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
6. a-c) Public Health and Safety
Future activity at the Airport could also involve the use, transport or disposal of hazardous materials. The use, transport
or disposal of hazardous materials is heavily regulated. For example, the Airport already implements spill prevention
control and countermeasures (SPCC) plans and operations manuals at both of its existing fuel farms. Individual
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businesses are required to register all hazardous materials with the U.S. EPA as well as State and local regulatory
agencies. There are no schools located within 0.25 mile of the developed portions of the Airport. The closest educational
facility is UCSB, which is located over 0.25 mile from the closest parts of the runways and even farther from Airport
buildings. Thus, the potential impact due to the routine handling or transport of hazardous materials related to the Airport
is less than significant.
Potential impacts to public safety due to reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions are the responsibility
primarily of FAA. Part of its statutory mission is to ensure the safe usage of navigable airspace and to provide for the
safety of aircraft and airport operations. As a part of the Master Plan update, the Airport will implement all safety areas
and transitional zones required by the FAA, including the protection of its RPZ zones. In fact, all of the proposed Master
Plan airfield projects are safety-related actions. As such, potential impacts to public safety due to reasonable foreseeable
upset and accident conditions would be less than significant.
6.d) Hazardous Materials Exposure
The Airport was originally part of Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS), Goleta. In July 1988, a Formerly Used Defense
Sites (FUDS) study and subsequent removal activities identified 22 concrete underground fuel storage tanks that had been
part of the MCAS and were abandoned in place at various locations throughout the Airport. Investigation of the
subsurface soils at tank removal locations found four locations with contamination and 18 locations with no
contamination. Soil remediation was undertaken. Other operational components of MCAS that may have resulted in
contamination include underground gasoline and fuel oil distribution systems, industrial buildings that handled
contaminants such as polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) or lead-containing paint, aircraft accessory and maintenance
shops, a sewage disposal, collection system and treatment plant, and a water treatment plant. In addition, 13 buildings at
the Airport have been assessed and treated for asbestos-containing material (ACM) (City of Santa Barbara 2002).
Although extensive remediation has occurred at the Airport and there is currently no known soil or groundwater
contamination, there remains the potential for additional exposure to hazardous materials as Master Plan-recommended
activity is undertaken. As such, hazardous materials exposure would be potentially significant, mitigable.
The following Standard Conditions of Approval Applicable to Project would apply to the demolition of any existing
buildings at the Airport, including the removal of Buildings 248 and 249:
Asbestos & Lead-Containing Materials. Pursuant to APCD Rule 1001, the applicant is required to complete and submit an
Asbestos Demolition / Renovation Notification form for each regulated structure to be demolished or renovated. The completed
notification shall be provided to the Santa Barbara County APCD with a minimum of 10 working days advance notice prior to
disturbing asbestos in a renovation or starting work on a demolition. Any abatement or removal of asbestos and lead-containing
materials must be performed in accordance with applicable federal, State, and local regulations. Permits shall be obtained from
the Air Pollution Control District prior to commencement of demolition of the structures containing asbestos and/or lead.
Disposal of material containing asbestos and/or lead shall be sent to appropriate landfills that are certified to accept this material.

As such, potential hazards related to ACM would be less than significant.
6.e) Airport Influence Areas
The State of California also requires that each airport and areas within its Airport Influence Area (AIA) be part of an
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) (Caltrans 2011). The Santa Barbara Airport is included in the 1993
countywide Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). To the extent that noise or safety-based compatibility zones change as a
result of the growth forecast in the Master Plan, the ALUP would need to be updated to reflect the new compatibility
zones. Plans for an update (i.e., an ALUCP) are currently underway. The ALUCP would provide guidance for future
land uses within the AIA to ensure that public safety and airport compatibility is maintained.
6.f) Emergency Evacuation and Response
The proposed Master Plan would not have an adverse effect on emergency evacuation and response measures in the area.
No road closures in the surrounding area would be necessary as a result of development recommended by the Master Plan.
As such, potential impacts to emergency evacuation and response plans would be less than significant.
6.g) Fire Hazard
The Airport, which is situated on a coastal plain, is not located in an area susceptible to wildland fires.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials - Mitigation
HAZ-1 A Construction Contingency Plan shall be developed that addresses methods to control potential migration
of any contamination discovered during construction as well as safety practices for on-site construction
personnel and the general public. Details of the plan shall include, but not be limited to:
•

Soils monitoring for identification of contaminated soil during and after construction for all eroded and/or
graded soils;

•

Measures to be taken to protect workers and the public (such as fencing or hazard flagging, covering
contaminated soil with plastic, etc.) and to prevent migration of contaminants to the surrounding
environment;

•

Notification procedures including, but not limited to, Santa Barbara County Environmental Health
Services

HAZ-2 If contamination is discovered, a project-specific remediation plan shall be prepared and implemented that
reduces all contaminant concentrations to acceptable levels.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials – Residual Impacts
Less than significant.
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7. NOISE

Level of Significance

Would the project result in:
a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies?

Less than Significant

b)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Less than Significant

c)

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

Less than Significant

d)

For a project located within the SBCAG Airport Land Use Plan,
Airport Influence Area, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Less than Significant

e)

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Less than Significant

Noise - Discussion
Issues: Noise issues are associated with siting of a new noise-sensitive land use in an area subject to high ambient
background noise levels, siting of a noise-generating land use next to existing noise-sensitive land uses, and/or short term
construction-related noise. Similarly, construction techniques such as pile driving and blasting, and land uses such as the
railroad, can present issues of groundborne vibration. If groundborne vibration is excessive, it can impact the integrity of
structures and can affect sensitive land uses.
The primary source of ambient noise in the City is vehicle traffic noise. The City Master Environmental Assessment
(MEA) Noise Contour Map identifies average ambient noise levels within the City.
Ambient noise levels are determined as averaged 24-hour weighted levels, using the Day-Night Noise Level (Ldn) or
Community Noise Equivalence Level (CNEL) measurement scales. The Ldn averages the varying sound levels occurring
over the 24-hour day and gives a 10 decibel penalty to noises occurring between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to
take into account the greater annoyance of intrusive noise levels during nighttime hours. Since Ldn is a 24-hour average
noise level, an area could have sporadic loud noise levels above 60 dB(A) which average out over the 24-hour period.
CNEL is similar to Ldn but includes a separate 5 dB(A) penalty for noise occurring between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and
10:00 p.m. CNEL and Ldn values usually agree with one another within 1 dB(A). The Equivalent Noise Level (Leq) is a
single noise level which, if held constant during the measurement time period, would represent the same total energy as a
fluctuating noise. Leq values are commonly expressed for periods of one hour, but longer or shorter time periods may be
specified. In general, a change in noise level of less than three decibels is not audible. A doubling of the distance from a
noise source will generally equate to a change in decibel level of six decibels.
Guidance for appropriate long term background noise levels for various land uses are established in the City General Plan
Noise Element Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. Building codes also establish maximum average ambient noise levels
for the interiors of structures.
High construction noise levels occur with the use of heavy equipment such as scrapers, rollers, graders, trenchers and
large trucks for demolition, grading, and construction. Equipment noise levels can vary substantially through a
construction period and depend on the type of equipment, number of pieces operating, and equipment maintenance.
Construction equipment generates noise levels of more than 80 or 90 dB(A) at a distance of 50 feet, and the shorter
impulsive noises from other construction equipment (such as pile drivers and drills) can be even higher, up to and
exceeding 100 dB(A). Noise during construction is generally intermittent and sporadic, and after completion of the initial
demolition, grading and site preparation activities, tends to be quieter.
The Noise Ordinance (Chapter 9.16 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code) governs short term or periodic noise, such as
construction noise, operation of motorized equipment or amplified sound, or other sources of nuisance noise. The
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ordinance establishes limitations on hours of construction and motorized equipment operations and provides criteria for
defining nuisance noise in general.
Aircraft traffic also creates intermittent higher noise levels and is a major source for noise in the communities surrounding
the Santa Barbara Airport. The Airport is located outside of the continuous boundary of the City, and areas affected by
aircraft noise include several neighborhoods within the City of Goleta, UCSB, and unincorporated areas of the County.
The Santa Barbara Airport’s Noise Compatibility Program and the Airport Land Use Plan provide noise abatement
procedures and policies for the Airport to minimize noise, guidelines for placement of noise-sensitive land uses near the
Airport, and mitigation measures to prevent impacts to residential areas from Airport noise.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines:

A significant noise impact may result from:

1. Substantial noise and/or vibration from grading and construction activity in close proximity to noise-sensitive
receptors for an extensive duration; or
2. Siting of a project such that persons would be subject to long term ambient noise levels in excess of the Noise
Element land use compatibility guidelines as follows. The guidelines include maximum interior and exterior
noise levels.
a.

Interior noise levels are of primary importance for residences due to the health concerns associated with
continued exposure to high interior noises. Projects not meeting interior noise levels would have
significant noise impacts.

b. For exterior noise levels, there are two levels of noise:
i.

“Clearly unacceptable” exterior levels are those levels above which it would be prohibitive, even
with mitigation, to achieve the maximum interior noise levels, and the outdoor environment
would be intolerable for the assigned use. Projects exceeding the maximum “clearly
unacceptable” noise levels would have significant noise impacts.

ii.

“Normally unacceptable” noise levels are those levels which it is clear that with standard
construction techniques maximum interior noise levels will be met and there will be little
interference with the land use. Projects below the maximum “normally unacceptable” noise
levels would have less than significant noise impacts.

iii.

Projects with exterior noise levels exceeding the “normally acceptable” level and below the
maximum “clearly unacceptable” level are evaluated on a case by case basis to identify mitigation
to achieve the “normally acceptable” exterior levels to the extent feasible and to determine the
level of significance of the noise exposure.



Commercial (retail, restaurant, etc.) and Office (personal, business, professional): Normally acceptable
maximum exterior ambient noise level of 75 dB(A) Ldn; clearly unacceptable maximum exterior noise
level of 80 dB(A) Ldn; maximum interior noise level of 50 dB(A) Ldn.



Residential: Normally acceptable maximum exterior ambient noise level of 60 dB(A) Ldn in single family
neighborhoods and 65 dB(A) Ldn in non-residential or multi-family neighborhoods); clearly unacceptable
maximum exterior noise level of 75 dB(A) Ldn; maximum interior noise level of 45 dB(A) Ldn.

Noise – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
7.a-c) Increased Noise Level; Exposure to High Noise Levels
Long Term Operational Noise: Figure 8 shows the existing (2011) noise contours of the Airport. There are no residential
land uses located within the 65 CNEL for the Airport; there are, however, several single-family residential neighborhoods
and one trailer park located within, or partially within, the 60 CNEL.
The proposed Master Plan for the Airport seeks to direct and accommodate growth forecast to occur at the Airport over
the next 20 years, based on FAA-approved estimates of both Airport operations and future aircraft fleet mix. This future
activity would not occur as a result of the proposed Master Plan; rather, the Master Plan is being considered in response to
the expected demand. Based on anticipated future growth at the Airport, noise contours associated with the Airport have
been modeled using the FAA’s most recently approved noise model, INM Version 7.0d, for the future years 2017 and
2032 (see Exhibit 3). These future noise contours are shown in Figures 11 and 12.
Due to a Congressional mandate for the phasing out of older, noisier aircraft nationwide by 2015 and the anticipated
economic-based decisions of Airport users to move towards more technologically-advanced business aircraft, the 60 and
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65 CNEL for the Airport by 2017 are expected to be smaller than what exists today. By the year 2032, the noise contours
will have expanded some over what would occur in 2017 due to an increase in overall Airport activity, but are still
expected to remain closer to the Airport than what currently exists. Therefore, impacts due to increased noise levels and
exposure to high noise levels at the Airport during the planning horizon of the proposed Master Plan are less than
significant since fewer homes would be affected by noise over the 60 CNEL than currently occurs today.
It should be noted that projects recommended in the Master Plan for the intermediate and long term will be subject to a
quieter baseline noise condition (i.e., based on the 2017 contours) than currently occurs. However, the changes in noise
contours from 2017 to 2032 as shown in Figures 11 and 12 would not result from these future projects, but rather, from
the overall growth occurring at the Airport due to changes in the aviation industry. Project-specific noise impacts of
future recommended projects would still be less than significant.
Temporary Construction Noise: The proposed Master Plan recommends several types of construction or demolition
activity at the Airport over the next 20 years. These would include the demolition of existing buildings, the construction
of new buildings, the replacement of Airport ancillary structures such as a glideslope antenna and perimeter fencing, and
the grading, paving and/or pavement rehabilitation of taxiways and runways. The closest residences to areas of
recommended activity would be multifamily residences along Hollister Avenue and Willow Spring Lane. The closest
residential building in this complex is located approximately 450 feet from the closest recommended project, which would
be the potential removal of a building in the existing Airport maintenance yard.
On the other end of the Airport, the Super 8 motel located at the corner of Hollister and South Fairview Avenues is
approximately 330 feet from Building 249, which is also proposed for demolition. One residence on South Fairview
Avenue is also located approximately 330 feet from Building 249.
Since all construction activity at the Airport is required to comply with the City’s noise ordinance, construction noise at
the distances discussed above would have less than significant impacts on even the closest noise-sensitive receptors.
7.d) Airport
The Santa Barbara Airport is one of four public-use airports located within Santa Barbara County and addressed within
SBCAG’s ALUP. This plan, previously updated in 1993, is currently undergoing another update (i.e., an ALUCP).
Because the ALUCP is still in a working draft form, a compatibility assessment of the proposed Master Plan and the
updated ALUCP is not possible at this time. However, given that future noise contours at the Airport are expected to be
smaller than what currently exists and that minimal changes to the runway system and flight tracks at the Airport would
occur, implementation of the proposed Master Plan is not expected to expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels that are different from what currently occurs near the Airport. Therefore, impacts related to
noise impacts within the Airport Influence Area would be less than significant.
7.e) Groundborne Vibration
Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. Vibration can result from a source (e.g., train operations, motor vehicles,
machinery equipment, etc.) causing the adjacent ground to move, thereby creating vibration waves that propagate through
the soil to the foundations of nearby buildings. This effect is referred to as groundborne vibration. The peak particle
velocity (PPV) or the root mean square (RMS) velocity is usually used to describe vibration levels. PPV is typically used
for evaluating potential building damage, while RMS velocity in decibels (VdB) is typically more suitable for evaluating
human response. The vibration velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. Levels of
perceptibility for vibration are shown in Table 3.
TABLE 3
Human Response to Different Levels of Groundborne Vibration
Vibration Velocity Level
Human Reaction
65 VdB
Approximate threshold of perception for many people.
75 VdB
Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible.
Many people find that transportation-related vibration at this level is unacceptable.
85 VdB
Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent number of events per day.
Source: Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.
VdB – velocity in decibels

Construction activities have the potential to produce vibration levels that may be annoying or disturbing to humans (i.e.,
over 75 VdB). Vibration from construction projects can be caused by general equipment operations, and is usually
highest during pile driving, soil compacting, jack hammering, construction-related demolition, and the use of bulldozers
or other heavy tracked construction equipment. Some of these types of heavy equipment are expected to be used for the
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Figure 11
2017 NOISE CONTOURS
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Figure 12
2032 NOISE CONTOURS

proposed Airport improvements. Because recommended construction or demolition projects would be located at least 330
feet from the nearest residences, with most projects located at a much farther distance, groundborne vibration should be
within the range of vibration tolerable to most people. Any adverse impacts would be short term in length and would
occur only within the hours of construction allowed by the County’s Noise Ordinance. Therefore, groundborne vibrations
in connection to this proposed Master Plan would be less than significant.

Noise - Mitigation
The following mitigation may be required for specific construction or demolition projects recommended by the proposed
Master Plan, as determined by project-specific environmental review:
N-1

Neighborhood Notification Prior to Construction. At least twenty (20) days prior to commencement of
construction, the contractor shall provide written notice to all property owners, businesses, and residents within
300 feet of the project area. The notice shall contain a description of the project, the construction schedule,
including days and hours of construction, the name and phone number of the Project Environmental Coordinator
(PEC) and Contractor(s), site rules and Conditions of Approval pertaining to construction activities, and any
additional information that will assist the Building Inspectors, Police Officers and the public in addressing
problems that may arise during construction.

N-2

Construction Equipment Sound Control. All construction equipment, including trucks, shall be professionally
maintained and fitted with standard manufacturers’ muffler and silencing devices.

N-3

Sound Barriers. The project shall employ sound control devices and techniques such as noise shields and
blankets during the construction period to reduce the level of noise to surrounding residents. Proposed measures
shall be submitted to the Planning Division for approval and shall result in noise attenuation of 5-10 dB at the
property lines. Noise levels shall be monitored for compliance.

Noise – Residual Impact
Less than significant.
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Level of Significance

8. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or
indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

a)
b)

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, especially
affordable housing, or people necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Less than Significant
No Impact

Population and Housing - Discussion
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Issues of potentially significant population and housing impacts may involve:
•

Growth inducement, such as provision of substantial population or employment growth or creation of substantial
housing demand; development in an undeveloped area, or extension/expansion of major infrastructure that could
support additional future growth.

•

Loss of a substantial number of housing units, especially loss of more affordable housing.

Population and Housing – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
8.a) Growth-Inducing Impacts
The project would not involve a substantial increase in major public facilities such as extension of water or sewer lines or
roads that would facilitate other growth in the area. The proposed Master Plan would help to direct growth that is forecast
by the FAA to occur at the Airport over the next 20 years and to ensure that it occurs in a safe and efficient manner. This
growth is expected to occur at an annual average rate of less than 1 percent of total and general aviation operations.
Enplanements are expected to grow at an annual average rate of less than 3 percent, while based aircraft are expected to
increase at an annual average rate of less than 2 percent. This moderate growth has been included in the City’s General
Plan update and is an integral part of the City’s overall anticipated economic activity.
Recommended improvements contained in the Master Plan are not considered growth-inducing. The project would not
involve unanticipated employment growth that would substantially increase population or housing demand. Growthinducing impacts would be less than significant because the project site is in an urbanized area that is currently served by
all required infrastructure.
8.b) Housing Displacement
The project would not involve any housing displacement. No impact would result from the project.

Population and Housing - Mitigation
No mitigation is required.

Population and Housing – Residual Impact
Less than significant.
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9. PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

Level of Significance

Would the project:
a)

Exceed waste water treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

Less than Significant

b)

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental effects?

Less than Significant

c)

Require or result in the construction of new or expanded waste
water treatment or collection facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?

Less than Significant

d)

Result in a determination by the waste water treatment provider
which serves or may serve the project that it has inadequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?

Less than Significant

e)

Require or result in the construction of new or expanded water
treatment or distribution facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?

Less than Significant

f)

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

Less than Significant

g)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Potentially Significant, Unknown

h)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

No Impact

i)

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services:
i.
Fire Protection?
ii.

Police Protection?

iii.

Schools?

iv.

Other Public Facilities?

Less than Significant

Public Services and Utilities - Discussion
Issues: This section evaluates project effects on fire and police protection services, schools, public facility maintenance
and other governmental services, utilities, including electric and natural gas, water and sewer service, and solid waste
disposal.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: The following may be identified as significant public services and facilities impacts:
•

Creation of a substantial need for increased police department, fire department, public facility maintenance, or
government services staff or equipment.

•

Generation of substantial numbers of students exceeding public school capacity where schools have been designated
as overcrowded.
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•

Inadequate water, sewage disposal, or utility facilities.

•

Substantial increase in solid waste disposal to area sanitary landfills.

Waste Water Treatment (Sewer): Sanitary sewer treatment at the Airport is provided by the Goleta Sanitary District
(GSD). The District provides primary, secondary and tertiary treatment of waste water. The plant typically operates at
about 5 million gallons per day (mgd) and has a design capacity of 9.7 mgd. Since sanitary sewer treatment is not
provided through the City of Santa Barbara, the City’s normal sewer thresholds do not apply. For purposes of this Initial
Study, sanitary sewer treatment demand by the Airport would not be considered significant unless its demand caused the
GSD to operate above its design capacity.
Storm Water Drainage: The Airport’s existing storm drainage system is depicted in Exhibit 1M of the Master Plan, and is
comprised of surface swales, drainage inlets, concrete pipe, and outfall structures. Ponding occurs in various locations
throughout the Airport, which is controlled by the tide and the creeks’ water levels at the storm drainage outlets. The
existing system drains ponded water for the site after the creeks’ water levels have receded.
Water: The Airport is provided water by the Goleta Water District (GWD), pursuant to the 1982 Overlap Agreement
between the City of Santa Barbara and the GWD, as amended in 1986. The maximum amount of water that the Airport is
currently entitled to, through its master meter, is 240 acre-feet per year (afy). Since water is not provided through the City
of Santa Barbara, the City’s normal water thresholds do not apply. For purposes of this Initial Study, any water use by the
Airport above its current entitlement with GWD would be considered potentially significant.
Solid Waste: Most of the waste generated in the City is transported on a daily basis to seven landfills located around the
County. The County of Santa Barbara, which operates the landfills, has developed impact significance thresholds related
to the impacts of development on remaining landfill capacity. These thresholds are utilized by the City to analyze solid
waste impacts. The County thresholds are based on the projected average solid waste generation for Santa Barbara
County from 1990-2005. The County assumes a 1.2 percent annual increase (approximately 4,000 tons per year [tpy]) in
solid waste generation over the 15-year period. The County’s threshold for project-specific impacts to the solid waste
system is 196 tpy (this figure represents 5 percent of the expected average annual increase in solid waste generation
[4,000 tpy]) for project operations.
Source reduction, recycling, and composting can reduce a project’s waste stream by as much as 50 percent. If a proposed
project generates 196 tpy or more after reduction and recycling efforts, impacts would be considered significant and
unavoidable. Proposed projects with a project-specific impact as identified above (196 tpy or more) would also be
considered cumulatively significant, as the project-specific threshold of significance is based on a cumulative growth
scenario. However, as landfill space is already extremely limited, any increase in solid waste of 1 percent or more of the
expected average annual increase in solid waste generation [4,000 tpy], which equates to 40 tpy, is considered adverse
significant cumulative impact.
The County of Santa Barbara adopted revised solid waste generation thresholds and guidelines in October 2008.
According to the County’s thresholds of significance, any construction, demolition or remodeling project of a commercial,
industrial or residential development that is projected to create more than 350 tons of construction and demolition debris
is considered to have a significant impact on solid waste generation. The County’s 350-ton threshold has not been
formally adopted by the City; however, it provides a useful method for calculating and analyzing construction waste
generated by a project.
Facilities and Services: In 2010, the City certified a citywide Program Final EIR for the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan
Update. The Final EIR concluded that under existing conditions, as well as the projected planned development and all
studied alternatives, all public services (police, fire, library, public facilities, governmental facilities, electrical power,
natural gas and communications) could accommodate the potential additional growth until 2030. The Final EIR also
determined that growth in the City under the General Plan would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative
impacts on public services on the South Coast.
Schools: None of the school districts in the South Coast have been designated "overcrowded" as defined by California
State law. Per California Government Code Section 66000, the City collects development impact fees from new
development to offset the cost of providing school services/additional infrastructure to accommodate new students
generated by the development.
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Public Services and Utilities – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
9.a-f) Waste Water Treatment, Storm Water Drainage, and Water
The proposed Master Plan recommends various airfield safety improvement projects, the redevelopment of the Airport’s
general aviation area, the relocation and redevelopment of FBOs, and future terminal area expansion. In general, the
safety projects would not create additional waste water disposal or water demand. To the extent that new impervious
surfaces are constructed for safety-related projects, however, they would create additional storm water runoff. On the
other hand, the redevelopment of the Airport’s north side, the relocation and redevelopment of FBO areas, and the future
expansion of the commercial passenger terminal would have ramifications on waste water disposal and water demand.
Of the over 50 different buildings located on the Airport’s north side, as many as 16 of them could be removed to make
room for new small aircraft transient parking and support facilities, new T-hangars, and new FBO development. The
Airport has plans to replace some of the existing T-hangars that are in poor condition with two new 13-unit T-hangar
structures and two new 15-unit T-hangar structures. In addition, non-aeronautical businesses located along Firestone
Road would eventually be required to relocate as their leases expire to make room for the proposed expansion of the north
side general aviation apron, support facilities, and new revenue support parcels. The Airport has a business park located
outside of the Master Plan planning area on the north side of Hollister Avenue that may be suitable to accommodate these
businesses. Overall, it is likely that the gradual conversion of the Airport’s north side from non-aeronautical to
aeronautical uses may generate less waste water disposal and water demand. Additional storm water runoff may or may
not be generated due to the increase in general aviation apron, T-hangars, and access pavement; these impervious areas
would be offset to a certain extent by the removal of several of the existing buildings.
The relocation and redevelopment of two FBO areas on the Airport may also change waste water disposal and water
demand on the Airport as well as generating additional storm water runoff due to an increase in impervious surfaces. The
two 23-acre FBO parcels to be located on the north side would be developed according to site plans approved by the
Airport, but planned and submitted by the future FBO lessees. Existing buildings and hangars located on the parcels may
or may not continue to be used; future waste water disposal and water demand and storm water runoff rates are, therefore,
impossible to predict at this time.
Finally, the terminal expansion and new parking areas would increase both waste water disposal and water demand as
well as generate additional storm water runoff due to the creation of additional impervious areas.
Waste Water Disposal and Treatment
Sanitary sewer demand for existing development for the Airport property south of Hollister Avenue was 21.3 million
gallons for the year (approximately 58,350 gallons/day) based on Airport billing records for July 2012 through June 2013.
As discussed previously, waste water disposal and treatment at the Airport is provided by GSD, which currently operates
a waste water treatment plant at about 5 mgd; design capacity for the plant is 9.7 mgd. Impacts to the capacity of the GSD
treatment plant due to future recommended projects in the proposed Master Plan are expected to be less than significant.
The Airport itself has a Santa Barbara Airport Sewer Master Plan (2003) that evaluated the Airport’s sewer collection
system and proposed redevelopment of the Airport property. Several recommendations were made as a result of the
evaluation. The proposed Master Plan would not impede the implementation of the Airport’s 2003 sewer master plan.
Storm Water
See Section 12.b-d) for a discussion of drainage and storm water runoff. All future projects at the Airport will be
designed to comply with the City’s requirements for storm water runoff and its SWMP. Additionally, all future projects
will be subject to standard conditions of approval, building codes, and federal and State regulatory programs that have
been established to minimize impacts to water quality resulting from construction operations. Therefore, impacts are
expected to be less than significant.
Water
The water demand for the existing development within the Master Plan planning area of the Airport was 39.3 million
gallons for the year (approximately 120.6 afy) based on Airport billing records for July 2012 through June 2013. As
discussed above, the Airport is provided water by GWD; the maximum amount of water that the Airport is currently
entitled to, through its master meter, is 240 afy. Thus, the Airport and its tenants typically use about half of this allotment.
The eventual implementation of various recommended projects within the Master Plan is speculative at this time since
future projects are dependent not only on funding, but future demand and activity levels at the Airport. In addition, some
of the development would be planned by individual lessees, such as FBOs, and is not known at this time. However, it is
not anticipated that any future increase in demand from projects recommended by the Master Plan would cause the
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Airport to go above its current allotment of water from the GWD; therefore, the impact on water demand to the GWD’s
water supply, treatment, and distribution facilities resulting from implementation of the Master Plan would be less than
significant.
9.g-h) Solid Waste Generation/Disposal
There are no estimates available for the amount of solid waste generated at the Airport since each tenant is responsible for
scheduling their own trash pick-up; the Airport is also served by recycling pick-up.
Long Term (Operational). Estimates of future solid waste generation are not available at this time as some of the Master
Plan’s recommended development would be planned by individual lessees, such as FBOs. According to the County of
Santa Barbara’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (2008), annual generation rates (in tons) can be
anticipated for transportation projects at the following rate: sf x 0.0026. Thus, the 16,190-sf future expansion of the
commercial passenger terminal could generate an additional 42 tons of solid waste per year (16,190 sf x 0.0026 = 42.094
tpy).
Future projects recommended by the proposed Master Plan are generally expected to be under the 196 tpy project-specific
threshold, but could potentially be above the 40 tpy cumulative threshold. Therefore, for purposes of this Initial Study,
cumulative impacts are considered to be potentially significant, unknown. The Airport currently complies with federal,
state, and local statutes and guidelines related to solid waste. This is not expected to change with implementation of the
proposed Master Plan; thus, no impact to applicable solid waste guidelines would occur.
Short Term (Demolition and Construction). Construction or demolition waste generation would need to be calculated on a
project-specific basis as part of each individual project’s environmental review. Estimations should include both solid
waste generation prior to any recycling or diversion and total short term solid waste after implementation of the City’s
Construction and Demolition Ordinance (SBMC Ch. 7.18) requirement to divert 75 percent of total construction waste.
Any future projects that would generate 350 tons or more of construction and demolition debris are considered to have a
significant impact related to short term solid waste. Given the amount of potential building demolition that could occur
under the proposed Master Plan, it is likely that some recommended projects could be above the threshold for construction
and demolition debris. According to the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (2008), the
following types of commercial/industrial projects are estimated to reach the thresholds of significance for construction or
demolition debris: remodeling projects over 17,000 sf; demolition projects over 7,000 sf; and new construction projects
over 28,000 sf. Demolition and construction impacts would be potentially significant, unknown.
9.i) Police, Fire, Schools, and Public Facilities
The project site is located in an urban area where all public services are available. The Airport itself contains an aircraft
rescue and firefighting (ARFF) facility, which is staffed by the City of Santa Barbara Fire Department. In the event of an
on-airport structural emergency, both the City and Santa Barbara County Fire Departments would respond. The Airport is
not served by a school district as it does not contain any residential development.
The project is not anticipated to create a substantially different demand on fire or police protection services, library
services, or City buildings and facilities, than that anticipated in the General Plan Update Final EIR. The project would be
served with connections to existing public services for gas, electricity, cable, and telephone traversing the site as well as
access to existing roads (see Section 11 for discussion of traffic circulation).
The certified Final EIR (2010) for the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update found no significant impacts to police,
schools, and public facilities for the amount of growth projected for the City in the 2030 timeframe. Moderate growth at
the Airport was included in the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update. Therefore, impacts to fire protection, police
protection, schools, library services, City buildings and facilities, electrical power, natural gas, telephone, and cable
telecommunication services as a result of recommended development in the proposed Master Plan are anticipated to be
less than significant.

Public Services and Utilities - Mitigation
If necessary, project-specific mitigation will be required on an individual project basis to include additional recycling and
solid waste diversion measures.

Public Services and Utilities – Residual Impacts
Potentially Significant, Unknown for cumulative solid waste generation and disposal.
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10. RECREATION

Level of Significance

a)

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

Less than Significant

b)

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Less than Significant

c)

Would the project result in substantial loss or interference with
existing park space or other public recreational facilities (such as
hiking, cycling or horse trails)?

No Impact

Recreation - Discussion
Issues: Recreational issues are associated with increased demand for recreational facilities, or, loss of or impacts to
existing recreational facilities or parks.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: Recreation impacts may be significant if they result in:
•

Substantial increase in demand for park and recreation facilities in an area under-served by existing public park
and recreation facilities.

•

Substantial loss or interference with existing park space or other public recreational facilities such as hiking,
cycling, or horse trails.

Recreation – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
10.a-b) Recreational Demand
According to the certified Final Program EIR (2010) for the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update, the City’s park,
waterfront, beach, and recreational facilities are sufficient overall for the projected levels of future population anticipated
in the 2030 timeframe. The subject project is within the scope of planned build-out projected in the General Plan
Update’s EIR. Therefore, any indirect population increase and subsequent demand for recreational facilities and parks
associated with the project would be less than significant.
10.c) Existing Recreational Facilities
The proposed Master Plan would not result in a loss of existing parks or other public recreational facilities.

Recreation - Mitigation
None necessary.

Recreation – Residual Impacts
Less than significant.
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11. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Level of Significance

Would the project:
a)

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components
of the circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Potentially Significant, Unknown

b)

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?

Potentially Significant, Unknown

c)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

Less than Significant

d)

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses?

Less than Significant

e)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Less than Significant

f)

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

Less than Significant

Transportation - Discussion
Issues: Transportation issues include traffic, access, circulation and safety. Vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian, and mass
transit modes of transportation are all considered, as well as emergency vehicle access. The City General Plan Circulation
Element contains policies addressing circulation and traffic in the City. Projects near the City’s airport may also be
considered for effects to air traffic patterns and safety.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A proposed project may have a significant impact on traffic and circulation if it would:
Vehicle Traffic
• Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and street system capacity (see
traffic thresholds below).
• Cause insufficiency in the transit system, taking into account all modes of transportation.
• Conflict with the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) or Circulation Element or other adopted plan or policy
pertaining to vehicle or transit systems.
Circulation and Traffic Safety
• Create potential hazards due to addition of traffic to a roadway that has design features (e.g., narrow width, roadside
ditches, sharp curves, poor sight distance, inadequate pavement structure) or that supports uses that would be
incompatible with substantial increases in traffic.
• Diminish or reduce effectiveness, adequacy, or safety of pedestrian, bicycle, or public transit circulation.
• Result in inadequate emergency access on-site or to nearby uses.
• Conflict with regional and local plans, policies, or ordinances regarding the circulation system, including all modes of
transportation (vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle, and public transportation).
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Air Traffic
• Substantially change air traffic patterns or pose safety risks associated with air traffic.
Vehicle Traffic Thresholds of Significance:
City of Santa Barbara
The City uses Levels of Service (LOS) “A” through “F” to describe operating conditions at signalized intersections in
terms of volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios, with LOS A (0.50-0.60 V/C) representing free flowing conditions and LOS F
(0.90+ V/C) describing conditions of substantial delay. The City General Plan Circulation Element establishes the goal for
City intersections to not exceed LOS C (0.70-0.80 V/C).
For purposes of the environmental assessment, LOS C at 0.77 V/C is the threshold Level of Service against which impacts
are measured. An intersection is considered “impacted” if the volume to capacity ratio is .77 V/C or greater.
Project-Specific Significant Impact: A project-specific significant impact results when:
(a) Project peak-hour traffic would cause a signalized intersection to exceed 0.77 V/C, or
(b) The V/C of an intersection already exceeding 0.77 V/C would be increased by 0.01 (1 percent) or more as a result of
project peak-hour traffic.
For non-signalized intersections, delay-time methodology is utilized in evaluating impacts.
Significant Cumulative Contribution: A project would result in a significant contribution to cumulative traffic impacts
when:
(a) Project peak-hour traffic together with other cumulative traffic from existing and reasonably foreseeable pending
projects would cause an intersection to exceed 0.77 V/C, or
(b) Project would contribute traffic to an intersection already exceeding 0.77 V/C. Projects sending five trips or more
through an intersection already exceeding 0.77 V/C would be considered to have “contributed” to a significant
cumulative traffic impact.
SBCAG Congestion Management Program Thresholds
The CMP’s impact thresholds are based on SBCAG traffic impact thresholds for assessing impacts of land use decisions
made by local jurisdictions on regional transportation facilities located within the CMP roadway system. Significant
project-generated traffic impacts on the regional CMP system would occur if:
1. For any roadway or intersection operating at LOS A or B, a decrease of two levels of service results from the
addition of project-generated traffic.
2. For any roadway or intersection operating at LOS C, project-added traffic results in LOS D or worse.
3. For intersections within the CMP system with existing congestion, the following defined significant impacts
result:
Level of Service

Project-Added
Peak Hour Trips

LOS D
LOS E
LOS F

20
10
10

4. For freeway or highway segments with existing congestion, the following defined significant impacts result:
Level of Service

Project-Added
Peak Hour Trips

LOS D
LOS E
LOS F

100
50
50
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Transportation – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
Figure 13 shows the existing circulation system in the vicinity of the Airport. Tables 4 and 5 present existing daily
traffic volumes, roadway characteristics, and LOS on roadways located around the perimeter of the Airport. As shown in
the tables, streets and intersections surrounding the perimeter of the Airport currently operate at acceptable LOS, with the
exception of South Los Carneros Road from Hollister Avenue to Mesa Road. In addition, a proposed roundabout to be
located at South Fairview Avenue/James Fowler Road and a proposed South Fairview Avenue/Ekwill Street intersection
are both expected to operate at acceptable V/C ratios or delay times and LOS once constructed (City of Goleta 2011).
TABLE 4
Existing Street Network
Santa Barbara Airport
Roadway Segment

South Los Carneros Road
between Mesa Road and
Hollister Avenue
Hollister Avenue between
South Los Carneros Road
and South Fairview Avenue
South Fairview Avenue
between Hollister Avenue
and James Fowler Road
James Fowler
Road/William L. Moffett
Place

Average Daily
Traffic (ADT)
Volumes 1
(2008)
19,600 ADT

16,600 ADT

5,300 ADT

5,900 ADT

Characteristics

LOS C
Threshold

Operating
Below
LOS C?

2-lane undivided, major arterial;
2-way Class I bike path on east side;
Class II bike lanes on both sides of street
4-lane divided, major arterial;
Class II bike lanes on both sides of street

14,300 ADT

Yes

34,000 ADT

No

2-lane undivided to 4-lane divided, major
arterial;
Class II bike lanes on both sides of street
2-lane undivided, major road;
Class II bike lanes on both sides of street

14,300 ADT

No

10,000 ADT2

No

Sources:
1
Kimley-Horne Associates, Inc. 2012 - available traffic studies
2
County of Santa Barbara 1997

TABLE 5
Existing Intersection Levels of Service (PM Peak Hour)
Santa Barbara Airport
Intersection
Storke Road/Hollister Avenue1
South Los Carneros Road /Hollister Avenue 1
South Los Carneros Way/Hollister Avenue 1
Robin Hill Road /Hollister Avenue 1
La Patera Lane/Hollister Avenue 1
South Fairview Avenue /Hollister Avenue 1
South Los Carneros Road /Mesa Road 2

Existing LOS
C
B
A
A
A
B
B

Existing V/C Ratio
0.739
0.673
0.540
0.513
0.597
0.678
0.681

Sources:
1
City of Goleta 2013
2
County of Santa Barbara 2010b
LOS – Level of Service; V/C = volume to capacity

The Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District’s (MTD) Line 6/12x provides transit service to the Airport along
Hollister Avenue; MTD Line 11 serves South Fairview Avenue and the passenger terminal. There are existing sidewalks
along the Airport terminal frontage on James Fowler Road and William L. Moffett Place, and along the east side of South
Fairview Avenue for approximately 0.33 mile south of Hollister Avenue and along both sides of Hollister Avenue for the
first 500 feet west of South Fairview Avenue.
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Figure 13
SURROUNDING STREET NETWORK

11.a, b) Vehicle Traffic
Long Term Traffic
A traffic analysis of the Master Plan-recommended projects has not yet been prepared due a lack of project-specific
information. An analysis will need to be conducted to address changes that might occur in Airport-related traffic as well
as traffic distribution on the surrounding street and highway system once the study assumptions have been finalized. This
effort should incorporate the phasing schedule contained in the proposed Capital Financial Plan. SBCAG’s CMP for the
region includes the following major arterials and highways in the vicinity of the Airport: U.S. 101, State Route 217,
Hollister Avenue, South Fairview Avenue, South Los Carneros Road, and Storke RoadTraffic impacts on the surrounding
street and highway system would be potentially significant, unknown.
The Master Plan would not conflict with or impede implementation of any policies, plans, programs, or ordinances
regarding mass transit and non-motorized travel. Impacts to these alternate forms of transportation would be less than
significant.
Short Term Construction Traffic
The recommended projects would generate construction-related traffic that would occur at intermittent times over the 20year planning period of the Master Plan and would vary depending on the stage of construction. Temporary construction
traffic is generally considered an adverse but not significant impact. Standard conditions of approval would be applied,
including restrictions on the hours permitted for construction trips outside of peak traffic hours, approval of routes for
construction traffic, and designation of specific construction staging and parking areas (Exhibit 2). However, given the
lack of project-specific information, short term construction impacts are considered to be potentially significant, unknown
as well.
11.a, c) Bicycle/Pedestrian/Public Transit
The 2008 Regional Transportation Plan prepared by SBCAG (2009b) includes plans to upgrade Class II bike lanes in the
vicinity of the Airport to Class I paths (i.e., paths separated from vehicular traffic). The Master Plan would not interfere
with this planned future development of Class I bike paths. These recreational facilities would most likely be located
along the perimeter of the Airport adjacent to existing roadways.
Similarly, the proposed Master Plan would not preclude the future development of sidewalks along Hollister Avenue; the
City’s Airport Department, in fact, considers sidewalk construction as a priority to improve pedestrian connectivity and
safety.
Existing transit stops are anticipated to provide adequate transit resources for the project demands.
Project impacts associated with pedestrian, bicycle or public transit facilities would be less than significant; the proposed
Master Plan would not preclude the future construction of upgraded bike paths or sidewalks in the area and would not
result in a substantial increase in the need for new transit facilities.
11.d-e) Access/Circulation/Safety Hazards
Access to the north general aviation facilities and Airport administrative offices is available off Norman Firestone Road
with several connections to Hollister Avenue. Hollister Avenue is a 4-lane arterial roadway that is fully improved along
the project frontage. Emergency access to the Airport is also available to various areas of the Airport via controlledaccess gates along South Los Carneros Road and South Fairview Avenue, as well as Norman Firestone Road and William
Moffett Place. The proposed Master Plan would not change existing Airport access points along these perimeter
roadways.
Adequate emergency and fire access is provided for the Airport from both the City-owned ARFF facility and County of
Santa Barbara Fire Department stations on Storke Road south of U.S. 101 and on South Los Carneros Road north of U.S.
101. Future project changes associated with vehicular access, circulation, and emergency evacuation related to the new
FBO development would be reviewed and must be found adequate by the City’s Public Works, Engineering and
Transportation Divisions, and Fire Department. Potential access issues are considered to be less than significant since the
City would have final approval over any FBO site plans.
Access to the Airport’s passenger terminal occurs off William L. Moffett Place. Other than extending the egress point of
the Terminal Loop Road further west on William L. Moffett Place, no changes to this access are proposed. The project
does not propose any changes to the existing roadway alignment. This new egress would be reviewed and must be found
adequate by the City’s Public Works, Engineering and Transportation Divisions, and Fire Department. Potential access
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issues are considered to be less than significant since the City would have the final approval over any future access and
site plans.
11.f) Air Traffic
The Master Plan is being proposed in part to improve safety at the Airport. Recommended projects would not increase air
traffic demand at the Airport, but would instead be constructed as future demand occurs. Impacts to air traffic would be
less than significant.

Transportation – Mitigation
A traffic analysis of land use changes recommended in the proposed Master Plan shall be conducted prior to Master Plan
approval to address changes that might occur in Airport-related traffic as well as traffic distribution on the surrounding
street and highway system once the study assumptions have been finalized. This effort should incorporate the phasing
schedule contained in the proposed Capital Financial Plan.
Any future changes at the Airport associated with vehicular access, circulation, or emergency evacuation shall be
reviewed and must be found adequate by the City’s Public Works, Engineering and Transportation Divisions, and Fire
Department.

Transportation – Residual Impact
Potentially significant, Unknown.
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12. WATER QUALITY AND HYDROLOGY

Level of Significance

Would the project:
a.

Impact groundwater by:

i. Substantially

depleting groundwater supplies or
interfering substantially with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby well would drop
to a level which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Less than Significant

ii. Violating any groundwater quality standards/
requirements or otherwise substantially degrading
groundwater quality?
b)

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Less than Significant

c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area
or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or
flooding on- or off-site?

Less than Significant

d)

Violate any surface water quality standards/requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface water quality?

Less than Significant

e)

Substantially alter a stream or river (either directly or indirectly
through encroachment into buffer areas) in a manner which
would result in substantial on- or off-site erosion, siltation,
flooding, water quality degradation, or impacts to sensitive
biological resources?

Less than Significant

f)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding (including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam), wave action, or surface water erosion?

Potentially Significant, Unknown

g)

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on
a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map
or other flood hazard delineation map?

No Impact

h)

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Potentially Significant, Unknown
Less than Significant

Water Quality and Hydrology – Discussion
Issues: Water resources issues include changes in surface drainage, creeks, surface water quality, groundwater quantity
and quality, flooding, and inundation.
Impact Evaluation Guidelines: A significant impact would result from:
Water Resources and Drainage
•

Substantially changing the amount of surface water in any water body or the quantity of groundwater recharge.
A-56
Initial Study - Page 56

•

Substantially changing the drainage pattern or creating a substantially increased amount or rate of surface water
runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned drainage and storm water systems.

•

Altering drainage patterns or affecting creeks in a way that would cause substantial erosion, siltation, on- or offsite flooding, or impacts to sensitive biological resources (See Section 3 as well).

Water Quality
•

Substantial discharge of sediment or pollutants into surface water or groundwater, or otherwise degrading water
quality, including temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity.

The City of Santa Barbara began implementing its SWMP in January of 2009. The purpose of the SWMP is to implement
and enforce a program designed to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the “maximum extent practicable” to protect
water quality. The SWMP addresses discharge of pollutants both during construction and after construction. The water
quality treatment requirement is to retain and treat the 1-inch, 24-hour storm event. The peak runoff discharge rate
requirement is that the peak runoff discharge rate shall not exceed the pre-development rate up to the 25-year storm. The
volume reduction requirement is to retain on-site the volume difference between pre- and post-conditions for the 25-year,
24-hour storm, or the 1-inch storm (whichever is larger).
Flooding and Inundation Hazards
•

Locating development within 100-year flood hazard areas; substantially altering the course or flow of flood
waters or otherwise exposing people or property to substantial flood hazard.

•

Exposing people or structures to substantial unmitigated risk involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow.

Water Quality and Hydrology – Existing Conditions and Project Impacts
12.a) Groundwater Quantity and Quality
As discussed in Section 9.a-f), the Airport is currently connected to the GWD and is entitled to 240 afy through its master
meter. The Airport currently only uses approximately one-half of its 240-afy allotment; no additional entitlements from
the GWD are anticipated to be necessary as a result of development recommended in the Master Plan. Thus, no impacts
to groundwater depletion would occur as a result of the Airport’s future water demand.
The Airport is also connected to the Goleta Sanitary District for its waste water needs. No septic systems are utilized by
the Airport. As such, impacts to groundwater quantity and quality would be less than significant.
12.b-d) Drainage, Storm Water Runoff, and Water Quality
The City and State require that on-site capture, retention, and treatment of storm water be incorporated into the design of
the project. Pursuant to the City’s SWMP and the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges, the City requires
that any increase in storm water runoff (based on a 25-year storm event) be retained on-site and that projects be designed
to capture and treat the calculated amount of runoff from the project site for a one-inch storm event, over a 24-hour
period.
The Airport’s existing storm drainage system is depicted in Exhibit 1M of the Master Plan, and is comprised of surface
swales, drainage inlets, concrete pipe, and outfall structures. Ponding occurs in various locations throughout the Airport,
which is controlled by the tide and the creeks’ water levels at the storm drainage outlets. The existing system drains
ponded water for the site after the creeks’ water levels have receded. The Airport has an existing SWPPP, dated
September 2009, and maintains compliance with the City’s SWMP.
All future projects at the Airport will be designed to comply with the City’s requirements for storm water runoff and the
City’s SWMP requirements. Additionally, all future projects will be subject to standard conditions of approval, building
codes, and federal and State regulatory programs that have been established to minimize impacts to water quality resulting
from construction operations. Nevertheless, the Airport’s location within the Goleta Slough, which is an impaired water
under Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act, necessitates an assessment of impervious surfaces that could be
created by projects recommended in the Master Plan as well as project-specific water quality impacts that could occur
from the proposed Taxiway H, Taxiway D, or perimeter fence improvements. The specifics of these projects are not yet
known; however, impacts associated with drainage, storm water, and surface water quality are considered less than
significant through implementation of the City’s and RWQCB’s existing drainage and water quality requirements.
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12.e) Creeks
There are four creeks that traverse the Airport property from north to south. However, the recommended development
plan within the Master Plan does not involve the disturbance or alteration of any of the on-site creeks. The Airport’s
SWPPP will be enforced during all construction projects. As such, impacts to creeks at the Airport would be less than
significant.
12.f-h) Flooding
Most of the Airport is located within the 100-year floodplain with two different mapped floodways traversing the property
(see Figure 7). The proposed Master Plan recommends the removal of several existing structures from the floodway
areas as well as the closure of an existing long term and employee parking lot (refer to Figure 4). New development
recommended by the Master Plan within the floodways is limited to the western 600 feet of the proposed Taxiway H
extension and most westerly taxiway connector with Runway 7, proposed shoulders on Taxiway D, perimeter fence
improvements at the end of Runway 25, and the expansion of one of the existing fuel farms.
The risk to people and structures at the Airport due to flooding would be lessened following the completion of
recommended projects in the Master Plan due to the relocation of the existing maintenance yard and the long
term/employee parking lot out of the floodway. Potentially significant impacts to people and structures could remain,
however, due to the proposed expansion of one of the fuel farms in the floodway. Additionally the Santa Barbara General
Plan Safety Element projects that the Airport will experience increased flooding attributable to changing climate and sea
level rise over the useful life of the projects proposed in the Master Plan. The Goleta Slough Management Committee is
currently preparing a Goleta Slough Sea-Level Vulnerability Assessment, which will provide more detailed analysis.
These potentially significant impacts related to flooding would be potentially significant, unknown.
There is no housing proposed on the Airport; therefore, there would no impacts related to the placement of housing within
a flood hazard area.
The construction of a taxiway and connectors within the floodway could have potentially significant impacts. Until the
design of these structures is known and has been evaluated, the extent to which these facilities would impede or redirect
flood flows is potentially significant, unknown.
12.i) Inundation
The project is not located in any known inundation hazard zones for substantial mud flows or seiche. The project is
located in the tsunami hazard zone for the City. The City has evacuation plans for all parts of the City that would be
effectuated should a threat such as a tsunami be anticipated. With existing emergency procedures, the risk of inundation
by tsunami would be less than significant.

Water Quality and Hydrology – Residual Impact
Until the design of the proposed shoulders on Taxiway D, the extension of Taxiway H and associated connectors, the fuel
farm expansion, and the perimeter fencing to be located within the 100 year floodway is known and has been evaluated,
the extent to which these facilities could impede or redirect flood flows would be potentially significant, unknown.
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13. LAND USE AND PLANNING

YES

NO

Would the project:
a)

Physically divide an established community?

b)

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

X
Unknown

Land Use and Planning – Discussion
13.a) Physically Divide Community
The project does not involve a cross-town freeway, storm channel, utility transmission lines or any other improvements
that have the potential to physically divide the community. The project would not close any existing bridges or roadways.
The project would remain connected to the existing street system, and would not create any physical barriers that would
divide the community.
13.b) Conflicts with Plans for Avoiding Environmental Effect
While completing each section of this Initial Study, within each resource section and in the Plans and Policy Section, an
analysis was undertaken to determine the potential conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purposes of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The
proposed Master Plan would not preclude the implementation of applicable City General Plan policies into individual
development projects or airfield safety improvements, where appropriate, as long as the safety of the Airport is
maintained. Required mitigation measures related to the City’s Standard Conditions of Approval (Exhibit 2) would also
ensure that the project is consistent with the City’s applicable plans and policies for those resource areas. In addition, an
analysis of the Airport’s LCP was also set forth in the Plans and Policy Section. Based on this analysis, the project is
considered Consistent or Potentially Consistent with all applicable sections of the California Coastal Act and related LCP
policies based on the implementation of sensitive project design and mitigation measures (refer to Exhibit 1).
Consistency with SBCAG’s CMP, however, cannot be determined until a traffic analysis has been completed on the
project. Therefore, until a traffic study based on project-specific conditions has been conducted, the proposed Master Plan
is not in compliance with all adopted land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. Consistency with applicable plans, policies or regulations adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect would be potentially significant, unknown.

Land Use and Planning – Required Mitigation
See Section 11, Transportation/Circulation. A traffic analysis of land use changes recommended in the proposed Master
Plan shall be conducted prior to Master Plan approval to address changes that might occur in Airport-related traffic, as
well as traffic distribution on the surrounding street and highway system once the study assumptions have been finalized.
This effort should incorporate the phasing schedule contained in the proposed Capital Financial Plan.
In addition, refer to Exhibit 2 for Standard Conditions of Approval Applicable to Project for measures to mitigate
potentially significant construction-related emissions, cultural resources, and tree protection measures.

Land Use and Planning – Recommended Mitigation
None.

Land Use and Planning – Residual Impacts
Potentially significant, Unknown.
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LIST OF SOURCES USED IN PREPARATION OF THIS INITIAL STUDY
The following sources used in the preparation of this Initial Study are located at the Community Development
Department, Planning Division, 630 Garden Street, Santa Barbara and are available for review upon request, unless they
contain sensitive resource information that is not made available to the public.
Project-Specific Sources
California Emergency Management Agency, California Geological Survey, and University of Southern California 2009.
“Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, Goleta Quadrangle. January 31. Available at:
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SantaBarbara/Documents/Tsunami
_Inundation_Goleta_Quad_SantaBarbara.pdf, accessed June 2013.
City of Goleta 2011. Ekwill Street and Fowler Road Extensions Project, Goleta, California Final Environmental Impact
Report, November 16.
City of Goleta 2013. Marriott Residence Inn and Hollister Center Project Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report,
February.
City of Santa Barbara 1979. The City of Santa Barbara General Plan, Seismic Safety-Safety Element.
City of Santa Barbara 1983. The City of Santa Barbara General Plan, Noise Element.
City of Santa Barbara 1994. The City of Santa Barbara General Plan, Conservation Element.
City of Santa Barbara 1995. The City of Santa Barbara General Plan, Land Use Element, amended February.
City of Santa Barbara 2002. Santa Barbara Airport Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
for the Aviation Facilities Plan, EIS No. 010183/SCH#: 2000111037, August.
City of Santa Barbara 2003. Santa Barbara Airport Sewer Master Plan, January.
City of Santa Barbara 2007. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Inventory and Carbon Footprint Reduction Plan for Santa Barbara
Airport, Santa Barbara, California. November 6.
City of Santa Barbara 2009a. City of Santa Barbara National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Storm
Water Management Program, January.
City of Santa Barbara 2009b. Master Archaeological Resources Assessment for the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport
(MARA), Santa Barbara, California, November.
County of Santa Barbara 1997. Engineering Design Standards, Road Division, Department of Public Works, revised
December 8. Available at: http://www.usspecbook.com/files/specs/santa-barbara-county-california-engineeing.pdf ,
accessed July 2013.
County of Santa Barbara 2008. Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, October.
County of Santa Barbara 2010a. Flood Control Maintenance Activities in the Goleta Slough Final Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 2000031092), prepared by Department of Public Works, Santa Barbara
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (FLOOD CONTROL), October.
County of Santa Barbara 2010b. 2010 Goleta Transportation Improvement Program for the County of Santa Barbara,
Appendix A, Supplemental Traffic Study, April.
County of Santa Barbara 2012. Draft Bicycle Master Plan, May.
Dudek 2012a. Special-Status Species Inventory for the Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan Update. Prepared for
Coffman Associates, October.
Dudek 2012b. Wetlands Inventory for the Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan Update. Prepared for Coffman
Associates, October.
Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.
Kimley-Horn Associates, Inc. 2012. Available traffic studies.
San Buenaventura Research Associates 1995. Determinations of Eligibility for Historic Resources at the Santa Barbara
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Municipal Airport, October 4.
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) & SBCAG 2010. Clean Air Plan, January. Available at:
http://www.sbcapcd.org/cap/Final2010CleanAirPlan.pdf, accessed July 2013.
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) 2009a. Congestion Management Program, June 18.
SBCAG 2009b. Vision 2030: 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, adopted October 15. Available at:
http://www.sbcag.org/planning/2040RTP/images_docs/VISION2030.pdf, accessed July 2013.
State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Division of Aeronautics 2011. California Airport Land Use
Planning Handbook, October.
General Sources
California Building Code
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) & CEQA Guidelines
City of Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan (2009)
Climate Action Plan (September 2012)
Santa Barbara General Plan (December 2011)
Land Use Element
Housing Element
Open Space, Parks and Recreation Element
Economy and Fiscal Health Element
Environmental Resources Element
Circulation Element
Safety Element
General Plan Map
General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report (2010)
Geology Assessment for the City of Santa Barbara
Institute of Traffic Engineers Parking Generation Manual
Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 7th Edition
Long Term Water Supply Plan (2011)
Local Coastal Plan (Airport)
Master Environmental Assessment
Master Environmental Assessment Maps (2008)
Parking Design Standards
Regional Growth Impacts Study (1980)
Santa Barbara County APCD Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents (December 2011)
Santa Barbara Municipal Code & City Charter
Special District Map
Zoning Ordinance & Zoning Map
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