
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
South Central Coast 
89 S. California Ste. 200 
Ventura. CA 93001-2801 
(805) 641-0142 

February 26, 1996 

TO: COMMISSIONERS AND INTERESTED PARTIES 

FROM: Steve Scholl, Acting Central Coastal District Director 
Gary Timm, Assistant District Director 
Mark H. Capelli, Coastal Program Analyst 

SUBJECT: SANTA BARBARA CITY LCP AMENDMENT NO. 2-95 (Harbor Master Plan}. 
Public hearing and action on March 13. 1996 to amend the certified 
City of Santa Barbara LCP: include the Harbor Master Plan in the LUP: 
amend the LUP text to incorporate Harbor Master Plan and related 
policies; and revise the Harbor Commercial (HC) Zoning Ordinance 
Provisions. 

SYNOPSIS 

BACKGROUND 

The City of Santa Barbara Local Coasta·l Program (LCP} was certified by the 
Commission in two segments: Airport and Goleta Slough and the remainder of the 
City (including the Harbor Area). The Commission certified the Land Use p·Jan 
(LUP} for the City Segment on January 22, 1981, and the Implementation Plan on 
November 12, 1986. The Airport and Goleta Slough segment has been certified 
separately. 

The City originally submitted an amendment (1-94-B) for the Harbor Master Plan 
in 1994 and the Commission certified the amendment with minor changes in 
August 1994 regarding (1} improved access to the harbor area; (2) additional 
recreational facnities; (3) provision of interpretive facilities; and (4) 
consideration of non-structural alternatives to reduce sand deposition within 
the Santa Barbara Harbor. 

The City accepted the suggested modifications, but failed to submit its 
acknowlegement to the Commission within 6 months of the Commission's action on 
the amendment as required by the Commissi-on's Admi ni strati ve Regulations 
(Section 13537). 

The City has submitted a new LCP Amendment which incorporates the suggested 
modifications contained in the Commission's original certification· of the 
Harbor Master p·Jan. Additiona-lly, the current amendment includes a number of 
agditional changes to the Harbor Master Plan and Local Coastal Plan and Zoning 
Ordinances. These are: (l) de"lete the 6,500 square foot addition to the Naval 
Reserve Building but increase the area within the existing building dedicated 
to a restaurant from 4,500 to 7,500 square feet; (2) modify the schedule for 
the Waterfront Traffic Study to require completion of the Study within one 
year of the construction of the three major traffic improvements or until 
December 1998, which ever occurs first; (3) revise time frame of the Master 
P·lan to cover the period 1995 through 2004; and (4) add text and policies 
regarding the protection and management of threatened or endangered species. 
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SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT REQUEST 

The City of Santa Barbara proposes to: include the Harbor Master Plan in the 
LUP; amend the LUP text to incorporate Harbor Master Plan; and revise the 
Harbor Commercial (HC) Zoning Ordinance Provisions. (see Exhibit I, Submittal· 
Letter). 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATIO~ 

Staff recommends the Commission deny the request to amend the Land Use Plan as 
submitted and ~pprove the amendment with suggested mod_ifications relative to 
shoreline processes. Staff recommends that the Commission approve the request 
to amend the Implementation Program as submitted. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

For further information on this amendment request, please contact Mark H. 
Capelli at the South Central Coast Area Office, 89 South California Street. 
Ventura, CA 93001, (805) 641-0142. 
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I. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

For those portions of the proposed amendment that affect the Land Use Plan. 
the standard of review. pursuant to Section 30512(c) of the Coastal Act, is 
that the plan or any amendment to the plan meets the requirements of, and is 
in conformity with, the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

For those portions of the proposed amendment that affect the Implementation 
Plan, the standard of review, pursuant to Sections 30513 and 30514 of the 
Coastal Act, is that the Implementation Plan conforms with and is adequate to 
carry out the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan portion. 

II. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in Local Coastal 
Program development: 

During the preparation, approval. certification, and amendment of any 
local coastal program, the public, as well as all affected governmental 
agencies, including special districts, sha·ll be provided maximum 
opportunities to participate. Prior to submission of a local coastal 
program for approval, local governments shall hold a public hearing or 
hearings on that portion of the program which has not been subjected to 
public hearings within four years of such submission. 

The amendment is based upon fourteen public hearings before th~ Planning 
Commission, Harbor Commission and City Council. There were aho three 
hearings before the Ci ty 1 s Environmental Review Committee. Minutes of these 
hearings were included with the submittal. Prior to these hearings, there was 
a "needs assessment" whereby people who live, work and recreate in the Harbor 
and Wharf areas were interviewed to obtain their perspectives on needed 
changes and improvements; additional public meetings were held on the use of 
the Naval Reserve Building. 

All public hearings were duly noticed including display and. A 250 name 
mailing list was used to notice interested parties. 650 copies of documents 
were distributed at no cost to the public or concerned agencies. Notice of 
the availability of materials was given over six weeks prior to Councn action 
as required by Coastal Commission regulations. 

The following summarizes the concerns raised at the pub'lic hearings: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

Parking: boat and s·lip owners; 90 minute parking; Marina 1 
parking needs; Parking for various types of uses and areas in 
the Harbor; parking in the sandy beach area; possible nearby 
parking garage; shuttle system 
Breakwater Restaurant: Demolition and retention (1000 
signatures); cultural preservation study 
Definition of land uses: Ocean-dependent; public services; 
recreation; shoreline access; visitor serving; visual resources; 
water and marine resources 
Access to the main boat ·launching area 
Dry boat storage area: Dry dock and storage yards 
Groins: Location and direction of extension; cost 
Naval Reserve Center purchase and use 
Ten year budget projections 
Gas dock fueling facility 
Commercial fishing: Hoist; Ice facilities 
Permanent sand bypass 
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Disposal of toxic wastes; Marine environment 0 

0 Small boats: Hoist; Sailboat launching procedures; Integration 
of UCSB sailing facilities 

0 Live aboard boats 

The following summarizes the concerns raised at the Council hearings: 

o Retention of the Breakwater Restaurant 
o Naval Reserve Building use if acquired by the City 

II I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the adoption of the following motions and resolutions: 

A. LAND USE PlAN AMENDMENTS 

1. DENIAL OF LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED 

MOTION I: 

"I move that the Commission Certify Land Use Plan Amendment 2-95 to the 
City of Santa Barbara Land Use Plan as submitted." 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends a NO vote which would result in denial of the amendment and 
adoption of the following resolution of denial and related findings. An 
aff1 rmative vote by the majority of the appointed Commissioners is needed to 
pass the motion. 

RESOLUTION I 

The Commission hereby Denies certification of Amendment 2-95, to the Land Use 
Plan portion of City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Program and finds for the 
reasons discussed below and that the amended Land Use Plan does not meet the 
requirements of and is not in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 
(commencing with section 30200) of the California Coastal Act to the extent 
necessary to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the 
Coastal Act; and that certification of the amended Land Use Plan does not meet 
the requirements of section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the California Environmental 
Quality Act, because there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
available, not adequately reflected in the Land Use Plan, that wou-ld 
substantially lessen significant adverse environmental impacts. 

2. APPROVAL OF LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED 

MOTION II: 

"I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan Amendment 2-95 to the 
City of Santa Barbara Land Use Plan if it is modified as suggested." 

Staff recommends a YES vote which would result in approval of the amendment 
and adoption of the following resolution of approval and related findings. An 
affirmative vote by the majority of the appointed Commissioners is needed to 
pass the motion. 
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RESOLUTION I!. 

The Commission hereby Approves certification Amendment 2--95, to the Land Use 
Plan portion of the City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Program and finds for 
the reasons -discussed below and that, as modified, the amended Land Use Plan 
meets the requirements of and is in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 
(commencing with section 30200) of the California Coastal Act to the extent 
necessary to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the 
Coastal Act. This amendment, as modified, is consistent with applicable 
decisions of the Commission that guide local government actions pursuant to 
Section 30625(c) and approval will not have significant environmental effects 
for which feasible mitigation ·measures have not been employed consistent with 
the California Environmental Quality Act. 

B. IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENTS 

1. APPROVAL OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AS SUBMITTED 

MOTION I II: 

I move that the Commission reject the Imp 1ementation Plan amendment 
2-95 of the City of Santa Barbara. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends 
the following 
affirmative vote 
the motion. 

a NO vote on Motion 1, which would result in the adoption of 
resolution of certification and related findings. An 
of a majority of the Commissioners present is needed to pass 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE ZONING AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

The Commission hereby certifies the Implementation Program Amendment 2-95 to 
the City of Santa Barbara loca·l Coastal Program on the grounds that the 
Implementation Plan conforms to and is adequate to carry out the provisions of 
the Land Use Plan as certified. There are no feasible alternatives available 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the 
approval of this implementation amendment will have on the environment. 

IV. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO lAND USE PLAN HARBOR MASTER PLAN SEGMENT 

Water and Marine Environment 

A. Add the following discussion text to Section IV. Planning and Environmental 
Issues beginninq on page 77 of the Harbor Master Plan: 

In addition to storm damage at the Harbor entrance, there is ongoing 
concern regarding the potentia 1 for storm damage westerly of the 
Breakwater. The Yacht Club, its parking area and the boat repair yard are 
periodically inundated by winter storms. Each winter, the sand is 
depleted in the area as a result of the stronger waves generated during 
the winter months. During severe storms and high tides wave runup reaches 
beyond the Yacht Club parking lot into the central Harbor area and. in 
1983, a substantial amount of damage occurred to the boat repair yard, the 
Harbor maintenance yard and to buildings along Harbor Way. In other. 
years, most of the damage has been ·limited to fencing and paving in the 
boat/storage and Harbor maintenance yard areas. 
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The City has periodically constructed a temporary sand berm along the mean 
high tide line in order to reduce wave runup damage in the area. However. 
few long term solutions have been pursued to date. A wave runup wall was 
constructed along the northerly edge of the Yacht Club parking lot in 1988 
following damage that resulted from the 1983 storms. This wall is 
breached by an access point to the parking lot and is. therefore, less 
effective in reducing damage along Harbor Way than might otherwise be the 
case. In addition, there is concern about ongoing wave damage in the boat 
repair yard, adjacent boat storage areas and the City• s Harbor maintenance 
yard. 

The City needs, to pursue additional long term solutions in order to 
provide better and more predictable protection of its Harbor area from 
wave damage (See Pol icy MAR-3). In pursuit of such solutions. a study of 
options should occur that includes protection of public resources 
including the beach. ocean dependent uses. and the public use areas of the 
Harbor. Any study should also consider potentia 1 relocation____g_r 
management of uses adjacent to the existing sandy beach so that wave 
damage is minimized and the need to provide shoreline protective 
structures is reduced. 

In summary, there have .tleen improvements made in the last decade to 
provide better· protection from southeast storms, and those improvements 
have proven to be effective. The City and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers are studying the City•s ownership of a dredge which would ensure 
that dredging continues as needed without regard to Federal funding 
ava11abi 1 ity. The Harbor Master Plan recommends that dredging continue to 
maintain existing or to restore previously dredgeg_ areas and that it be 
done in an environmentally safe manner (Policy MAR-2 and related 
actions). With the possible City ownership of a dredge. the assurance of 
continued maintenance dredging~ (and) the improvements that have been made 
in the area of the sandbar and the proposed long term improvements in 
protecting against wave runup west of the Breakwater. the Harbor is 
adequately protected from all but the most severe storms. 

B. Make the following changes to Section VIII. Harbor Master Plan Policies 
beginning on page 134 of the Harbor Master Plan: 

Policy MAR-2 Alternatives to construction of breakwaters and other 
shoreline protective structures and dredging shall be considered and 
(permitted} implemented, if feasible, and done in an environmentally 
sensitive manner, to reduce sand deposition in the Harbor. Dredging shall 
be permitted to maintain existing or restore previously dredged areas and, 
dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out in 
accordance with governing agencies' requirements. Dredge spoils suitable 
for beach replenishment shall be used for such purposes whenever possible. 

Action MAR-2 .1 Continue to dredge the Harbor entrance channel and other 
areas as necessary to provide for high priority uses such as boating and 
fishing and to provide sand replenishment for downcoast beaches. The 
scheduling and design of dredging projects shall minimize impacts to 
sensitive species, such as snowv plover and grunion, and other potential 
environmental impacts. Future dredging projects shall also minimize 
adverse effects on water quality and maximize downcoast movement of sand. 

Action MAR-2.2 Continue to pursue the purchase of a dredge by the City 
and adequate funding to ensure that dredging can continue (to occur) as 
necessary to maintain the navigation channel, allow for the continued 
dredging of areas that have previously been dredged and replenish 
downcoast beaches. 
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Action MAR-2.3 Continue bypassing of dredged sand to replenish downcoast 
beaches. 

Action MAR-2.4 Continue support for the BEACON beach management strategy 
including nourishment and sand bypassing. Continue to participate in the 
BEACON study and implementation. Continue to participate in studies with 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and others to solve sand accretion 
problem. 

Action MAR-2.5 Carefully review the design of future structures that may 
affect sand movement to avoid negative impacts on the movement of sand. 

Action MAR-2.6 Continue to support monitoring of shoreline processes to 
define existing and future erosion rates and sediments and sand budgets. 

Policy MAR-3 Consider, and to the extent feasible, provide for the ·long 
term beach erosion control west of the Breakwater in order to minimize 
wave damage to existing principal structures and uses in the Harbor area. 

Action MAR-3.1 Prepare a studv of shore and long term Harbor land uses 
relative to beach sand movement and erosion west of the Breakwater. 
Alternatives to be considered shall include relocation and management of 
the land uses ·and measures to reduce wave damage to structures and uses 
while protecting public resources such as the public beach. This study 
shall be completed within three (3) years. of the final certification of 
the Harbor Master Plan. 

Policy MAR-1 The habitats of the Western snowy plover and other sensitive 
plant and animal species shall be protected and. to the extent feasible. 
enhanced. 

Action MAR-1.1 Prior to and during the design of the shoreward extension 
of the wye of Stearns Wharf, and/or any project that effects the sandspit, 
the City shall consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 
other authorities about how best to accommodate the plover or other 
sensitive species. Coordinate with the USFWS. Audubon Society and other 
bird experts to gather information about the Western snowy plover's use of 
the area. At a minimum, conduct annual bird counts to determine the 
population and other information about the species. 

Action MAR-4.2 The scheduling and design of dredging or other projects 
shall minimize impacts to sensitive species such as the snowy plover and 
grunion. 

Action MAR-4. 3 Consider. and to the extent feasible provide enhancement 
of snowy plover habitat on the sandspit or elsewhere when proposing 
dredging or. other projects near locations where plovers are known to 
forage or nest. 

(Note: Underline indicates additions and parenthesis indicates deletions; 
full text of Harbor Master Plan policies and actions is found in Enclosure I) 

V. FINDINGS 

A. Description of Amendments 

The Harbor Master Plan submittal consists of three elements: 
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1. Harbor Master Plan 

Policy 7.2 of the certified LUP calls for preparation of a design plan for the 
Harbor and Stearns Wharf complex. (See Exhibits 1 through 3.) The Harbor 
Master Plan {Plan) is an amendment to the Land Use Plan (LUP) portion of the 
Local Coastal Program (LCP). The Plan will function as an appendix to the LUP 
(Appendix f). The plan includes policies and actions and has a time frame 
extending from 1995 through to 2004. The Plan outlines physical improvements 
in the Harbor and Stearns Wharf. The Plan also describes the scope of new and 
continuing uses and activities and administrative procedures. (See Exhibits 5 
through 8 and 10.) 

The Harbor Master Plan provides for the following existing and proposed ocean 
dependent uses: 

Existing 
·Navy Pier 
1,000+ slips 
Accommodation Dock 
Boat Launch Ramp 
Sailing Rental/Classes 
Dive and Fishing Trips 

Proposed 
55 new commercial/recreational slips 
Addition of 50+ new slips for commercial fishermen 
Expand dry boat storage 
Addition of a Small Boat Quiet Area/sand trap 
Accommodation Dock for charter operators and for short term tie ups 
Protection of the existing surfing area 
More parking, including short term parking, near the Marinas 
New leases must meet the test that priority uses are provided before 
visitor serving uses are considered. 
Coast Guard and Harbor Patrol relocated to rock groin 
Reduced congestion around Navy Pier 

Specific changes in the Harbor Master Plan from the plan previously submitted 
and certified by the Commission include: 

0 Delete the &,500 square foot addition tot he Naval Reserve 
Building and increase the proposed restaurant from 4,500 to 
7,5090 square feet. 

o Modify the schedule for completion of the Waterfront Traffic 
Study to within one year of the construction of three major 
traffic improvements or until December 1988, whichever comes 
first. 

o Revise the time frame of the Master Plan to cover the period 
1995 through 2004. 

o Add text and policies regarding the protection and management 
of endangered or threatened species. 

Staff recommends approval, with suggested modifications of certain policies in 
chapter VIII, of the Harbor Master Plan. The suggested modifications address 
Harbor Master Plan Policies relative to environmentally sensitive habitats and 
shoreline management as discussed in the findings below. The remainder of the 
Harbor Master Plan is consistent with the Coastal Act as submitted. 
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2. LUP Text and Policy Changes 

The amendment includes narrative text and policy changes to the LUP necessary 
to jntegrate the Harbor Master Plan into the LUP (see Exhibit 15) including: 

0 

0 

0 

Add text explaining the background and process relating to the 
adoption of the Harbor Master Plan. 

Amend Policy 7.2 to require that an development \..,rith in the 
Harbor and Stearns !.oJharf area through 2004 shan be consisterft 
with the Harbor Master Plan. which is incorporated into the 
City's LCP As Appendix f. 

Amend Policy 7.3 to refer to long term issues that still need 
to be addressed including the possibility of providing an 
easterly breakwater or other protection from southeast storms. 
The possible future location of commercial fishing and 
recreational boating facilities is also addressed in this policy. 

All of these textual and policy changes are recommended for approval as 
submitted and analyzed in the findings below. 

3. Harbor Commerciul Zone Amendments 

The amendments to the LCP implementation ordinance includes the fo"llowing 
changes (See Exhibit 14.): 

0 

0 

B. Background 

Eliminate restrictions on certain uses which remained in effect 
until adoption of the Plan. 

Change the annual review of uses in the harbor area to every 
five years. 

1. General Location 

The Santa Barbara Harbor is located south of the 101 Freeway and the downtown 
area of Santa Barbara. along an east-west trending beach, and directly across 
the street (Cabrillo Boulevard} and southeast of Santa Barbara City Co.llege. 
The Harbor is near situated to the west of the current mouth of Mission Creek 
at the south end of Casti'Jlo Street. The nearest harbor to the north is Port 
San Luis. 100 miles away, while the nearest port to the south is the Ventura 

·Marina. 27 miles to the southeast. The Channel Islands are located at their 
closest at a distance of 25 miles off the coast. 

2. History of Santa Barbara Harbor 

Stearns Wharf. located to the east and included in this Harbor Master Plan, 
was built in 1872 and is the oldest working wooden wharf in California. The 
City received title to the tidelands area which includes the Harbor in 1925. 
The State grant indicated that the City must use the granted area for harbor 
activities.· piers and other structures "necessary or convenient for the 
promotion of commerce and navigation and fisheries." The grant was later 
amended to include parks, parkways, ·highways, playgrounds and construction of 
the athletic field and stadium for Santa Barbara City College. 
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The Santa Barbara Harbor began as an off-shore breakwater in 1928. The 
breakwater was extended to shore in 1930. Leadbetter Beach and several other 
nearby beach areas were created because as a result of sand accretion, while 
other areas downcoast lost sand and experienced receding sandy beaches and 
bluffs. 

3. History and Background of this Amendment 

The proposed amendment is intended to fulfill the requirements of policies 
previously certified as part of the City's local Coastal Program.priority. An 
action of Policy 7.2 specifically provided that: 

The City shall develop a specific urban design/development plan for the 
Harbor/Wharf complex . . . 

Additional policies set forth basic goals, objectives, and parameters for such 
a plan. 

Policy 7.1 provides that: 

The Harbor/Wharf complex and its associated recreational facilities shall 
be considered as the highest priority land use in the waterfr-ont area. 

Policy 7.2 provides that: 

The Harbor/Wharf complex shall be redesigned and restructured to: 
(1) Protect Harbor/Wharf facilities from southeast storms; 
(2) Reduce Harbor/Wharf shoaling. 

Actions: 

The City shall develop a specific urban design/development plan for the 
Harbor/Wharf complex which will: 

(1) Create a breakwater and such other structures as necessary to protect 
the Harbor area; 

(2) Delineate location of Harbor dependent facilities and uses; 
(3) Provide adequate circulation for all modes of transportation within 

the Waterfront; 
(4) Provide limited expansion of recreational and commercial boating, 

with the needs of commercial fishing being given priority; 
(5) Relocate commercial fishing to the proposed easterly breakwater; 
(6) Improve and where necessary increase facilities such as boat hoists, 

launch ramps, ice machines and fuel stations; 
(7) Establish a design theme for both the Harbor and Wharf structures ... ; 
(8) A quiet water sailing and recreation area shall be provided west of 

The City originally submitted an amendment (1-94-B) for the Harbor Master Plan 
in 1994 and the Commission certified the amendment with minor changes in 
August 1994 regarding (1) improved access to the harbor area; (2) additional 
recreational facilities; (3) provision of interpretive facilities; and (4) 
consideration of non-structural alternatives to reduce sand deposition within 
the Santa Barbara Harbor. 

The City accepted the suggested modifications, but failed to submit its 
acknowlegement to the Commission within 6 months of the Commission's action on 
the amendment as required by the Commission's Administrative Regulations 
(Section 13537). 
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The City has submitted a new LCP Amendment which incorporates the suggested 
mod1fications contained in the Commission's original certification of the 
Harbor Master Plan. Additionally, the current amendment includes a number of 
additional changes to the Harbor Master Plan and Local Coastal Plan and Zoning 
Ordinances. These are: (1) delete the 6,500 square foot addition to the Naval 
Reserve Building but increase the area within the existing building dedicated 
to a restaurant from 4,500 to 7,500 square feet; (2) modify the schedule for 
the Waterfront Traffic Study to require completion of the Study within one 
year of the construction of the three major traffic improvements or until 
December 1998, which ever occurs first; (3) revise time frame of the Master 
Plan to cover the period 1995 through 2004; and (4) add text and policies 
regarding the protection and management of threatened or endangered species. 
Stearns Wharf. 

C. land Use Plan Amendment Consistency 

Minor changes are proposed to the main text of the LUP certified by the 
Coastal Commission in 1986. (Exhibit 15) The proposed text changes in the 
LUP explain the adoption process for the Harbor Master Plan, require 
development to be consistent with the Plan through the year 2004, and make 
provision for long term storm protection and location of recreational boating 
and commercial fishing. 

These provisions clarify and make more specific the present provisions of the 
LUP. A new policy 7.2 is introduced, and an explanatory paragraph is added 
after an action of renumbered policy 7.2, to explain development of the 
submitted Harbor Master Plan and its incorporation as Appendix F. An 
additional action is added regarding shoreline protection and southwest storms 
and a number of actions are deleted which are covered by the new Harbor Master 
Plan. These actions are consistent with Coastal Act policies on commercial 
fishing, recreational boating, and shoreline structures when considered in 
conjunction with policies already in the certified LUP and this amendment. 
For these reasons this portion of the amendment is in conformitv with and 
meets the requirements of the Coastal Act. -

D. Harbor Master Plan Amendment Consistency 

l. Access/Recreation/Visitor Serving facilities 

a. Coastal Act 

PRC Section 30210 throuqh 30214 provide for the protection and provision of 
maximum public access to and along the coast. PRC 30212 specifically requires 
the provision of public access from the nearest public roadway to the 
shoreline and along the coast in connection with new development projects 
consistent with public safety, military security, preservation of agriculture. 
and fragile coastal resources. Coastal Act policies are also included in the 
certified LUP. 

b. Land Use Plan 

Consideration of LUP poli·cies is appropriate to ensure internal consistency. 
although the standard of review for an amendment to the Land Use Plan is the 
requirements of, and conformity with, the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. The most relevant policies are 7.1 and 7.2 as described above. 
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Public access is maximized through a series of policies in the certified LUP 
(Policies 2.1 through 2.6). Related policies such as 3.1 and 3.4 provide for 
recreational facilities expansion. Many of the recreation policies relate to 
parking provisions in the Santa Barbara waterfront and harbor, which have 
historical parking and circulation constraints. The LCP also contains 
policies, such as 4.1 and 4.2 which provide that: (1) visitor-serving 
commercial and recreational uses shall have priority over all other uses 
(except agriculture and coastal dependent energy), and (2) lower cost 
visitor-serving uses shall be protected and encouraged. 

c. Analysis 

The proposed provisions of the amendment, except as discussed below relative 
to suggested modifications, will conform with, and meet the requirements of, 
the Coastal Act policies on access, recreation and .visitor serving facilities 
for the following reasons. 

Stearns Wharf and the Santa Barbara Harbor are in public ownership and 
available for public use, in theory and historically. The two adjacent 
beaches are public i.e. the beaches seaward of the Harbor in the vicinity of 
the Yacht Club and catamaran storage area and between the rock jetty (party 
boat area) and Stearns Wharf. 

Policies and recommended actions to improve access and parking are found in 
the Public Services section of chapter VIII policies. Harbor Master Plan 
Policies (pp. 122 through 126). and the sections on Recreation (pp. 126 - 127) 
and Shoreline Access (pp. 127 though 129). Significant improvements proposed 
through recommended action include: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Access between Palm Park and the Wharf to improve bicycle and 
pedestrian access; 

Short term parking for government offices near the rock groin; 

Short term parking (loading and unloading) in vicinity of four 
marinas, Harbor Way cul-de-sac, and former Naval Reserve 
Building; 

Continued joint powers agreement for shared parking with City 
College; Coordinated public events at Marina and College; 

Potential shared use of Yacht Club parking with public; 

Shuttle bus turnouts and routes; 

Directional signs to alternative parking; Sign program within 
one year for vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians; 

Provision of low cost recreation including new volleyball 
courts, visitor information center, observation area on the rock 
groin, harbor tour kiosk; 

Conduct comprehensive parking and traffic study within one year 
of Plan approval; 

New sidewalks at La Playa East Parking Lot to Harbor 
Way/Shoreline Drive Intersection and along Harbor Way; 
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0 Expansion of visitor serving uses: one new restaurant; visitor 
information center; deli and restrooms on enlarged rock groin; 
additional restrooms and visitor information center on the Wharf. 

These provisions , as well as those discussed below, ensure that the amendment 
is consistent with Coastal Act Public Access policies. The amendment seeks 
to alleviate vehicle congestion in the Wharf and Harbor area by improving 
parking areas and vehicle circulation. The Amendment faci"litates access in 
the Harbor by continuing the provision of lateral access along the whole 
Harbor edge for pedestrians and bicycles. An important feature, as noted by 
the above changes, is that conflicts or potential conflicts between various 
modes of access are eliminated. 

In addition to conforming to the access policies of the Coastal Act, the 
amendment addresses the requirements of PRC Section 30252 (i.e. the location 
and amount of new development to maintain and enhance public access) because 
(1) provision of public transportation is enhanced; and (2) opportunities for 
non-automobile circulation are provided. 

The amendment also conforms with the recreation poHcies of the Coastal Act. 
The amendment encourages development of recreation facilities such as marinas. 
boat rentals, and the like. Visitor serving facilities are encouraged, 
consistent with PRC Section 30213, by the retention of existing facilities 
and prov1s1on of new facilities. Lower cost visitor and recreational 
facilities are provided, such as the above-noted new volleyball courts, 
visitor information center, observation area on the rock groin, and harbor 
tour kiosk, consistent with PRC Sections 30220 through 30224 as well as 
30213). An upgrade of the small boat sailing area is provided west of Stearns 
Wharf (Policy DEP-1 and Action DEP-1.1). Also relative to PRC Section 30213, 
(1) a catamaran haul out area is provided on the beach west of the Yacht Club 
and (2) in the area of the rock groin there is provision for various organized 
small boat groups. 

In summary, the proposed amendment is consistent with Coastal Act policies on 
access, recreation and visitor serving facilities. The Commission therefore 
finds that proposed Land Use Plan amendment as submitted does conform with and 
is adequate to carry out the provisions of the certified LCP relative to 
access, recreation, and visitor-serving facilities. 

2. Water and Marine Resources/Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 

a. Coastal Act 

PRC Section 30230 provides for the maintenance, enhancement, and restoration 
of marine resources, with uses of the marine environment carried out in a 
manner that will sustain the productivity of coastal waters and maintain 
healthy populations of marine organisms. PRC Section 30231 provides for the 
protection of the biological productivity of coastal waters, including streams 
and wetlands, through the control of run-off, the prevention of spills of 
pertrolium or other hazardous substances, and the filling of coastal wetlands, 
including coastal streams. PRC Section 30240 provides for for protection of 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and areas adjoining such habitat areas, 
as well as park areas. 

b. Land Use Plan 

The certified LUP contains a number of policies protecting biologtcal 
productivity of coastal waters in the chapter on Water and Marine 
Environments. which also includes a number of Coastal Act policies. Under 
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Section A. Marine Resources various implementation strategies are described to 
protect intertidal and marine resources, such as taking of organisms, cliff 
erosion and seeping, dumping, and finding proper dredge disposal sites. Study 
of lHtoral drift and development of alternatives to breakwater construction 
is one of the implementation strategies. 

c. Analysis 

The proposed amendment wi 11 conform with, and meet the requirements of, the 
Coastal Act, except as noted below relative to suggested modifications, 
because specific programs are proposed to carry out the policies in the LUP 
which protect water and marine resources and environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas. These include the following under MAR-l ( 11 Marine resources shall be 
maintained, enhanced, and, where feasible, restored. 11

): monitoring water 
quality; study of biological diversity; public education; enforcement of 
marine protection laws; encouragement of biodegradable packaging; and a 
program to alleviate the effects of pollution. (Note: Policy MAR-2 under 
Water and Marine Resources is concerned with Dredging and is also discussed 
below relative to Shoreline Processes.) 

In summary, the amendment is consistent with PRC Section 30230 because it 
provides for the marine environment in a manner that will sustain coastal 
waters and marine· organisms (Exhibit VI, policies MAR-l and MAR-2). The 
amendment is also consistent with PRC Section 30231 which provides for the 
protection of the biological productivity of coastal waters because of these 
policies. 

d. Water and Marine Resources/Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Areas/Archaeology findings for · Saggested Modifications: Portions 
Inconsistent with the Coastal Act 

For the reasons discussed below, the following suggested modifications are. 
necessary to ensure full compliance with the applicable policies of the 
California Coastal Act. 

Policy MAR-2 Alternatives to construction of breakwaters and other 
shoreline protective structures and dredging shall be considered and 
(permitted) implemented, if feasible, and done in an environmentally 
sensitive manner, to reduce sand deposition in the liarbor. Dredging shall 
be permitted to maintain existing or restore previously dredged areas and, 
dredging and spoils disposal shall be plan-ned and carried out in 
accordance with governing agencies' requirements. Dredge spoils suitable 
for beach replenishment shall be used for such purposes whenever possible. 

Action MAR-2 .1 Continue to dredge the Harbor entrance channel and other 
areas as necessary to provide for high priority uses such as boating and 
fishing and to provide sand replenishment for downcoast beaches. The 
scheduling and design of dredging projects shall minimize impacts to 
sensitive species, such as snowy plover and grunion, and other potential 
environmenta·J impacts. Future dredging projects shall also minimize 
adverse effects on water quality and maximize downcoast movement of sand. 

~ 

Action MAR-4.2 The scheduling and design of dredging or other projects 
shall minimize impacts to sensitive species such as the snowy plover and 
grunion. 
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Action MAR-4.3 Consider, and to the extent feasible provide enhancement 
of snowy plover habitat on the sandspit or elsewhere when proposing 
dredqinq or other projects near locations where plovers are known to 
forage or nest. 

The present language of action Policy MAR-2 does not contain any explicit 
reference to the requirements to address the protection of en vi ronmenta 11 y 
sensitive habitats in connection with the construction of shoreline protective 
devices such as breakwaters. Furthermore there are no explicit provisions for 
the protection of sensitive species which could be adversely affected by the 
scheduling or design of dredging operations. Nor are their any provisions for 
the recovery of threatened or endangered species such as the Western snowy 
plover which depend upon habitats associated with the Santa Barbara Harbor 
Area. Because the construction of such development and associated activities 
are located in or immediately adjacent to marine environments with 
environmentally sensitive habitats and species, such construction and related 
operations raises issues with respect to a number of Coasta-l Act policies: 

PRC Section 30240 provides, in part, that: 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed· to 
prevent impacts which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. 

The proposed suggested modifications made minor language changes in the 
existing Policy MAR-2 to make explicit the need to address the protection of 
environmentally sensitive habitats in connection the existing breakwater or 
any future shoreline protective devises. The addition ·of two Actions (Action 
MAR-4.2 and MAR-4.3) under Policy MAR-3, addresses the potential adverse 
impacts resulting from the scheduling or design of dredging or related 
operations, and provides for the enhancement of Western snowy plover habitat 
which exists on the sandspit as well as periodically in other locations 
around the harbor area. 

The Commission finds that with these suggestions modifications the proposed 
amendment is consistent with and adequate to carry out the requirements of PRC 
30240. 

3. Shoreline Protective Devices 

a Coastal Act 

PRC Section 30235 limits the use of shorelines protective structures and other 
such construction that alters natura 1 shore 1 ine processes to protect 
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
danger from erosion, and requires that such structures and alterations 
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. 

b. Land Use Plan 

The City's certified LCP land Use Plan contains a number of policies which 
regulate the use of shoreline protective structures consistent with the 
requirements of PRC 30235; additionally. the City's LUP contains policies and 
actions which encourage the study and use of non-structural means of 
protecting shorelines structures and beaches. 
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c. Analysis 

The proposed Harbor Master Plan contains a number of additional Policies and 
Actions which emphasize the need to consider alternatives to structural 
solutions to protect the harbor area from sand deposition and wave relat-ed 
damage. These include the following: MAR-2 and related Actions MAR-2.1, 
MAR-2.2, MAR-2.3, MAR-2.4, MAR-2.5, and MAR-2.6 (See Exhibit 15.) These 
polices and actions generally provide sufficient guidance for the protection 
of harbor facilities, but do not specifically address adjacent land-uses 
within the Harbor Master Plan Area. 

The area to the west of the Harbor Breakwater, in particular, has experienced 
periodic damage as a result of a combination of high surf and high tides. 
Facilities in this area include the privately l-eased Yacht Club and parking 
area, boat repair yard, and Santa Barbara Harbor maintenance yard. To 
protect these areas from wave runup the City has occasionally constructed a 
temporary sand berm in front of these facilities from adjacent beach 
materials. However, no long-term study or plan has been developed to address 
this continuing problem along the waterfront. 

d. Shoreline Processes/Shoreline Protective Structures-- Findings for 
Suggested Modifications: Portions Inconsistent with the Coastal Act 

For the reasons discussed below, the following suggested modifications are 
necessary to ensure full compliance with the applicable policies of the 
California Coastal Act. 

In addition to storm damage at the Harbor entrance, there is ongoing 
concern regarding the potential. for ·storm damage westerly of the 
Breakwater. The Yacht Club. its parking area and the boat repair vard are 
periodically inundated by winter storms. Each winter. the sand is 
depleted in the area as a result of the stronger waves generated during 
the winter months. During severe storms and high tides wave runup reaches 
beyond the Yacht Club parking lot into the central Harbor area and. in 
1983, a substantial amount of damage occurred to the boat repair yard, the 
Harbor maintenance yard and to buildings along Harbor Way. In other 
years, most of the damage has been limited to fencing and paving in the 
boat/storage and Harbor maintenance yard areas. 

The City has periodically constructed a temporary sand berm along the mean 
high tide line in order to reduce wave runup damage in the area. However, 
few long term solutions have been pursued to date. A wave runup wall was 
constructed along the northerly edge of the Yacht Club parking lot in 1988 
following damage that resulted from the 1983 storms. This wall is 
breached by an access point to the parking lot and is, therefore. less· 
effective in reducing damage along Harbor Way than might otherwise be the 
case. In addition, there is concern about ongoing wave damage in the boat 
repair yard. adjacent boat storage areas and the City's Harbor maintenance 
yard. 

' 
The City needs to pursue additional long term solutions in order to 
provide better and more predictable protection of its liarbor area from 
wave damage (See Policy MAR-3). In pursuit of such solutions. a study of 
options should occur that includes protection of public resources 
including the beach, ocean dependent uses, and the public use areas of the 
Harbor. Any study should also consider potential relocation or 
management of uses adjacent to the existing sandy beach so that wave 
damage is minimized and the need to provide shoreline protective 
structures is reduced. 



Santa Barbara Harbor Master Plan, LCP Amend. 2-95 Page 17 

In summary. there have been improvements made in the last decade to 
provide better protection from southeast storms, and those improvements 
have proven to be effective. The City and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers are studying the City's ownership of a dredge which would ensure 
that dredging continues as needed without regard to Federal funding 
availability. The Harbor Master Plan recommends that dredging continue to 
maintain existing or to restore previously dredgeQ. areas and that it be 
done in an environmentally safe manner (Policy MAR-2 and related 
actions). With the possible City ownership of a dredge, the assurance of 
continued maintenance dredging.!. (and) the improvements that have been made 
in the area of the sandbar and the proposed long term improvements in 
protecting against wave runup west of the Breakwater, the Harbor is 
adequately protected from all but the most severe storms. 

Action MAR-2.2 Continue to pursue the purchase of a dredge by the City 
and adequate funding to ensure that dredging can continue (to occur) as 
necessary to maintain the navigation channel. allow for the continued 
dredging of areas that have oreviouslv been dredged and replenish 
downcoast beaches. 

Action MAR-2.3 Continue bypassing of dredged sand to replenish downcoast 
beaches. 

Action MAR-2.4 Continue support for the BEACON beach management strategy 
including nourishment and sand bypassing. Continue to participate in the 
BEACON study and implementation. Continue to participate in studies with 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and others to solve sand accretion 
problem. 

Action MAR-2.5 Carefully review the design of future structures that may 
affect sand movement to avoid negative impacts on the movement of sand. 

Action MAR-2.6 Continue to support monitoring of shoreline processes to 
define existing and future erosion rates and sediments and sand budgets. 

Policy MAR-3 Consider, and to the extent feasible. provide for the long 
term beach erosion control west of the Breakwater in order to minimize 
wave damage to existing principal structures and uses in the Harbor area. 

Action MAR-3.1 Prepare a study of shore and long term Harbor land uses 
relative to beach sand movement and erosion west of the Breakwater. 
Alternatives to be considered shall include relocation and management of 
the land uses and measures to reduce wave damage to structures and uses 
while protecting public resources such as the public beach. This study 
shall be completed within three (3) years of the final certification of 
the Harbor Master Plan. 

Policy MAR-1 The habitats of the Western snowy plover and other sensitive 
plant and animal species shall be protected and, to the extent feasible, 
enhanced. 

Action MAR-i.l Prior to and during the design of the shoreward extension 
of the wye of Stearns Wharf, and/or any project that effects the sandspit, 
the City shall consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 
other authorities about how best to accommodate the plover or other 
sensitive species. Coordinate with the USFWS, Audubon Society and other 
bird experts to gather information about the Western snowy plover's use of 
the area. At a minimum, conduct annual bird counts to determine the 
population and other information about the species. 
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Action MAR-4.2 The scheduling and design of dredging or other projects 
shall minimize impacts to sensitive species such as the snowv plover and 
grunion. 

Action MAR-4.3 Consider, and to the extent feasible provide enhancement 
of snowy plover habitat on the sandspit or elsewhere when orooosing 
dredging or other projects near locations where plovers are known to 
forage or nest. 

PRC Section 30235 provides that: 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff 
retaining walls, and other such construction that alters natural shoreline 
processes shall be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses 
or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from 
erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on 
local shoreline sand supply. Existing marine structures causing water 
stagnation contributing to pollution problems and fish kills should be 
phased out or upgraded where feasible. 

The proposed suggested modifications includes a narrative discussion 
describing the nature of the wave runup problem and the need to develop 
long-term solutions for the protection of the land-uses, within the Santa 
Barbara Harbor Area, particularly those to the east of the Harbor Breakwater. 

In addition the suggested modifications add a new Policy (MAR-3) which 
provides for the development of a long=-term solution to the beach erosion 
problem to the west of the Harbor Beach water to minimize wave damage to 
existing principal structures and uses in the Harbor area. This policy is 
supported by an additional action (MAR-3.1) which requires the City to 
identify long-term solutions to the periodic wave run-up within three years of 
the certification of this amendment, including non-structural solutions such 
as relocation or management of land uses vulnerable to wave run-up. This new 
policy and related a-ction will ensure that the City will be able to address 
this issue in a long-term planning context, and avoid repeated reliance on 
short-term emergency measures which can adversely affect coasta 1 resources, 
including environmentally sensitive habitats and scenic and visual amenities. 

The Commission therefore finds that the amendment, as modified, is consistent 
with and adequate to meet the requirements of PRC 30235. 

4. Commercial Fishing/Recreational Boating 

a. Coastal Act 

PRC 30234 states: 

Facilities serving the commercial fishing and recreational boating 
industries shall be protected and, where feasible, upgraded. 
Existing commercial fishing and recreational boating harbor space 
shall not be reduced unless the demand for those facilities no longer 
exists or adequftte substitute space has been provided. Proposed 
recreational boating facilities shall, where feasible, be designed 
and located in such a fashion as not to interfere with the needs of 
the commercial fishing industry. 



--------~~~~-~-------------------------~--~---~---

Santa Barbara Harbor Master Plan~ LCP Amend. 2-95 Page 19 

PRC Section 30234.5 sprovides that: 

The economic, commercial, and recreational importance of fishing 
activities shall be recognized and protected. 

A review of the present LUP is appropriate for consistency, although the 
standard of review for an amendment to the Land Use Plan is the requirements 
of, and conformity with, the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. The 
most relevant policies are 7.1 and 7.2 as described above. 

b. Land Use Plan 

The present LUP favors a redesign and restructuring of the Harbor. Commercial 
fishing facilities are given priority in such expansion (policy 7.2, action 
4), although recreational facilities shall have the highest priority under 
Policy 7.1. Policy 7.3 proposes that additional space shall be utilized to 
separate commercial fishing and recreational boating. 

c. Analysis 

A 1989 Coastal Conservancy study assessed needs for six harbors including 
Santa Barbara. Deficiencies noted were noted in space for slips, ·docks, 
unloading, gear storage and repair affecting operations. This was noted as 
especially adversely affecting commercial fishing operations in Santa Barbara. 
This hampered the ability to diversify (due to loss of fishing grounds due to 
offshore oil). Some commercial fishermen were relocating due to the high costs 
of operating and living in Santa Barbara. Improvement have taken place in 
Santa Barbara since the Study, including gear storage and dry storage areas. 

The Harbor currently has 1064 slips of which an estimated 180 are used by 
commercial fishermen according to the Waterfront Department. The Harbor 
presents the problem of balancing the needs of the commercial fishing and 
recreational boating industries. Historically, recreational boating has been 
better able to afford harbor space, creating a need to protect the commercial 
fishing industry, as in Channel Islands Harbor (Public Works Plan) and Ventura 
Marina (Harbor Segment, now incorporated into LCP). 

The Harbor Master Plan proposes (overall Harbor Master Plan Goal, p. 117) that 
"The Harbor shall be a working harbor with priority given to ocean dependent 
uses, such as commercial fishing and recreational boating, for all use and 
income groups. " Policy DEP-2 (p. 119) states: 11 Priority shall be given 
to ocean dependent uses and facilities serving commercial fishing and 
recreational boating. 11 If slips are available on the Navy Pier, they shall be 
" ... for the exclusive use by commercial fishermen." (Action DEP-2.3, p. 11'9) 
Action DEP-2.4 (p.120) provides: 

Strive to maintain a minimum of 19% of the slips for commercial fishing by 
giving priority for newly created s·lips to commercial fishermen on the 
then. current waiting list. Persons currently leasing a mooring off Marina 
One shall have first right of refusal to lease one of the new s'lips in 
Marina One. 

Actions are also proposed to retain an informal gear area near the boat launch 
ramp (Action OEP-2.5, p. 120), expand dry boat storage areas (Action DEP-2.6, 
p. 120), and add a hoist to the Navy Pier. (See also a similar provision in 
SERV-.l.b.) Further, Policy OEP-3 provides that the highest priority for 
essential supplies and services is to the boating public, including commercial 
fishing as well as recreational boating and industrial boats and rescue. 
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Action SERV-.2 provides for more parking near the marinas. including short 
term parking, which may assist commercial fishermen. A fisherman's Resource 
Center is proposed (Action DEP-5.2). 

The above City policies and actions will meet the needs expressed 1n PRC 30234 
serving both the commercial fishing and recreational boating industries, while 
protecting· and upgrading commercial fishing. In conformance with PRC Section 
30234.5, the economic, commercial, and recreational importance of fishing 
activities will be recognized and protected. for these reasons, the plan 
meets the requirements of, and is in conformity with, the policies of Chapter 
3 of the Coastal Act. 

E. Zoning Ordinance Amendment Consistency 

The changes to the zoning ordinance are described in Exhibit 14. Restrictions 
on certain uses which remained in effect until adoption of the Harbor Master 
Plan are now eliminated. Annual review of uses is changed to every five 
years, considering the lack of turnover of uses in the Harbor. These changes 
in wording do not change the kind, location, intensity. or density of use and 
are consistent with the plan as amended. For this reason, the zoning 
ordinance amendment conforms with and is adequate to carry out the LUP as 
required by Sections 30513 and 30514 of the Coastal Act. 

VI. LCP/CEQA 

The proposed Land Use Plan changes will be incorporated into the City of Santa 
Barbara's certified Local Coastal Program. 

The Coastal Commission's Local Coastal Program process has been designated as 
the functional equivalent of CEOA. CEQA requires the consideration of 
mitigation measures to lessen significant environmental impacts to a level of 
insignificance. As discussed in the findings above, the proposed ordinance 
would mitigate impacts associated with the allowed development to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

The amendment, as modified, would therefore be consistent with the prov1s1ons 
of the California Environmental Quality Act and the California Coastal Act. 

7086A 
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EXHIBIT NO. 4 

Table 1 APPUCATION NO. 

STtJDY AREA STATISTICS 
LCP Amend. 2-95 

(in acres) City Santa Barbara 

AREA SUBTOTAL TOTAL 

AREAWIDE 

Wat«Area 167.2 

Beaches 
West Beach 24.6 
East of Steams Wharf 18.8 
West of Yacht Club 2.6 
Subtotal 46.0 

Sidewalks and Landscaping 9.5 

Paved Areas (Putilic) 
Cabrillo Blvd. 10.1 
Ci.brillo Bikeway 1.0 
Parking and Drives ..lll 
Subtotal 23.2 

Areawide Total 245.9 

HARBOR AREA* 

Building Coverage 1.1 
Boatyard 1.1 
Navy (Paving and Open Area J11. 

Harbor Area Total 2.4 

STEARNS WHARF ., 

Building Coverage . o.s 
Parldng and Circulation .J..l.. 

Steams Wharf Total 3.8 

STUDY AREA TOTAL 252.1 

• -~Deludes Harbor Commcrcial area. rock poin and boallaunch ramp area. 
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EXHIBIT NO. 10 

APPLICATION NO. 

Table1S 
LCP Amend. 2-95 

FUNDING AND TIMING OF IMPLEMENTATION 
HARBOR MASTER PLAN RECO:M:MENDATIONS City Santa Barb ara 

Action or Estimated Phasing 
Recommendation Policy# Funding Source 1995-97 1998-00 2001-04 
Areawide 
Add Parking . SERV-1.2 to 1.5 Fund Bal./Bond Fund X 
Encourage Shuttles SERV--3 General Fund X 
Improve Cabrillo Bl. sidewalk ACC-2.2 General Fund X 
La Playa Pkg Lot Sidewalk ACC-2.1 General Fund X 
Harbor Way Improvement SERV-4.1 Fund balance _ X 
Aesthetics .. VIS-2.1 Incl. in project costs X X X 

Harbor Area 
Convert Naval Res. DEP-5.1 to 5.3 Bond Fund X 
Relocate RestauranJ IDEP-5.3 Bond Fund X 
Convert Parking to laundry DEP-5.2 Fund balance X 
Harbor Maint. Facility DEP-5.4 Fund balance " X \ 

Public Meeting Rm. DEP-5.2 Bond Fund X 
Navy Pier Com. Fish Slips DEP-2.3 Fund balance X 
Accom.Dock DEP-1.3 nla X 
Add Slips to Marina One iDEP-1.2 Fund Bal./Bond Fund X 
Dredge MAR-2.2 Fed., Grant &. Fund X X X 

Rock Groin 
Reconfigure Rock Groin DEP-2.1 To be determined X 
Relocate Harbonnaster DEP-2.1 To be determined X 
Add Gov't Slips DEP-2.1 To be detennined X 
Add Deli/Restroom/Observ. VISIT-1.1 To be detennined X 

·West Beach 
Dredge West Beach DEP-1.1 Fed .• Grant &. Fund X 
Small Boat Storage/lock box DEP-1.1 Fund balance X 
Add Landscaping and lawn ACC-2.3/R.EC-1 .• I General Pund X 
Add volleyball courts IREC-t.t General Fund X 

Stetli7JS Wharf Area 
Second Wharf Access SERV-1.1 Fund balance X 
Wharf Restrooms VISIT-1.1 Fund balance X 
Wharf Seating REC-1.3 Fund balance X 
Wharf Kiosk REC-1.2 Fund balance . X 
Wharf Maint. Bldg. Addition DEP-5.4 Fund balance X 



Appendix D 

SLIPS, MOORINGS AND PERMITS 

Revised 6/2/92 

20' 12 

25' 243 
~ 

28' Jb.l 
30' _(_2.1 

EXHIBIT NO. 11 
128 

35' 220 
APPLICATION NO. 

40' 73 

43' LCP Amend. 2-95 30 

45' City Santa Barbara lB 

50' 14 

51' 19 

60' 14 

End Ties (58'-108') 21 

Side Ties (varied l ... u.;ths) 25 

24 

Pish Ploat C ·----~) (4.) 2 

SUB-TOTAL - SLIPS IN 

Moorinqa 12 

Catamaran Beach 'NII, •• ,,d ~~~ (t ............... East) 60 

Skiff row --tts 
,.,::.;.;;... ... ::, •,:,.;:··. :·:·.:···::·, ,.:-::::: 

* Includes v~s~tors sl~ps held by tbe Harbormaster (# var~es). Does·not Jnclude 
commerc~al operator sl~ps: boat rentals, C.U.D.A~ lease, sportt~bJng/charters 
(Sea LandJng), s. B. routb Foundat~on, s. B. Drydock., lfar~pro, lfar~e lfuzmal 
Center, etc. 

Notes: 
l. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

A sl~p was mLsclassed as 30' when actually 28' (cont~g measurement 
made 6/2/92). 
Decreased by one sl~p. ll~smeasured a 28' sl~p (see above). 
( 1) 1 B' sJ.de t~e created J.n prev~ously unused corner 'of mar .ina 3. Ass~gned 
des~gnatJ.on of 3ST2. SJ.nce the rebuUdJ.ng of marJna 3, ttbe new dock. 
layout altered the or~gJnal des~gnatJ.ons. 
Broker sl~ps created from unused area (previously skiffs would tie there) 
o£ Fish Float 2. ~his done ef£ect~ve 9/1/90 by s. LewJ.s. 
~hJ.s sub-total d.i.f£ers from the prev~ou.s count due to 4 end tJ.es wJ.tb (2) 
accounts. 

D-1 
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40' 

10' 

10" ..... 
TOTAL, MAliNA 1 

SANTA BARBARA HARBOR 
Slips by Marina 
June 24, 1992 
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, ... 
EXHIBIT NO. 12 

121 

APPLICATION NO. 131 

LCP Amend. 2-95 73 

14 
City Santa Barbara 

14 

11 

AI 

::,;:;):;;;::::. :•, ': ;:,,;!;;'i:c: ; .:::',:':t; ·. :.=> .. , :, 
··:>:::c •.• :· :•, ;: .. ;"' 

= 

: 

• 
.;.;.;:, .. ;.;:;;.;:::: .. ,.,,,. __ , 

;::i:'::<;:g; '. .. 72 

•• • 
•• zo 
.... 11 ... ,.... 2 .... ,.... ' 
TOTAL. IININA 2 ,., 

:·'''. -.-~;;::;<:;-: ·:·:,., ,:,:,· ~~$~i~:r~ir&~:~rr.:~w~ 

a· %7 

21' . 111 ... ,.... I .. ,.... 10 

TOTAL. MAliNA I 201 

I·· ... ;::::: iii' ~ ··::.: .,,.,., ... 

•• 14 

43' . ao .,. 11 

wn. , .. ,.... 1 

TOTAL. MAliNA 4 . , . 
:.· ....... .• ''< .::.;:::·=:\:\ ::.:::":"::_ :·· .:.-:::: ): .... ;:;;;:;,;, ;.•.; :?~; :,:::::'t:;fi::;:):_,;:f,',:::::-~=~-: : ·' :,:,·:,:::.:-:-:;:;.;.;. .· .:::.;· ,. 

~i!'ltf\11 . ,. ... 
····' .,,_,,._, .. : . 'i ,,;.:·:·: .. -. . :··: .. ,>;:. . ...... ·" ·.:·--:.: ::,·· -:·. •'•. 

" .. ,... 7 

.......... 24 

, .......... 2 

TOTAL. MARINA 0 :a 

'HAMOR' .. TOTAL.·.,. :- :-.::;:·,:_,.: .. , ·: .. _._,:: 
'• .· .:-.::::;::;. •' : ):::- =;;;i•:::::(_ . ;)",:,:.': . ::tol4~t'' · :--;·:·:=~m::·,:(/;'i'ii',':::·''"'·''''·· ·•'· :· .. ,< 



EXHIBIT NO. 13 

AppendixE APPLICATION NO. 

1992 vs. 1982 HARBOR AREA USES LCP Amend. 2-95 

OCEAN DEPENDENT City Sant a Barbara 

1992Use Sq. Ft. ·1982 Use 

Name Bldg. Lease Change iD Use? Comments/Notes page 1 of 2 

City Offices/Maintenance 3,612 No • Harbormaster s office and Harbor 
maintenance shop 

Marine Mammal Center 2,500 - Nothing there before 1985 

Boatyard . 1.320 25.305 No 

SB Boat Rentals 8,721 No 

SB Drydock 2,964 No 

SB Sailing Club 7,425 No Dry boat storage yard 

SB Yacht Club 6,789 67,875 No !Some of th1s may be considered 
ocean related 

SB Youth Foundation 2,500 No 

Science Applic.IMaripro 11.()63 No 

Sea Landing . 1,000 20,857 No 

Seashells, catamarans, outriggen .. 4.500 No \ Storage on the beach 
Union Service Station 

.. 
4,456 No 

· UCSB Sailing Facility 5,100 No 

SUBTOTAL 12,721 163,266 

nc~o:A.N RF.LA,TED 

1992 Use Sq. Ft. 1982 Use 

I Name Bldg. Lease Change 1D Use? Comments/Notes 
Argonaut Y acbt Sales 572 No 

Private Office (author) 202 No Was law offices 
Carter's Sportfishing 729 No 

Classroom 782 Yes (to more ocean 
.. 

related use) Was law offices . 
Coast Chandlery 4,300 No Small addition 
Marine Surveyor 169 ' No . 
Marina Mail Center 156 Yes (still ocean rel.) Was Pacific States Seafood Office 
Oceanaire Elect. 520 No 

Offshore Support Services 338 No (same types of uses Was Educational Sailing Yacht 
"revious)y) Maintenance Co. 

Offshore Tanker Service 1,079 No Had 169 sf downstairs and 741 sf 
upstairs plus 338 sf for Metson 
Marine Alaska 

SB Abalone (processor) 600 Yes (still ocean rei.) Commercial Fishing Storage .. 
Emporium 936 Yes Was saiJmaker 
Seacoast Yacht Sales 521 No 

SB Sailmakers ' 936 No 

Transpac Marine 438 Yes (still ocean rei.) Was Comm. Fishing Storage 

E-1 continued ..... 
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I ... 992 UsE: 

Name 
USCG Auxiliary 

Underwarer Spons 

SUBTOTAL 

•*'" ~ 

~lUI~ 
., ' 

Name 

Breakwater Restaurant 

Brophy Bros Resrauranr 

" Galley Shop 

Harbor Market 

Minnow Cafe 

Shirts, Inc. 

Fish Market 

SUBTOTAL 

1992Use 

Name 
Naval Reserve Bldg. 

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL 

Ocean Dependent 

Ocean Related 

Visitor Serving 

Other 

TOTAL· 

Attachment E (cont.) 

19!12 vs.1982 HARBOR AREA USES 

... ,.. .. --2~~ RELATED (continued) 
Sq. Ft. - 1982Use 

Bldg. Lease Change iD Use? 

- -
86S 

13,143 0 
. 

.. 
V~ITUK S.t;K' 'lNG 

54l· 1'"1. ~Y~Use 

ISJdfl. Lease Change in Use?. 

1.390 1,849 No 

2,038 No 
\ 

S22 No 

676 No 

228 No 

480 Yes 

228 No 

5,.562 1,849 

OTHER USES 

Sq. Ft. 1982 Use 

Bids· Other Change in Use? 

17.500 No 

17.500 0 

Sq. Ft. 

Jllda. Other 

12,7%1 163,266 

13,143 0 

5,!62 1,849 .. 
17~ 0 

48,926 165,115 

E-2 

Exhibit #13 
page 2 of 2 

Comments/Notes 
Building burned down in August 
1992 

Comments/Notes 

Was John Dory Resrauranr; bad 
small addition 

Was Transpac Marine 

Comments/Notes 

. 

182vs92UsesJ 

•' 

-



EXHIBIT NO. 14 

APPLICATION NO. 
ORDINANCE NO. __ _ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA AMENDING THE 
MUNICIPAL CODE BY AMENDING SECTION 
28.70.030 PERTAINING TO THE HARBOR 
COMMERCIAL ZONE 

LCP Amend. 2-95 

City Santa Barbara 

page 1 of 3 

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. Section 28.70.030 of Chapter 28.70 of Title 28 of the Santa Barbara 

Municipal Code is amended to read as follows: 

28.70.030 Uses Permitted in the Harbor and Shoreline Area. 

In all areas of the Harbor Commercial Zone the following uses are pemlitted provided that 

such operations. manufacturing. processing or treatment of products are not obnoxious or offensive 

'by.reason of emission of odor, dust, gas, fumes, smoke, liquids, waste, noise, vibrations, 

~isturbances or other similar causes which may impose a hazard to life and property. Within the 

Harbor Commercial Zone the primary uses listed below shall be the predominant uses for the 

harbor and shoreline area. 

I. Primary harbor uses: 

2. 

. a. Marinas, boat moorings, marine service stations, boat yard/repair 

facilities and related activities. 

b. Marine-oriented government facilities. 

c. Seafood processing. 

d. Services necessary for conuuercial fishing activities, including such 

facilities as net repair ares, hoists and ice machines and storage areas. 

e. Other ocean-dependent uses as deemed appropriate by the Planning 

Commission. 

Secondary harbor uses: 



Exhibit #14 
page 2 of 3 

Proposed Amendment to HC Ordinance January 26, 1993 

a. Museums and other cultural displays relating to the ocean. ~ 
fRYSIYIRS QRQ eispl~·s SR&ll Ret 8K:S88Q §7j SE.lYBFil feet iR gress 

~eer area YR&:l swel:i liR=le as a ~peeilie Plan f.er tae 'Ware or S:Fea is 
RwieiN'iEI &Re ee£Qaee 8;' the ColtlfllissieR. 

b. Bait and tackle shops. 
c. Boat sales, storage, construction and/or repair. 
d. Diving gear. boat. surfing and other ocean-related equipment rental. 

e. Fast food restaurants, other restaurants, and restaurants with 

entertainment and meeting facilities used in conjunction with the 

restaurant. 
f. Marine equipment and accessories sales and/or repair. 

g. Marine storage. 
p. Marine surveyor. 
i. Offices of businesses or persons engages exclusively in ocean

related activities. Swell: effiaes sll:all Ret eJtseee l §QQ &EtW&M feet iR 

j. 

k. 
L 

m. 

. 
1f98& fleer area YRtil sw.ek aa as a Spseiie Plaa fer t.Be Hifeor 
BAJa is 11\'iliiWIQ QRQ eeraise ey lite CefRR\issiea. 

Public parlcing lots. 

Sail manufacturing and/or repair. 
Seafood sales and processing. 

Marine oriented specialty and gift shops. Swell shops sll:all Ret 

eitseea i7i &EtW&Ee feet ia grass fleer IRMl y&Qlswea ame as a 
Speeit:ie Pia fer tile Wareer na is reviewed aRe ee:Ait:iea ey tl:ie 
I"' •• 
v8RYI4i8SIOR• 

n. Stores which sell liquor, groceries and food which do not exceed 
2,500 square feet in gross floor area. 

o. Other ocean-related uses as deemed appropriate by the Planning 

Commission. 

3. Steams Wharf uses: 
a Art galleries. 
b. Bait and tackle shops. 

c. Boat sales, storage, construction and/or repair. 
d. · Diving gear, boat, surfing and other ocean-related equipment rental. 



Exhibit #14 
page 3 of 3 

Proposed Amendment to HC Ordinance January 26, 1993 

\ 

4. 

e. 

f. 

g. 
h. 
1. 

j. 

k. 
1. 

m. 
n. 
0. 

p. 

Fast food restaurants, other restaurants and restaurants with 

entertainment facilities used in conjunction with the restaurant. 

Marine equipment and accessories sales and/or repair. 

Marine service stations. 

Marine storage. 

Mruine surveyors. 

Museums and other cultural displays relating to the ocean. 

Offices of businesses or persons engages in ocean·related activities. 

Sail manufacturing and/or repair. 

Seafood sales and processing. 

Specialty and gift shops. 

Stores which sell liquor, groceries and food which do not exceed 

2,500 square feet in gross floor area. 

Other ocean-dependent, ocean-related and visitor-serving uses as 

deemed appropriate by the Planning Conm1ission. 

Hve Year Review of Uses l\RRY&l re\'iew ef Hses: 

Once ~veO' five {5) years from the date of adoption of this or,dinance,-easa. 

;'8QF;-the Board of Harbor Commissioners. shall review the extent and nature 

of the uses existing in the harbor and shoreline area of the HC Zone and 

make a reconunendation to the Planning Commission regarding the 

adequacy of ocean-dependent uses (Harbor primary uses) in relation to 

OQcean-related and visitor-serving uses (Harbor secondary uses) in order to 

assure that the harbor remains a working harbor. A review of the mix of 
uses may occur at any other time at the direction of the Board of Harbor 

Commissioners or Plannin2 Commission. Subseguent reviews shall be at 

five C5l year jnteaals thereafter. The Coastal Commission shall receive a 

copy of the recommendation and accompanying background materials 

associated with each review. (Ord. ____. 1993, Ord. 4428, 1986; Ord. 4170. 

1982.) 
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Exhibit 15 
page 2 of 4 

commercial fishing space to separate this use from the recreational 
boating area, and provide some limited space for additional &lips 
for both pleasure boaters and commercial fishermen. · 

This draft of the report does not address potential problems that 
the new easterly breakwater may cause, such as: 

(l} the emptying of Mission Creek into the Harbor, 

(2) the temporary interruption of the littoral drift of sand, 

(3) the impacting of the waterfront area's · already inadequate· 
infrastructure, 

{4) the arrangement of activities within the new Harbor/Wharf 
configuration, and 

(5) the community's acceptance of an expanded Harbor. 

In general, the existing plans and policies all state the problems 
confronting the Harbor/Wharf complex but none except the Harbor 
Committee Task.Force Report propose any realistic solutions more 
than the status quo. As mentioned above, the Harbor Committee Task 
Force Report does not address.the problems that may be created by 
their proposed solution . 

.IY:.,. HABBOR MASTER PLAN 

An action of Policy 7.2 of the 1981 LCP stated the following: 

The City shall develop a specific urban design/develop
ment plan for the Harbor/Wharf complex ... 

In 1989. the City initiated the preparation of the Harbor Master 
Plan that addresses land uses in the Harbor and Stearns Wbarf area 
throyqh the year 2002. puring the course of preparing the Harbor 
Master Elan,. a ·number- of-- public· hearings were held to solicit 
public input on proposed land uses within the study area. The 
Draft Harbor Master Plan was the subject of further hearings before 
the Harbor commission and Planning Commission ~before their 
recommending adoption of the Plan by the City Coung11. On Margh 
23. 1993, following an add1t10nal public hearing, the C1tv Counc11 
adopted the Harbor Master Plan. Th1s document 1s 1ncorporated 
here1n as Appendix F. Pol1cies 7. 2 and 7, 3 were also amended to 
reflegt the incorporation of the Harbor Master Plan 1nto the LCP. 

LCP POLICIES 
' . In order to address the issues identified in Section II of this 

chapter, to provide solutions to .existing plans and policies, and 
to conform with Coastal Act Policies 30220, 30224? 30234 and 30255, 
the following policies are proposed. 

3-95 .. · "". 
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Policy 7.1 

Exhibit 15 
page 3 of 4 

The Harbor/Wharf complex and its associated recreational facilities 
shall be considered as the highest priority land use in the 
waterfront area. 

Actions 

The waterfront area of the Harbor /Wharf complex shall be 
rezoned to insure that the Harbor/Wharf complex will be 
developed in a manner consistent with the policies of the 
Coastal Act regarding visitor-serving uses and ocean-dependent 
activities. The zoning classification for this complex shall 
specify principal permitted uses which are ocean-dependent and 
related to the maritime use of the Harbor and secondary 
permitted uses related to visitor-serving recreational 
activities. 

Policy 7.2 

Tbe land uses snd new development within the Hatbor and Stearns 
Wharf area shall be cOnsistent with the policies of the Harbor 
Master Plan. which addresses this area through the year 2002. and 
which is incorporated herein as Appendix F. 

Policy =hi 7.3 

The Harbor/Wharf complex shall be redesigned and restructured to 
proyide long term solutions for: 

(1) Protection of Harb9r/Wharf f~cilities from southeast storms; 
w1 

(2) Reduction of Harbor/Wharf shoalingT. 

Actions 

't'fte Sity sfte.ll aer;aelep a speeifie l:l!'eae Eieeiga/ee .. 'elepmeat 
plart fe!' tile IIal'ee!'IWfta!'f eempleH waiea will: 

Qontinue to explore the long term feasibility of proyidinq an 
easterlv breakwater or other protection from southeast ·storms 
which shall address the following; 

(1) Create a breakwater and such other structures as 
necessary to protect the harbor area,...l. 

( 2) Deliaeate leeatiefl ef nares!' ElepeAEieat iaeilities aaa 
'\:lees, 

' 
(3) Pre•.-iae aEieerttate eire'l:llaeiefl fer all meees ef 

. . ft. traaapertae1ea w1t 1ft eae \:ate:rfreflt, 

(4) P:E~e1.-:i:de · limited e~ft'aeeiea ef faeilit:i:ee fer eeta 

3-96 
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Exhibit 15 
page 4 of 4 

reereatieaal aad cemmercial beating, ~vita tae aeeds ef 
• , .t:. \... • \- • • • • cemmerc1:a.... :cl:Onl:ng :uel:ng g1:•,rea pr1:er1:ty; 

(-5- ,a) Relocate commercial fishing to the proposed easterly 
breakwater; 

( G} Iffi:prove aad ~··here necessary increase IIareer/Wharf 
facilities, o~ch as beat hoists, lauach ramps, ice 
macaiaes, and fuel statioas, 

(7) Establish a design theme fer seth the Harber aad Nharf 
structures •,.·hieh reflects a hioterie maritime oettiag fer 
the Wharf and a Hediterraneaa/IIispanie setting fer the 
Harber, 

(8) A EJUiet water sailiag aftEi reereatieft area shall be 
previEieEi west ef Stearfts Wharf. 

Pelie•t 7.3 

Coftoisteat ·,Jith availaele laad reoo1:1rees aftd eaYiroftmeatal 
eoaetraiats 1 additieaal opaee created within the restr'l:letureEi 
harbor shall ee utilised te. 

(1) Separate eeffimercial fishiag aad reereatioaal aeatiftg 
facilities; 

(4- ~) 

Provide additional but limited slip accommodations for 
both recreational and commercial boating, with the needs 
of commercial fishing bei~g given priority; 

Insure a visually 
environment 1 a·nd 

attractive, people oriented 

Pro31iEie a Maintain the quiet water apace ~ between the 
wharf and the existing marinas for open water recreation • 

. betiene 

DreEige West Deaeh parallel te the elEistiag sea • .. ·all · ao 
appropriate to create a q1:1iet water area. 

EHplere the peeoibilit;r ef ereatiftg an Aquatic Parle from the 
area deaigftated ao "quiet ~.·atern . 

Policy 7.4 

The Harbor/Wharf complex redesign and restructuring sna~~ be 
accomplished only after careful evaluation of th~ project's: 

(l) Conformance with all applicable local, State .and Federal laws 
( . and regulations; 

.,. 

(2) Consistency with all related Coastal Act policies; 

3-397 



--- -- ----------------------------------------, 

... 
' 

• 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

Planning Division ............................ 564-5470 
Housing & Redevelopment Division 564-5461 
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November 2, 1995 

Mr. Mark Capelli 
South Central Coast District 
California Coastal Commission 
89 So. California St. 
Ventura, CA 93001 

EXHIBIT NO. 16 

APPLICATION NO. 

LCP Amend. 2-95 

City Santa Barbara 

Pages 1-8 

RE: RESUBMITI' AL OF LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM AMENDMENT RELATING TO THE 
HARBOR MASTER PLAN 

Dear Mr. Capelli: 

Enclosed please f'md submittal materials for the application referenced above. As you recall, the 
Coastal Commission reviewed and certified the Harbor Master Plan (HMP) and related Local Coastal 
Plan (LCP) Amendment with minor changes in August 1994. Due to a variety of circumstances, the 
City was not able to acknowledge the Commission's changes within the required time period and the 
Commission's certification has expired. We understand that we must resubmit our previous materials 
and any additional materials that are relevant to our request. 

This letter includes the basis for our requested amendment to the Local Coastal Program, information 
about the Harbor Master Plan and a detailed description of the submittal documents. 

BACKGROUND 

The Coastal Act includes goals and policies that apply to coastal areas of California. including the 
Harbor and Steams Wharf portion of Santa Barbara's Waterfront. Policy 7.1 of the City of Santa 
Barbara's Local Coastal Plan (LCP) states: 

Policy 7.1 - Tlze Harbor/Wharf complex and its associated recreatiollal facilities shall be 
collSidered as the highest priority la11d use ill the waterjrolll area. 

Pursuant to the Coastal Act and this policy, the City's LCP·requires the preparation of a plan for the 
Harbor and Steams Wharf that will maintain the existing "working harbor" nature of the area. An 
action of Policy 7.2 states that: 

Policy 7.2 - The City shall develop a specific urban desiglfldevelopmellt plan for the 
Harbor/Wlrarf complex .... 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE HARBOR MASTER PLAN AND ASSOCIATED LCP AMENDMENTS 

1. Harbor Master Plan: 

The Harbor Master Plan was prepared specifically to implement Policies 7.1 and 7.2 of the 
City's Local Coastal Plan. The HMP addresses uses and activities in the Harbor and Stearns 
Wharf area of the City of Santa Barbara through the year 2004. The study area is approximately 
250 acres in size and is entirely within the Coastal Zone. The Plan outlines physical 
improvements in the study area as well as the location and scope of new and continuing uses and 
activities. Administrative procedures are also included to ensure that the balance and mix of uses 
in_ the area are appropriate. 

The goal of the Harbor Master Plan is as follows: 

Tlze Harbor shall be a working harbor with priority given to ocean dependent uses, such as 
commercial fishing and recreational boatil!g, for allu.sers and income groups. Steams 

Wharf shall consist of a mixture of visitor serving and ocean depe11de11t and ocean related 
uses. The Harbor-Steams Wharf area shall be developed and maimained as a resource for 
residellls of the community and visitors pursuant to these goals while recognizing the ueed 
for economic self-sufficiency of tire area. 

The Harbor Master Plan provides background information and policies relating to Cultural 
Resources, Fiscal Considerations, Ocean Dependent Activities, Public Services, Recreation, 
Shoreline Access, Visitor Serving Uses, Visual Resources and Water and Marine Environments. It 
includes administration, funding, phasing and implementation of the recommendations of the 
Plan through 2004. 

The Harbor Master Plan is included as Attachment 1 to this submittal. The City Council 
Resolution adopting the HMP and LCP Amendment is included as Attachment 2. 

2. LCP Text and Policy Amendments: 

Some of the text and several policies of the LCP are also proposed to be amended to incorporate 
the Harbor Master Plan into the LCP. These include: 

• The addition of text briefly explaining the background and process relating to the 
adoption of the Harbor Master Plan. This will be a new Section IV on page 3-95 in the 
"Ocean Dependent Activities" Section; 

• Policy 7.2 is amended to require that all development within the Harbor and Steams Wharf 
area through 2004 shall be consistent with the Harbor Master Plan, which is incorporated 
into the City's LCP as Appendix F; 

• Policy 7.3 is amended to refer to long term issues that still need to be addressed including 
the possibility of providing an easterly breakwater or other protection from southeast 
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sLorms. The possible future location of commercial fishing and recreational boating 
facilities is also addressed in this policy. 

The City Council Resolution adopting the Local Coastal Plan Amendment is included as 
Attachment 2. The proposed amendments to the LCP policies are outlined in the August 10, 
1995 Planning Commission staff report and September 5, 1995 Council Agenda Report that are 
included as Attachment 3. 

3. Harbor Commercial Zone Amendments: 

Lastly, the Harbor Commercial (HC) Zoning Ordinance is proposed to be amended to reflect the 
adoption of and recommendations in the Harbor Master Plan. When the HC Ordinance was 
adopted by the Coastal Commission in 1986, several restrictions on allowed uses were included in 
the ordinance. These restrictions on uses were to remain in effect until the Harbor Master Plan 
was adopted Now that the Plan has been adopted, we propose to remove these restrictions. 
Given the minimat amount of change in Harbor area uses over the last ten years (see Appendix E 
of the Plan), we also propose to change the annual review of uses to a review every five years, or 
more often if requested by the Planning Commission or Harbor Commission. The proposed 
amendments to the HC Ordinance are included in Attachment 5 (and as Appendix B in the 
HMP). 

4. Naval Reserve Building Issues 

While the Harbor Master Plan was being developed, the City of Santa Barbara was negotiating 
with the US Navy to acquire the Naval Reserve Building (NRB). This is the largest building in 
the Harbor and, by virtue of its size alone, it dominates the area. The building was built in 1940 
as a joint effort of the City, Navy and the Works Progress Administration. Most of the Navy's 
wartime improvements in the Harbor were returned to the City at the end of World War II. The 
Navy retained ownership of the Naval Reserve Building, however, and continued to use it over the 
years for Naval Reserve functions and training. In January 1995, the City officially acquired the 
building from the Navy. With this acquisition, all the buildings in the HMP study area are in the 
City's ownership. 

During the review of the HMP, beginning with the Needs Assessment in 1990, it became apparent 
that the Naval Reserve Building offered an opportunity to provide needed ocean·related and 
visitor serving uses without necessarily adding on to any building in the area. The Needs 
Assessment in 1990, the Draft and Administrative Final Harbor Master Plans (1992-1995) and a 
community meeting held in December 1994 all concluded that the following uses would be 
appropriate in the building: 

• Maritime museum 
Ocean related public offices 
Public meeting rooms and storage for non-profits ' 

• 
• 

II 
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The other possible use that has been discussed is providing a restaurant in the Naval Reserve 
Building. Early versions of the HMP assumed that the existing Breakwater Restaurant, a small, 
older building housing a coffee-shop style restaurant, would be demolished and a restaurant of 
approximately 4,500 sq. ft. would be provided in the NRB. There was considerable public 
interest in retaining the Breakwater Restaurant in its current location. In early 1993, the City 
Council determined that the Breakwater Restaurant should remain and a second new restaurant 
should be provided in the NRB. 

Initially, the new restaurant was to be 4,500 sq. ft. (3,500 sq. ft. interior and 1,000 sq. ft. 
exterior). Subsequent to the Coastal Commission's review of the HMP in August 1994, City staff 
began drafting a Request for Proposal (RPP) for an operator of the new restaurant in the NRB. 
In drafting the RFP, staff talked to several restauranteurs, all of whom felt that 4,500 sq. ft. in that 
location was not enough space for a viable restaurant. The consensus of the restauranteurs was 
that the new restaurant might need be as much as 7,500 sq. ft. to be financially viable. Staff is 
very concerned that the following actions be met in developing the Naval Reserve Building in 
general and the riew restaurant in particular: 

Action DEP-5.1 - 011ce the Naval Reserve Building is acquired and improved by the City, 
it shall be operated ill a self supporting manner. 

Actioll FIS-1.3 • Sufficiellt operating revenue from landside buildings and other uses and 
facilities shall be raised in the Harbor and Wharf areas to minimize increases in slip fees. 
Slips fees may be used only as the jitull balancing element of the Waterfront budget. 

Based on the input received, City staff believes that a restaurant of up to 7,500 sq. ft. will ensure 
that the Naval Reserve Building will be able to pay for itself and hopefully also generate addi
tional revenue to support ocean dependent uses that traditionally do not pay for themselves. 
The specifics of the restaurant operation, however, have yet to be worked out. The RFP for a 
restaurant operator will be sent out in mid-November and responses are due in January 1996. 
The RFP allows for the possibility of more than one restaurant within the maximum square 
footage allotted. It is also possible that the restaurant operator may choose to cater meals in the 
public meeting room. Given the prime location and the success of the Brophy Brother's 
Restaurant immediately to the south of this building, City staff believes that the restaurant will be 
an asset to the Harbor. 

Information relating to the review of the proposed NRB uses is included in Attachment 12. 

5. Priority to Ocean Dependent Uses 

One of the biggest challenges in drafting the Harbor Master Plan was the need to balance the 
demand for ocean dependent, ocean related and visitor serving uses. Early on it was recognized 
that not all needs could be met within the 250 acre study area. Ocean dependent uses have been 
and will continue to be a priority in this area. The following ocean dependent facilities either 
currently exist or are proposed in the Harbor Master Plan: 
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Existing: 

• Navy Pier 
• 1,000+ slips 
• Accommodation Dock 
• Boat Launch Ramp 
• Sailing Rentals/Oasses 
• Dive and Fishing Trips 

Proposed: 

• 55 new commercial/recreational slips 
• Priority to commercial fishermen for 50+ new slips 
• Expand dry boat storage 
• Addition of !l Small Boat Quiet Area/sand trap 
• Accommodation Dock for charter operators and for short term tie ups 
• Protection of the existing surfing area 
• More parking. including short term parking, near the Marinas 

Exhibit 16 
page 5 of 8 

• New leases must meet the test that priority uses are provided before visitor serving uses are 
considered. 

• Coast Guard and Harbor Patrol relocated to rock groin 
• Less congestion around the Navy Pier 

We believe the HMP provides for priority ocean dependent and ocean related uses while 
providing for a reasonable amount of revenue generating visitor serving uses. 

SUBMITrAL DOCUMENTS 

1. Harbor Master Plan and Resolution of the City Counell Approving the Harbor Master Plan 
(Attachments 1 and 2): 

Resolution No. 95-132 was adopted by the City Council on September 5, 1995. This resolution 
includes environmental findings and LCP consistency findings relating to the adoption of the 
Harbor Master Plan and an amendment to the LCP incorporating the HMP as an Appendix to the 
LCP. The Harbor Master Plan Administrative Final #4, dated October 1995, incorporates all the 
changes requested by the Coastal Commission in their August 1994 review, as well as several 
changes requested by the City as descnbed in this letter. 

Since the HMP was last reviewed by the Coastal Commission, the Planning Commission and 
Architectural Board of Review spent a considerable amount of time discussing the proposed 
Design Guidelines (Appendix 1 of the HMP). The two groups unanimously approved the 
Guidelines in October 1995 and have agreed to add photographs at some future date to further 
explain the concepts embodied in the Guidelines. 
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2. Local Coastal Plan Amendment and Resolution of the City Council Approving the Local 
Coastal Plan Amendment (Attachments 2 and 3): 

Resolution No. 93-142 was adopted by the City Council on November 16, 1993. It includes 
environmental findings, LCP consistency findings and a statement that, if approved by the 
Coastal Commission, the amendment will take effect immediately. 

3. Ordinance of the City Council Adopting Amendments to the Harbor Commercial Zone 
Ordinance (Attachment 5): 

Ordinance 4808 was adopted by the City Council on March 30, 1993. It includes amendments 
to the Harbor Commercial Ordinance consistent with the Harbor Master Plan recommendations. 

4. Formal Public Review and Participation (Attachments 5 • 11): 

a. Public Heanngs before the Planning Commission, Harbor Commission and City Council: 

" The Harbor Master Plan was developed with considerable public input. Six documents 
were prepared with public input taken on all six. Those documents were: Phase I 
Background Report, Phase ll Alternatives Report, Phase III Draft Harbor Master Plan and 
Harbor Master Plan (Administrative Final #1, 2 and 3). There were a total of fifteen public 
hearings held on the Plan by the Planning Commission, Harbor Commission and/or City 
Council. There were also four hearings held on environmental issues before the City's 
Environmental Review Committee. A list of people who spoke at the Planning 

Commission, Harbor Commission and/or City Council public hearings and. those who 
submitted letters is included as Attachment 5. The minutes from the public hearings are 
included as Attachment 6. Included in Attachment 6 is an Implementation Chan for the 
Harbor Master Plan that was reviewed at the May 19, 1994 Harbor Commission meeting. 
The staff reports prepared for the Harbor and/or Planning Commissions are included as 
Attachment 7. The City Council staff reports (called .. Council Agenda Reports'') are 
included as Attachment 8. 

In addition, the Harbor Master Plan planning process began with a "Needs Assessment," 
whereby people who live, work and recreate in the Harbor and Wharf area were interviewed 
to get their perspectives on needed changes and improvements in the area. Most of the 
needs suggested during the Needs Assessment process have been incorporated into the 
Harbor Master Plan. A list of persons contacted during that process are listed in Section 
Xll of the HMP. 

b. Public Hearings before the Environmental Review Committee: 

The Harbor Master Plan was reviewed on four different occasions by the City's 
Environmental Review committee. The minute~ from those meetings, which include a list 
of all the participants and speakers at the hearing, are included as Attachment 9. 

\ 
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c. Notices of Public Hearings on the Harbor Master Plan: 
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The notices for all the public hearings held on the HMP are included as Attachment 10. 

d. Availability of Documents: 

A total of about 900 copies of Harbor Master Plan related documents was printed and 
distributed at no cost to the public or agencies. These documents were: 

• Phase I Background Report (March 1990) 
• Phase II Alternatives Report (October 1990) 
• Draft Harbor Master Plan (July 8, 1992) 
• Administrative Final Harbor Master Plan #1 (January 12, 1993), #2 (March 23, 1993) 

and #3 (June 1995). 

Administrative Final HMP #4 (dated October 1995) is included with this submit~l. Copies 
of this document, which is very similar to the oth~ Administrative Final HMPs, are 
available for public review. 

In addition to the required display ads that advertised each of the public hearings (a 
minimum of ten days before the hearings), a mailing list with over 200 names was 
maintained with notices sent to those interested parties. This mailing list, and the list used 
for distribution of Harbor Commission agendas, is included in Attachment 11. Notice of 
availability of the LCP Amendment was given on July 5, 1995, over six weeks prior to final 
action by the City Council on September 5, 1995. 

5. Naval Reserve Building Infonnation (Attachment 12): 

There have been numerous meetings held in the last year relating to the best mix of uses for the 
Naval Reserve Building. Attachment 12 includes a summary report from a community meeting 
held December 12, 1994 where the uses now proposed in the NRB were supported by the 100+ 
people that attended the meeting. Information relating to the City's ad hoc Design Review Sub
Committee as well as a City Council appointed Overview Committee is also included in this 

attachment. 

6. Negative Declaration and Addendum (Attachment 13): 

The Administrative Final #4 Harbor Master Plan is enclosed. This document reflects the changes 
made by the Coastal Commission in August 1994 .as well as City Council amendm~nts approved . 
on September 5, 1995. Appendix G of the HMP includes the Negative Declaration and 
Addendum that was adopted by the City Council in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 
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PUBLIC ACCESS COMPONENT 
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Administrative Regulation § l3552(b) requires, where applicable, the submittal of a readily identifiable 
Public Access Component as set forth in§ 13512. 

One of the major goals in preparing the Harbor Master Plan was to preserve and enhance public access 

to the Harbor and Stearns Wharf area. This was factored into the circulation plan which accounts for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, roller skaters and shuttles, as well as automobiles. Parking was carefully 

considered to ensure that there would be adequate parking at all but one occasion during the summer 
(July 4th weekend). A comprehensive traffic and parking study of the Waterfront will be initiated 
upon completion of major circulation improvements in the Waterfront or by December 31, 1998, 
whichever is earlier. Improvements to Harbor Way are proposed to improve vehicular and pedestrian 

circulation in that busy area. Pedestrian access throughout the area is proposed to be improved. 
Construction will generally occur in non-Summer months to avoid impeding access to the shoreline 

area. 

RELATIONSHIP OF AMENDMENT TO OrnER SECTIONS OF THE LCP 

Administrative Regulation §13552 (c) requires a discussion of the LCP Amendment's relationship to 
and effect on other sections of the certified LCP. Section 13552 (d) also requires review of the 
proposed Amendment as compared to the City's LCP. 

The Harbor Master Plan includes a thorough discussion of the Harbor Master Plan's relationship to the 
LCP and other City policies (see Section IX, Policy Consistency Analysis). As the Harbor Master Plan 

is an implementation measure of the LCP. consistency with relevant Coastal Act and LCP policies was 
the basis upon which the Plan was developed. Additional discussion of this is included in the Planning 
Commission, Harbor Commission and City Council Staff Reports that are included as Attachments 7 
and 8. 

This concludes our submittal request. If you have any questions, please call Jan Hubbell at (805) 564-
5470 or me at (805) 564-5503. 

Sincerely. 

David D. Davis 
Community Development Director ect Planner 

cc: Peter K. Wilson, Acting City Waterfront Director 

Attachments: See attached list. 

[CCCHMPSubmittallli:2/9Sl 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Coastal Act includes goals and policies that apply.to coastal areas of California, including the 
Harbor and Steams Wharf portion of Santa Barbara's Waterfront. The Coastal Act policies strive to 
ensure that everyone has access to the coast and activities that must be located near the ocean have 
priority over other uses. Pursuant to the Coastal Act, the City of Santa Barbara's Local Coastal Plan 
(LCP) requires the preparation of a plan for the Harbor and Stearns Wharf that will maintain the 
existing "working harbor" nature of the area. The goals of the Harbor Master Plan are to provide for 
primacy ocean dependent uses, such as commercial fishing and recreation boating, and for secondacy 
uses such as ocean related and visitor serving uses. Existing City policy also requires that the area be 
fiscally self supporting. The Harbor Master Plan covers the ten year period from 1995 through 

2004. 

The development of the Harbor Master Plan included four phases: Phase I, Background and Needs 
Assessment Report; Phase II, Alternatives Report; and Phase III, development of the Draft Harbor 

Master Plan and environmental assessment. This document, the Draft Harbor Master Plan, 
represents the third phase of the process. The fourth and final phase, the public review and hearing 
process, began once the Draft Harbor Master Plan was released publicly in July, 1992. Public 
hearings were held before the Planning and Harbor Commissions from August through November, 
1992, with a hearing held before the City Council in Januacy, 1993. 

The Draft Harbor Master Plan includes updated information from the first two reports and goals, 
policies and actions as follows: 

BACKGROUND 

The study area encompasses about 252 acres in the Harbor and Steams Wharf area. About two
thirds of the area is water and one-third is land. Steams Wharf, the oldest working wooden wharf in 
California, was built by John Peck Stearns in 1867 to facilitate the transfer of cargo and people from 
ships to shore. In 1925, the State conveyed the Tidelands and the Harbor area to the City to be held 
in trust for certain priority uses and purposes. In 1926, Max Fleischmann offered the City $200,000 
toward the construction of a harbor if the City would match the amount. A detached breakwater was 
completed in 1928 with a extension to shore constructed in 1930. Sand accretion began immediately 
with Leadbetter Beach and the current Harbor Commercial areas being created within seven years 
after the Breakwater was completed. 

Planning policies and documents that relate to the study area include the Coastal Act, Local Coastal 
Plan, the General Plan and Harbor Lease Policies. All ofthese give priority to ocean dependent uses 
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such as commercial fishing and recreational boating in the Harbor area Numerous technical studies 
have been done over the years relating to the appropriate uses in the area, sand accretion and 
protection frOm storm damage. Commercial fishing has been an important component in the Harbor 
for over sixty years with the Harbor being the biggest port in the state for sea urchins. 

EXISTING USES 

There are a total of 1,064 slips in the Harbor th~t are subject to slip permits, with about 19% used by 
commercial fishermen and 81% by recreational boaters and others. The number of visiting boats 
varies with an average of70 boats per day from 1986 to 1992. The commercial area includes nine 
major buildings, all of which are in City ownership. The Naval Reserve Building is owned by the 
Navy but, pursuant to negotiations that are ongoing in 1992 and 1993, is assumed to be owned by 
the City for the purposes of this Plan. While the Harbor area is a mixture of ocean dependent, ocean 
related and visitor serving uses, the Wharf primarily has visitor serving commercial uses including· 
restaurants, a fish market, bait and tackle store and limited office space. 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

This section of the report discusses the six major issue areas that relate to the Harbor Master Plan: 
Fiscal Considerations; Ocean Dependent Activities and Recreation; Shoreline Access, Locating New 
Development and Public Services; Visitor Serving Uses; Visual Resources; and Water and Marine 
Environments. Much of this assessment is based on interviews with people who use the area on a 
regular basis and previous studies that have been done in the study area. 

In terms of Fiscal Considerations, the area must be· self supporting while providing for ocean 
dependent, ocean related and visitor serving uses. The discussion of Ocean Dependent Activities and 
Recreation concludes that there is limited water area and land area available within the study area and 
not all of the items identified will be able to be accommodated. The need for more slips, a quiet 
water area for small boats, improvements to the Harbor entrance an~ additional parking were a few · · 
of the more important needs identified. In terms of Shoreline Access, Locating New Development 
and Public Services, improvements are needed to accommodate vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists and 
other people using the study area. The study area is very popular with visitors and locals, and the 
Visitor Serving Uses discussion supports the need to maintain the ambiance of the Harbor and Wharf 
which in turn attracts people to the area. The need to establish architectural themes and develop 
design guidelines are important Visual Resource issues. Finally, in terms of Water and Marine 
Environments, the City's efforts to promote good water quality in the Harbor needs to continue. 
Continued dredging of the Harbor is also very important to keep the Harbor open for commercial 
fishing, recreational boating and other boating uses, as well as to replenish downcoast beaches. 
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PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

This section of the report addresses the following planning and environmental issues: 

Dredging, Storm Damage and Storm Protection·· Dredging of the Santa Barbara Harbor is 
necessary to maintain its viability and to replenish beaches. Storms in the past have caused sand 
accretion which has closed the Harbor, resulting in lost revenue to fishermen and merchants that use 
the area. The City and Army Corps of Engineers are studying_ the possibility of the. City owning and 

operating a dredge with a final report due in 1993. 

Traffic and Circulation· Existing traffic levels in the Waterfront are acceptable with the 
exception of the Castillo St./Montecito St. intersection during Friday and Sunday peak hours. The 
Harbor Master Plan recommendations are expected to add from 40 to 42 peak hour trips, which 
would result in a significant impact at that one intersection. The recommendations of the Harbor 
Master Plan include a commitment to participate in a Waterfront traffic and parking study that will 
address and recommend solutions to areawide problems to avoid significant traffic impacts. An 
action has also been included requiring that all necessary intersection improvements be completed 

·before the major Harbor Commercial area recommendations are implemented. 

Parking - Parking is an important issue in the Waterfront in general and near the Harbor in 
particular. The perception is that there is not enough parking close to the Harbor. While the Harbor 
Lot may be full on weekends, there is usually an adequate supply of parking nearby at the Leadbetter 
and La Playa Parking Lots. Approximately 50 spaces are expected to be added through restriping the 
Harbor Parking Lot and another 50 to 75 new spaces are possible to the west of Harbor Way. 
Additionally, short term parking will be provided near all four marinas to make to make it easier to 
load and unload vessels. The improved entrance at Harbor Way and improved signage 
recommended in the Plan will help guide people to the available parking. The peak parking demand 
associated with the recommendations of the Plan is 177 spaces assuming no conjunctive use of 
parking spaces (i.e., assuming that people come to the Harbor for only one reason, whereas 
realistically most people come for more than one reason). Given the parking supply in the vicinity of 
the Harbor and Wharf and the proposed addition and location of new parking, the parking demand 
increase associated with implementation of the Harbor Master Plan can be accommodated; 

Public Services- The retrofitting and conservation that have occurred over the last five years in 
the Harbor and Wharf area, coupled with additional retrofitting that is possible, result in a net savings 
of water with the implementation of the Harbor Master Plan. The public sewer system, drainage and 
fire flow are also adequate. Improvements to drainage in the Harbor will be accomplished as 
individual projects are implemented. 

Harbor Water Quality- Harbor Water Quality has been found to be exemplary by the County's 
Environmental Health Department and efforts will continue to maintain that high standard. 
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Aesthetics aod Desigo • The Wharf has a Coastal Marine architectural style whereas the Harbor 
has a mix of styles. The long term goal is for the Harbor to be the Santa Barbara regional style of 
architecture which has a Mediterranean influence, but to respect the architectural diversity in the area. 
Draft Design Guidelines are included in Appendix I of the report These guidelines address 

·. architectural design, landscaping, street furniture, lighting and signage. 

Cultural Resources • The study area includes both archaeological and historic resources that must 
be considered in the design of several of the recommendations of the Plan. The Naval Reserve 
Building is the largest building in the area and the most significant architecturally. In 1995, the 
building was designated a Historical Landmark by the City Council A Phase ll Architectural 
History Report has been completed to address the proposed improvements to the building which 
were found to be insignificant. The existing seawall that runs along the Breakwater and the two 
pylons near the Harbor Parking Lot kiosk are also significant and should not be changed. Most of 
the recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan can be implemented without impacting 
archaeological resources. Mitigation measures are identified and incorporated into an action of the 
Plan to avoid impacts. 

FISCAL ISSUES 

The Waterfront Department budget is organized into three major elements: Harbor, Stearns Wharf 

and Waterfront Parking. Revenues total over $7 million in FY 1992-93 and are derived equally from 
fees and charges and leases. Salaries and benefits comprise the largest single expenditure compo
nent of the budget, with transfers, capital and material expenditures making up most of the 
remainder. A conscious effort is being made as a part of this Plan to diversify the revenue base and 
create more revenue from landside activities to reduce reliance on revenues from ocean dependent 
activities such as slip fees. Excluding funds for dredging, storm damage repair and implementation 
of the Harbor Master Plan, the ten year financial forecast shows that the budget should remain 
balanced. Some or all of the funding for .these important items could come from the Federal 
government (dredging), the Harbor Preservation Fund (storm damage repair) and the various 
recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan will finance other recommendations of the Plan. 

RECOMMENDED POLICIES OF THE DRAFI' HARBOR MASTER PLAN 

The Draft Harbor Master Plan Goals are as follows: 

The Harbor shall be a working harbor with priority given to ocean dependent uses, such 
as commercial fishing and recreational boating, for all users and income groups. Stearns 
Wharf shall consist of a mixture of visitor serving and ocean dependent and ocean related 
uses. The Harbor-Stearns Wharf area shall be developed and maintained as a resource 
for residents of the cotmnunity and visitors pursuant to these goals while recogni:ing the 
need for economic self sufficiency of the area. 
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These goals are followed by policies and actions addressing the major coastal issues that are relevant 

in the Harbor Master Plan study area: 

Culiural Resources - This policy and its actions provide for appropriate archaeological and 

historic structures studies prior to undertaking developments in culturally sensitive areas. 

Fiscal Considerations - These policies and actions recognize that adequate amounts of revenue 

must be raised to ensure viability of ocean dependent uses and economic self sufficiency of the area. 

Ocean Dependent Activities - These activities are the highest priority in coastal areas. The 
policies and actions provide facilities for commercial fishing, recreational boating, ocean oriented 

recreational activities, boat charters and tour operations and other ocean dependent uses. The policies 

and actions encourage ocean related facilities in order to support ocean dependent uses. 

Public Services - These policies and actions support the distribution of public facilities, including 

parking, throughout the study area to avoid overcrowding and overuse of the study area. All 

development projects must include public improvements if necessary to mitigate significant 

environmental effects. Alternate modes of transportation are also encouraged so that overall access to 

the study area is improved. Finally, water conservation, recycling, hazardous waste disposal and 

continued maintenance and upgrading of the sewer and drainage systems are priorities. 

Recreation- Recreation activities are encouraged throughout the study area, particularly lower cost 

recreational activities, such as the new Small Boat Quiet Area, the addition of some lawn area and 

recreational volleyball courts to West Beach, and passive recreation areas. 

Shoreline Access - These policies and actions promote the maintenance and enhancement of 

public access through the careful planning of the location, amount and timing of new development. 

Public access to the shoreline and along the coast Is also very important. A Waterfront traffic and 

parking study will be initiated within one year of adoption of the Plan to ensure access is adequate. 

Visitor Serving Uses- The policies state that visitor serving uses shall be subordinate to ocean 

dependent uses but shall be provided in adequate amounts to serve visitors to the area and to provide 

adequate revenue to support ocean dependent uses. 

Visual Resources- The visual policies and actions strive to protect and enhance coastal and scenic 
visual qualities. Design Guidelines are also an important recommendation of the Plan. 

Water and Marine E11vironments - These policies relate to maintaining and enhancing marine 

resources and continuing dredging to keep the Harbor open and to replenish downcoast beaches. 
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PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED IN THE HARBOR MASTER 
PLAN 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

Improvements to parking including the addition of between 50 and 125 parking spaces . 
Improvements to public access throughout the study area and a redesigned Harbor Way . 
City ownership of the Naval Reserve Building which will become the focal point of the Harbor 
including uses such as marine related public offices, a public meeting room, a maritime 
museum/exhibit area, a new restaurant, etc. 
Relocation of the Harbor Maintenance Shop to a new building in the Maintenance Yard . 
Possible demolition of Breakwater Restaurant with parking and open space added to that area . 
Improvements to the rock groin including relocating government boats and the Harbonnaster, 
adding a small deli and restrooms, etc . . .. . 

• Increased commercial fishing use of the Navy Pier assuming the Harbor Patrol and Coast 
Guard vessels are relocated to the rock groin. 

• Addition of approximately 50 slips within the existing Harbor." 
• Dredging West Beach to provide a Small Boat Quiet Water area/sand trap. 
• Extending the wye to the beach to provide secondary pedestrian, bicycle and emergency access 

to the Wharf; minor enhancements to the Wharf include restrooms, public seating, etc. 

PHASING OF MAJOR PROJECTS 

Phase I improvements that are expected to be completed during the 1995 to 1997 time period are: 

• Addition of 50 slips to Marina 1 
• Addition of parking 
• Harbor Way improvements 
• Naval Reserve Building 

Phase 2 (1998-2000) improvements are: 

• Second access to Wharf 
• Harbor Maintenance Facility 

Phase 3 (2001-2004) improvements are: 

• Reconfiguration of Rock Groin 

• 
• 

Relocation of Harbor Patrol and Coast Guard 
Addition of 5 slips to Navy Pier 
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POLICY CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

The Harbor Master Plan is potentially consistent with the Coastal Act, Local Coastal Plan, General 
Plan and Harbor Lease policies that pertain to the ~· The Plan provides for ocean dependent uses 
while recognizing that there is limited water and land area available within the study area and not all 
of the priority items can be accommodated. The Plan also recognizes that the cost of constructing 
facilities for these uses and ongoing maintenance will have to be considered, as well as the revenue 
generation aspects. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

The Harbor Master Plan will be administered by the Waterfront Department with reviews of the mix 
of uses as required by the Harbor Commercial Zoning Ordinance (SBMC Section 28.70.030.4). 
Possible funding sources for the recommendations of the Plan include current revenue, State loans, 
Federalfunding, bond financing and other sources. Most of the recommendations can be financed 
through current revenues, but some larger projects, such as the improvements to the rock groin, 

· would have to be funded through some outside source such as a State Loan. The purchase of the 
Naval Reserve Building has been achieved through refinancing of existing bonds. The relationship 
between the revenue from one recommendation offsetting the cost of another such as the revenue 
from the Breakwater Restaurant offsetting the costs to slip holders 
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II. INTRODUCTION 

Goals of the Harbor Master Plan 

One of the most important goals of the Coastal Act and the City of Santa Barbara's Local Coastal 
Plan (LCP) is to provide for ocean dependent uses, such as commercial fishing and recreational 
boating, in the coastal zone. The LCP requires that a plan be developed for the Harbor and Wharf 
area which meets this and other goals. The primary goal of the Harbor Master Plan is to have the 
Santa Barbara Harbor remain a "working harbor" while accommodating ocean dependent and ocean 

related uses and visitor serving recreational activities. Another important goal of the Plan is that the 
area remain self supporting, i.e. that revenues raised are sufficient to offset needed expenditures. 

The Harbor Master Plan addresses 252 acres of land and water area in the vicinity of the Harbor, 
West Beach and Stearns Wharf over a ten year period through 2002 (Figure 1 ). The Harbor Master 
_Plan is being developed in four phases under the direction of the Harbor Master Plan Overview 
Committee. This Committee is comprised of two Harbor Commissioners, two Planning 
Commissioners, the Waterfront Director, Community Development Director and staff from several 
City departments. 

Several studies have been prepared in the course of developing the Harbor Master Plan. This 
approach has been taken to ensure that the policies or actions recommended in the Plan will be: 1) 
geared to a identified need or shortcoming in the area; and 2) within environmental parameters so as 
to not create a draft Harbor Master Plan that has any impacts. 

The final Harbor Master Plan will not be a detailed blueprint of specific improvements in the Harbor 
and Wharf area, but it will be a comprehensive look at the area to ensure its continued viability. The . . . 
projects recommended in this Plan will go through the City1s development review process sometime 
during the ten years covered by the Harbor Master Plan. 

Harbor Master Plan Phase I "Background and Needs Assessment" Report 

The Phase I Report, titled "Background and Needs Assessment," was released in March, 1990. This 
report addressed the background, policies and history of the study area. The report included a 
summary of traffic, parking, water and fiscal issues that affect the area. The report concluded with a 
"Needs Assessment" Section which was an overview of what is needed in the area to have it better 
meet the goals of the Harbor Master Plan. Input for this phase of the report was received at a public 
hearing held in October, 1989 and from extensive interviews conducted with people who live, work 
and play in the Harbor and Wharf area. The Phase I Report ended with some preliminary alternatives 
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that were suggested to address the needs identified. Much of the background information contained 

in the Phase I Report is repeated and updated in this report. 

· Harbor Master Plan Phase II "Altematives" Report 

The Phase II Rep<)rt represents the second of four phases in the development of the Harbor Master 
Plan. Based on the Needs Assessment and preliminary alternatives discussed in the Phase I Report, 
this report developed and analyzed the alternatives that address the needs of the study area The 
alternatives or preliminary recommendations were analyzed for policy consistency. environmental 
and public service issues and their fiscal and economic implications. As with Phase I, the Phase II 
Report was released publicly and comments were received. Public input received on the Phase II 
Report has been considered in the development of the Draft Harbor Master Plan in the next phase of 
the process. 

Harbor Master Plan Phase lll "Draft Harbor Master Plan and Environmental 
Assessment" 

This current phase began with the development of technical studies which address the issues of 
traffic, circulation and parking. water. archaeology and historic structures. Next, an Initial Study or 
staff report was released that analyzed the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
alternatives or preliminary recommendations contained in the Phase II Report. At public hearings 
held on September 20, 1991 and in May and June, 1992, the Environmental Review Committee 
detennined that a Negative Declaration should be prepared on the Draft Harbor Master Plan. The 
mitigations of the Negative Declaration are included in the policies and actions of the Draft Harbor 
Master Plan to ensure that the Plan is environmentally sound and that significant environmental 
impacts will not occur when the recommendations of the Plan are implemented. 

The final Harbor Master Plan is intended to be a "stand alone" document, i.e. it will incorporate the 
relevant information from the Phase I and II Reports but those two reports will not be approved 
along with the Harbor Master Plan. Only the Draft Harbor Master Plan will be subject to hearings 
and the approval process. Therefore. there is a lot of repetition between the Draft Plan and the two 
previous reports, but there are several new sections as well. The most important section of the 
Harbor Master Plan is Section VI, .. Recommended Policies of the Draft Harbor Master Plan." This 
section modifies most of the preliminary recommendations from Phase II into policies and actions 
that comprise the Draft Harbor Master Plan. The Plan also includes an Implementation section that 
discusses the priority. timing and funding of the recommendations. 
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Harbor Master Plan Phase IV "Public Hearings and Adoption" 

The final phase in the development of the Harbor Master Plan included public hearings before the 
Harbor Commission, Planning Commission, City Council and California Coastal Commission. 
Changes required by the Coastal Commission have been incorporated into this Administrative Final 
Harbor Master Plan and must be accepted by the City Council. In addition, the City is requesting 
some changes to the policies and actions that will need to be approved by the Coastal Commission. 

Once the Harbor Master Plan is adopted, the recommendations will be implemented based 9n their 
priority. timing and funding availability. Each improvement will still have to be designed and studied 
further, and will be submitted for development review approval pursuant to the adopted Harbor 
Master Plan. Public hearings will also be held prior to implementation of major components of the 
Plan. 
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III. BACKGROUND 

The Santa Barbara Harbor is the only sheltered harbor on the West Coast between Port San 
Luis, 100 miles to the north, and Ventura, 27 miles to the southeast. The Channel Islands lie 
approximately 25 miles off the coast with some boat service provided from the Harbor. The 
Harbor has over 1,000 boat slips and it is considered a "working harbor" with a viable 
commercial fishing industry. Commercial recreational bOat use, including boat rentals and 
charters, recreational boating, and sailboarding are among the activities that occur in th~ Harbor. 
and Stearns Wharf area. 

A. STUDY AREA 

The Harbor Master Plan study area extends from the Harbor to Steams Wharf and includes all 
the land from Cabrillo Boulevard to the ocean within this area (see Figure 1)*. The.study area 
extends westerly to include the boat yard, some parking and the area near the Santa Barbara 
Yacht Club where boats are stored on the beach. On the east, the area includes the west end of 
Chase Palm Park, Salsipuedes Creek, as well as some of the open mooring area. In the Harbor 
area, the four marinas, the boat launch ramp, the rock groin, the breakwater and sand spit are 
all included. West Beach is in the center of the study area. All of the study area is in public 
ownership. Table 1 includes a detailed breakdown of the land and water area within the study 
area. 

B • HISTORY OF THE HARBOR AND STEARNS WHARF AREA 

The history of the Harbor and Steams Wharf area is very interesting as outlined below and 
summarized in Table 2. 

1 • Tidelands Trust for Santa Barbara 

The City of Santa Barbara first received "title" to the tidelands area in 1925. The State of 
California conveyed " ... all the right, title and interests of the state of California, ... in and 
to all tidelands and submerged lands (whether filled or unfilled), situated in or upon that 
portion of the Pacific Ocean known as the Santa Barbara Channel ... to be forever held by 
the City of Santa Barbara in trust for the uses and purposes and upon the express 
conditions ... " (Chapter 78 of the Statutes of 1925). The grant stated that the City must 

* - In the Phase I and II Reports, the study area also included Los Banos Pool and the Mission Creek outfall. 
These have been omitted from the study area because they are not in the jurisdiction Qf the Waterfront Dept. 
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I 
I Table 1 

I 
STUDY AREA STATISTICS 

(in acres) 

I 
AREA SUBTOTAL TOIAL 

AREAWIDE 

.I Water Area 167.2 

I 
Beaches 

West Beach 24.6 
East of Steams Wharf 18.8 

I 
West of Yacht Club 2.6 
Subtotal 46.0 

I 
Sidewalks and Landscaping 9.5 

Paved Areas (Public) 
Cabrillo Blvd. 10.1 

I cabrillo Bikeway 1.0 
Parking and Drives ..l1J_ 
Subtotal 23.2 

I Areawide Total 245.9 

I HARBOR AREA* 

Building Coverage 1.1 

I Boatyard 1.1 
Navy (Paving and Open Area JU_ 

I Harbor Area Total 2.4 

STEARNS WHARF 

I Building Coverage 0.5 
Parking and Circulation ..ll.. 

I Stearns WharfTotal 3.8 

I STUDY AREA TOTAL 252.1 

I • - Includes Harbor Commercial area, rock groin and boat launch ramp area. 
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1872 
1925 
1927 
1928 
1930 

1935 

Table 2 
MAJOR EVENTS IN THE IDSTORY OF 
THE HARBOR AND STEARNS WHARF 

Stearns Wharf built 
Tidelands granted to Santa Barbara from the state 
Detached breakwater to provide a mooring area for small boats constructed 
Littoral sand transport problems begin and beaches downcoast begin to erode 
Breakwater is extended 600' to shore; Sand is immediately impounded on die· updrift 
side of the Harbor creating Leadbetter Beach and the Harbor Commercial area; 1st East 
Beach Revetment is constructed 
The River and Harbor Act resulted in the flrst dredging for a cost not to exceed $30,000 
per year 

1937 Sand deposited within the Harbor and sand spit formed; Sand spit fully dredged every 1 
to 2 years over next 15 or so years 

1938 Leadbetter Beach fully accreted 
1952 Studies conducted on the sand spit, dredging practice and beaches 
1955 The City requested that they be responsible for Harbor dredging 
1956 The hydraulic dredge "La Reina" is purchased and operated by the City 
1957 Marina 1 constructed of floating docks, a change from previous moorings 
1959 Slips added to Marina 1; New round of erosion studies indicated 
1960 Marinas 3 and 4 and launch ramp constructed; Breakwater grouted 
1963 Major storms and damage to Marinas 3 and 4; Sand spit breached; 350 foot 

groin extension 
1966 Slips added to Marina 1 
1967 Marina 2 constructed; Army Corps of Engineers' plan to shelter Harbor by 

building easterly breakwater defeated in an election by 2 to 1 vote 
1970 Federal government started to maintain and dredge the Harbor entrance channel using 

"La Reina" ; Private contractor awarded contract 2 yrs later 
1972 Proposition 20 (Save Our Coast) passes in California 
1973 Sand spit eroded during SE stonn which cau~ damage to Marinas 3 and 4; Timber 

bulkhead constructed on sand spit; Major flre closes Stearns Wharf 
1975 Breakwater repaired; Marina 1 reconstructed with new slips added 
1976 Requirement for coastal cities and counties to prepare Local Coastal Programs passes 
1978 SE storm waves damage Harbor and sand spiteroded and collapsed 
1981 Steams Wharf reopened; Land Use Plan portion of Local Coastal Program adopted 
1983 Major storm eroded sand spit, damaged timber bulkhead and marinas and 

Harbor channel blocked for 6 weeks; Leadbetter Beach eroded with damage to 
buildings, picnic and parking areas; Steams Wharf damaged; Rubble-mound 
breakwater constructed on sand spit to repair timber breakwater 

1985 Marinas 3 and 4 reconstructed; 240' sand spit breakwater extension constructed 
1987 Harbor groin repaired 
1991 Draft Army Corps/City study recommends Federal purchase of dredge for City 
1992 City and Navy agree on purchase of Naval Reserve Center; CG Auxiliary bums down 
1994 City acquires Naval Reserve Building 

Sources: Adapted from Walker, 1987, Army Corps of Engineers and other sources 
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use the tidelands exclusively for Harbor activities, wharves, piers and other structures 
"necessary or convenient for the promotion of commerce and navigation and fisheries.'' 

In 1937 the State amended the grant to expand the tidelands area and to expressively 
pemrit "public parks, parkways, highways or playgrounds." The construction of an 
athletic field and stadium for "Santa Barbara State College" (now Santa Barbara City 
College) were. authorized by this grant amendment. The grant was amended again in 
1940 to allow the.United States Government to use existing structures within the 
Tidelands as a naval reserve armory at which point the Naval Reserve Center was 
conveyed to the U.S. Navy. In 1975 the grant was amended for the last time to allowed 
more expanded use categories consistent with tidelands grants to other coastal cities. 

The grant reflects the concept of the "public trust doctrine" where the City has fee simple 
title to the tidelands in perpetuity subject to the superior rights of the people of the State of 
California. The City has the responsibility to hold, manage, use and preserve the 
tidelands "in trust" for the general public in strict accordance with the terms of the grant. 
The City cannot sell or convey outright any portion of the tidelands to a third party. The 
grant also requires that any revenue raised in the tidelands area can only be spent in that 
same area. 

2 . Histoa of Stearns Wharf 

Up until the 1870s, Santa Barbara was virtually cut off from the outside world by its 
natural barriers of the ocean and the mountains. In 1867, John Peck Stearns moved to 
Santa Barbara and opened a lumberyard at the foot of State Street. Mr. Stearns noted that 
the town needed a long wharf so that ocean ships could tie up at low tide. In 1872, with 
the financial backing of Colonel William Welles Hollister, Stearns completed the Wharf 
and Santa Barbara's isolation from the outside world was over. 

The Wharf has endured since 1872, making it the oldest working wooden wharf in Calif
ornia. It is 2,300 feet long and has an area of 3.8 acres supported by 2,307 pilings. 
There are currently seventeen businesses on the Wharf including three restaurants, a 
shellfish market, a bait and tackle shop, tourist oriented shops, a Channel Islands exhibit 
hall and a marine museum. 

In 1878, a Chinese junk crashed into the Wharf during a severe storm, destroying 1,000 
feet of decking. Before this damage could be repaired, the first tornado in the City's 
history struck on New Year's Eve, causing even more damage to the Wharf. In 1887, 
due to the heavy and regular tread of two hundred Civil War veterans, the Wharf almost 
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collapsed which would have thrown 3,000 people into the ocean. That same year marked 
the arrival of the railroad into Santa Barbara. signaling the decline of ship traffic. 

In response to the arrival of the railroad, J. P. Stearns built a 1,450 foot wye onto the 
Wharf to carry a railroad spur so that lumber could be quickly transferred from ships onto 
flat cars. The wye proved too expensive to maintain and, after being battered by more 
than a decade of storms, was abandoned. A small portion of the wye remains today. 
housing the Sea Center marine museum and the Nature Conservancy exhibit hall. . , . 

In 1921, the Wharf narrowly escaped destruction by fire. The 600 room Potter Hotel 
burned down and a 50 mile/hour gale sent sparks which ignited the pilings on the Wharf 
and~. trees along West Beach. 

In 1973, the famed Harbor Restaurant was destroyed by a spectacular pre-dawn fire, 
closing the Wharf. The Wharf was reopened eight years later. The Wharf was rebuilt 
with approximately the same building area that had existed previously (28.410 sq. ft.) 
and the same number of parking spaces (126). There had been other proposals for 
considerable increases in commercial space on the Wharf, but they had been denied by 
the Coastal Commission during the 1970s. 

In February ,1983, the Santa Barbara area was hit by a "1 00 year stonn" which heavily 
damaged the Wharf and Harbor. Damage to the Wharf was estimated at over half a 
million dollars. In December, 1987, another fierce stonn struck and a derelict barge and 
fishing boat broke free from their moorings east of the Wharf and were hurled, along 
with their mooring balls, into the Wharf. About 30 pilings were knocked out, causing 
the Wharf to sag near the beach and closing the Wharf for one week. Damage was 
estimated at $100,000 to the Wharf and several hundred thousand dollars in lost revenue 
to the Wharf merchants. 

In June, 1986, a fire occurred on the shoreward finger of the Wharf. A fire caused by a 
damaged water pump caused heavy damage to the recently opened Sea Center as well as 
damaging the Wharf underpinnings and the Nature Conservancy Building. The two grey 
whale models exhibited in the Sea Center building were not damaged but the shoreward 
finger of the Wharf was closed for six months for repairs. 

In 1992, the Wharf is in good condition and produces revenue for the City in excess of 
$1.6 million annually. According to the UC Santa Barbara Department of Economics, in 
1988, of the nearly ten million visitors who come to Santa Barbara each year, 52% visit 
Steams Wharf, making it the number one visitor attraction in Santa Barbara. 
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3 • Histocy of the Harbor Area 

There had been interest in a harbor in Santa Barbara going back as far as 1850, but the 

federal government was not willing to fu~d one. In the early 1920s, interest in a harbor 

grew but money was still a problem. In 1926, Max Fleischmann offered the City 

$200,000 toward a harbor if the City would match the amount. Mr. Fleischmann 

apparently thought the City needed a harbor and he also wanted a safe haven for his 250 

foot yacht, the "Haida." Later that year a bond measure passed and construction began 

on a detached breakwater using rock quarried on Santa Cruz Island. Mr. Fleischmann 

had to contribute an additional $250,000 before the project was completed in 1928. 

As outlined in the "Dredging" discussion below, sand immediately began accreting in the 

Harbor once the breakwater was constructed. In hopes of solving the shoaling problem, 

the breakwater was extended to shore in 1930. Over the next seven years Leadbetter 

Beach and the current Harbor Commercial areas were created through sand accretion. 

The sand spit soon formed at the end of the breakwater while downcoast beaches were 

experiencing problems due to erosion. Lawsuits were filed against the City by both 

private owners and by beach resort hotel owners downcoast. 

Federal dredging in the Harbor was authorized in 1935 at an initial cost of $30,000 per 

year. In 1992, dredging of the navigation channel is coordinated by the Army Corps of 

Engineers at a cost of approximately $800,000 per year. Numerous studies, outlined 

later in this report, have been done over the years attempting to solve the various 

problems associated with storm damage and sand transport. Dredging of the Harbor is 

crucial for local Harbor users and for the replenishment of beaches downcoast. 

The Harbor has suffered considerable damage from storms in the past, particularly winter 

storms from the southeast. Major storm damage occurred in 1963, 1973, 1978 and 

1983. The 1983 storm damage was from several storms, including a "100 year storm." 

The sandspit was breached and sand filled the channel, closing the Harbor for six weeks. 

Half of Marinas 1 and 2 were severely damaged and Marinas 3 and 4 were heavily 

damaged. Total Harbor damages were about $3 million, and the loss to commercial 

fishermen and others who rely on the Harbor was in excess of one million dollars. 

The Corps of Engineers and the City of Santa Barbara are cosponsoring a study, sched

uled for completion in 1993, on the feasibility of buying a dredge for the City. The 

current funding of the dredging is decided annually in the federal budget and there is no 

guarantee that funding will be continued. This is a major concern given the cost of on

going dredging and the importance of dredging to the Harbor and. properties downcoast. 
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4 • Waterfrogt Departmegt and Relatiogsbjp to the City 

The Waterfront Department is one of ten City departments. The Waterfront Director is 
appointed by the City Administrator and be is responsible for the day to day operation of 
the Harbor and Waterfront Some of the Waterfront is maintained by other City 
departments, but the Waterfront Director and his staff have primary responsibility for the 
area which lies shoreward of Cabrillo Boulevard between East Beach on the east and 
Leadbetter Beach on the west. There are facilities within the Waterfront which are 
controlled by other departments of the City. 

Section 811 of the City Charter establishes the Board of Harbor Commissioners which 
has the power and the duty to advise the City Council on all matters pertaining to the 
Waterfront. This jurisdiction includes the Harbor, all of the tidelands and navigable 
water within the City limits, Steams Wharf and all the parldng lots and related structures 
and facilities along Cabrillo Boulevard and Shoreline Drive. All decisions affecting the 
Waterfront are ultimately the responsibility of the City Council based on input from their 
staff and appointees of various committees and commissions. 

The Community Development Department also plays an important role in the Waterfront. 
New development proposals or uses are reviewed by this department to determine if the 
Local Coastal Plan and other policies are being met. The Environmental Review 
Committee reviews projects to determine if environmental impacts will occur and, if so, 

·how those impacts can be mitigated. The Planning Commission reviews development 
proposals to determine whether a Coastal Development Permit should be issued. Some 
of the study area is in the permanent jurisdiction of the Coastal Commission and the City 
makes recommendations to that commission in those instances. The City's Architectural 
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Board of Review reviews all new deyelopment proposals relative to the appropriateness I 
of design in the study area. 

c. PLANNING POLICIES AND DOCUMENTS I 
There have been many documents written which address the Harbor and Steams Wharf area. 
The two most important ones are the Coastal Act and the City's Local Coastal Plan. These and 
other documents produced over the last twenty years that have a bearing on the study area are 
summarized below. This discussion addresses the zoning designations in the area as well as 
the El Pueblo Viejo (Landmark) District, Redevelopment Area and Coastal Zone in the vicinity 
of the study area as shown in Figure 2. 
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1 . Coastal Act 

Proposition 20, which promoted public access to oceanfront beaches throughout 
California, was adopted in 1972. That was followed in 1976 by the Coastal Act which 
mandated that Local Coastal Programs be prepared by all cities and counties within the 
coastal zone, including Santa Barbara. The Coastal Act included policies which pertain to 
and recognize the uniqueness of coastal areas. The policies give priority to "ocean 
dependent uses," which are dependent on the ocean and cannot be located elsewhere._ 
Examples of ocean dependent uses include commercial flshiilg, recreational boating and 
related activities such as boat launch ramps, fish hoists, etc. "Ocean related uses" are 
those that rely on the ocean but do not have to be located on or adjacent to the water, 
although that may be preferable. Examples of ocean related uses include bait and tackle 
shops, boat storage and offices for marine related businesses. These terms are defined 
further in the Glossary at the end of this report. 

Along with ocean related uses, the second highest priority use in the Coastal Act is ':'isitor 
serving uses, especially water oriented recreation. The Act allows for restaurants and · 
marine oriented gift shops within this category, but these facilities must not preclude the 
opportunity for the highest priority ocean dependent uses, particularly in the Harbor area. 

Public access is another high priority of the Coastal Act, including assuring that people 
can get to the coast on public streets and that sufficient parking is provided. The Act also 
encourages alternate modes of travel such as shuttles, buses, bicycles and walking to get 
to and along the coast. 

The policies referenced above are summarized in Table 3. All of the Coastal Act policies 
which relate to the study area are included in their entirety in Appendix A. 

2 • Local Coastal Plan 

The City's Local Coastal Plan (LCP) takes the policies of the Coastal Act that apply 
statewide and tailors them to Santa Barbara. The policies tend to be more specific, 
referencing particular types of activities or locations that are unique or important to the 
City. While all the LCP policies are important, there are two from the "Ocean Dependent 
Activities" section that are of particular relevance to this plan: 

POUCY7.1: 
"The Harbor!Who..rf complex and its associated recreational facilities sho..II be 

considered as the highest priority land use in the waterfront area. " 
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Table 3 
SUMMARY OF COASTAL ACT AND 
. LOCAL COASTAL PLAN POLICIES 

Ocean Dependent Activities and Recreation 

Priority shall be given to coastal dependent uses; facilities serving commercial fishing 
and recreational boating shall be protected and, where feasible, upgraded. 
Protect oceanfront areas suited for coastal and water-oriented recreation; increased recreational 
boating use of coastal waters shall be encouraged. · 
Low cost visitor serving and recreation uses shall be protected and encouraged .. 
The Harbor/Wharf area.and its associated recreational facilities are the highest priority land use 
in the Waterfront. 
Encourage shuttles and parking to meet recreational demands. 
Public facilities shall be distributed to avoid overcrowding and overuse of an area. 
The Harbor/Wharf area shall be redesigned and restmctured to protect the Harbor from 
southeast storms and to reduce Harbor shoaling. The redesign and restructuring shall 
be accomplished only after careful evaluation. 

Public Services 

Limit new or expanded services to that necessary and consistent with policies. Where limited 
capacity, reserve a portion for essential uses and recreation. 
Locate and develop new parking in larger multi-use facilities whenever feasible. 
Improve capacity at the Casti1lo/Shoreline/Cabrillo intersection. 
Encourage carpooling, bus use, etc. Develop a shuttle bus system if possible. 
Encourage safe pedestrian and bicycle movement throughout the area. 

Shoreline Access and Locating New Development 

Ocean dependent uses shall have priority over other developmems. 
Maximum access to be provided from the nearest public roadway to the ocean. New 
development shall not interfere with public access to the shoreline. 
The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to 
the coast. Public facilities, including parking, should be distributed to avoid overcrowding or 
overuse of a single area. 

Visitor Serving Uses 

Priority shall be given to visitor serving uses over private development. especially lower cost 
visitor serving uses. 

Visual Resources 

Protect, preserve and enhance coastal and scenic visual qualities. 
Screen all parking facilities from public view. 

Water and Marine Environments 

Marine resources shall be maintained and restored, including water quality. 
Revetments, groins and other necessary permitted construction shall minimize impacts on local 
shoreline sand supply. 
No permanent above-ground structures shall be permitted on the beach except facilities 
necessary for public health and safety in order to avoid the need for future protective devices 
that could impact sand movement and supply. · 
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POUCY7.2: 
'The Harbor/Wharf complex shall be redesigned and restructured to: 
( 1) Protect Harbor/Wharf facilities from southeast storms; 
(2) Reduce Harbor/Wharf shoaling; 

Actions: 

·"The City shall develop a .... design/development plan for the Harbor/Wharf.· · 
complex which will: 
( 1) Create a breakwater and such other structures as necessary to protect the 

Harbor area; 
(2J •. Delineate [the] location ofHarbordependentjacilities and uses; 
( 3) Provide adequate circulation for all modes of transportation within the 

Waterfront; .. 
( 4) Provide limited expansion of recreational and commercial boating, with the 

needs ojcotmnercialjishing being given priority; 
( 5) Relocate cotmnercial fishing to the proposed easterly breakwater; 
(6) Improve and where necessary increase jilcilities such as boat hoists, launch 

ramps, ice tnachines and fuel stations; 
(7) Establish a design theme for both the Harbor and Wharf structures .... ; 
(8) ··A quiet water sailing and recreation area shall be provided west of Stearns 

Wharf 

These two policies are the primary reason this plan is being prepared; the actions listed 
above summarize the major issues to be resolved. 

All of the LCP policies that specifically relate to the study area are included in Appendix 
A. These policies were adopted by the City and the Coastal Commission in 1981. 

3. Current ZoninK 
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Most of the study area is zoned Harbor Commercial including all the water and marinas, 
the Harbor commercial area and Steams Wharf. West Beach and the beach area to the I 
east of the Wharf are zoned Parks and Recreation or PR (see Figure 2). The zoning, 
LCP and General Plan designations are the same throughout the study area. I 
The Harbor Commercial (or HC) Zone addresses the uses allowed in the Harbor and on 

1 Stearns Wharf separately. The balance of uses between primary (or ocean dependent) 
and secondary (ocean related and visitor serving) in the Harbor area is of particular 
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importance. The HC zoning ordinance requires an annual review of uses in order to 
insure that the Harbor remains a working harbor, consistent with the purposes and intent 

of the HC Zone, the LCP and the Coastal Act. 

In the Harbor, primary or ocean dependent uses are listed in the HC zoning ordinance 
including marinas, boat moorings, marine oriented government agencies, boat yards and 

activities necessary to support commercial fishing. Secondary uses, which are ocean 
related and visitor serving uses, include bait and tackle shops, boat sales and storage, 
offices for ocean related businesses, restaurants and marine oriented specialty an~ gift 
shops. Steams Wharf uses are generally more tourist oriented and include art galleries, · 
bait and tackle shops, museums which relate to the ocean, fast food and other restaurants. 
A copy of the HC Zone is included in Appendix B. 

The Land Use Plan portion of the City's LCP was adopted in 1981. The zoning 

ordinance amendments, guidelines and other measures necessary to implement the LCP 
were reviewed and ultimately adopted by the Coastal Commission in 1986. The Coastal 
Commission, in reviewing the HC Zone, was very concerned about the need for a long 
term plan before any large project proceeded through the development review process. 
Their feeling was that the need to balance primary and secondary uses and ensure the 
long term viability of a working harbor was so important that nothing should prejudice 
tha{ goal. As the new Breakwater Restaurant had already filed for development review, it 
was permitted to proceed through the development review process. Within certain limits, 
the Coastal Commission also allowed small additions to museums, offices and gift shops 
to proceed before the plan was done. 

The Breakwater Restaurant project is still pending before the City Council. In early 
1988, Planning Staff recommended approval of the new 9,565 square foot restaurant, but 
it was denied by the Planning Commission. The project was appealed to the City 
Council, where three hearings were held before the project was sent back to the drawing 
board to be scaled down to no more than 6,000 sq. ft. The City Council also requested 
an economic analysis of the expanded restaurant. The project is still pending before the 
City Council and is discussed further later in this report (Sections VII and IX). 

4 . Cjty of Sapta Barbara Goals Report 

In April, 1971, the Citizen's General Plan Goals Committee produced a Goals Report 
which included a discussion of the Harbor and shoreline. There were three main goals 
relating to the study area, all of which were taken into consideration in the development 
of the Local Coastal Plan and Harbor Master Plan: 
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a. Prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan to guide development and use of the 
shoreline and water areas. The plan should investigate the feasibility of an 
inland marina, should detennine the best balance between interests of all 
Harbor users and should detennine the optimum balance between areas 
devoted to beaches, Harbor and parks; 

b. Provide a Harbor, Whart beach and ocean related environment for the entir~ 
community; and 

c. Establish and enforce a water quality standard designed to preserve the 
ecology of Harbor and shoreline waters and control all fonris of water 
pollution. 

S • Shoreline Master Plan 

This July, 1976 study identified the four main problems in the Harbor area as: 

a. Downcoast littoral drift of sand which continually necessitates dredging; 
b. Protection of the Harbor from southeasterly stonns if the sand spit is 

removed; 
c. Demand for slip spaces far outnumbering the amount available; and 
d. Inadequate landside facilities provided to support the Harbor activities. 

The recommended solutions to these problems included building another harbor and 
associated storage areas elsewhere in the County. Many of the recommendations related 
directly to boats including dredging West Beach to create a small boat recreation area, 
reorganizing and expanding boat trailer parking, providing dry land boat storage and the 
boat yards. The plan suggests that the Coast Guard be relocated to the rock groin thereby 
freeing up space on the Navy Pier for other uses and that a floating dock be constructed 
for the Harbonnaster. The plan goes on to recommend the expansion of charter boat 
service, small boat rentals, whale watching trips, sailing classes. etc. In addition to the 
above, it also recommends expanded and improved parking facilities and greater use of 
West Beach by hotel and motel guests. The plan points out that a major issue in the 
planning for this area is the competing uses and what is the optimal balance between 
them. 

The Shoreline Master Plan was never discussed at a public hearing although the 
recommendations of the Plan were considered in the development of the Local Coastal 
Plan. 
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6 • Redevelopment Plan 

The City of Santa Barbara's Redevelopment area includes the Harbor and Stearns Wharf 

(see Figure 2). The Central City Redevelopment Plan, adopted in 1977, designates the 
entire Harbor Master Plan study area as "Public Facilities -- Large Land Area Uses, 
Harbor Wharf and Related Commercial and Ocean Oriented Recreation Facilities." The 

policies of the plan relating to the Harbor are reflected in the land use designation quoted 

above. The policies relating to the Wharf focus on ·the need for revitalization as it had 

been closed for four years when the plan was adopted (see discussion on Stearns Wharf 

above). 

7 • El Pueblo Viejo Landmark Djstrjct 

The Historic Structures Ordinance (Santa Barbara Municipal Code Chapter 22.22) 

establishes the boundaries of and procedures for reviewing proposed projects within 
Landmark Districts. The intent of this ordinance is to ensure that projects proposed 

within the historic areas be compatible with the historic and aesthetic character of the 

City. The study area lies primarily south of the District's boundary which runs along 

Cabrillo Boulevard. Improvements associated with the proposed extension of the Stearns 

Wharf wye to shore and any improvements on the south side of West Cabrillo Boulevard 
starting 150 feet east of Bath Street may require Landmarks Committee review. The 

remainder of the improvements of the study area, including the Harbor and Stearns 
Wharf, are outside Landmark's jurisdiction. 

8 • Santa Barbara City ColleKe LooK RanKe Development Plan 

In 1985, SBCC adopted a Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) which is the facilities 

planning document for the completion of the campus. Amendments to the plan were 

approved by the Coastal Commission in 1988 and again in 1991. 

The LRDP includes a Land Use and Facilities Element which describes existing and 

proposed facilities including the addition of a 436 space parking structure on West 

Campus (completed in Summer, 1992), the net addition of about 74 spaces on East 

Campus and the deletion of the proposed parking structure in Pershing Park. There are 
other changes including the remodeling the existing Library, which has been replaced by 
a new structure on West Campus, into an Administrative Center. In most cases the 

changes involve the replacement of temporary buildings with permanent structures. 
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The Resources and Policy Element describes the natural and human resources of the 
Campus and sets forth policies and development standards consistent with the 
requirements of the Coastal Act. The plan also includes an Educational Program 
Direction Element and a Procedural Manual. 

9 • Santa Darbara Cjty Collcae .Jojnt Powers Aareement 

Santa Barbara City College and the City of Santa Barbara have a Joint Powers Agreem~nt 
governing the joint use of parking facilities near the Harbor and the College. The City 
and the College share the two La Playa parking lots (506 spaces), the Leadbetter Beach 
parking lots (a total of 494 spaces) and the Pershing Park lots (194 spaces). 

The College has the use of the parking lots from the third Monday in August to June 15th 
every year, exclusive of weekends and some holidays. The Joint Powers Agreement 
originally provided for City College use of the lots from September 1st each year, but the 
agreement was amended in Spring, 1992 to allow the additional weeks of use. This is a 
three year amendment to the agreement (through 1995) with the City receiving 
compensation for the students • use of the parking lots. 

The theory behind the joint use of the lots is that the public and student parking 
requirements are complementary. The students tend to park from 8:00 am to around 2:00 
pm on weekdays during the school year and the public use of the lots is heavier in the 
afternoons and during the summer. This agreement, which runs through 2037, will be 
discussed more fully in the Parking Section below. 

1 0. General Plan Update I Charter Sectjon 1508 

The City of Santa Barbara worked for over two years on a comprehensive update to the 
General Plan. Major decisions were made by the Council in April of 1989 regarding 
future nonresidential development in the City. In addition, a package of long term 
implementation strategies was endorsed which aimed at balancing the effects of a limited 
growth future with the needs of the community. The preparation of a Harbor Master Plan 
is one of those long term strategies. The decisions provide for a limited amount of new 
nonresidential construction over twenty (20) years. The concept behind the limitation on 
development is that there is only a small amount of capacity left in the City in terms of 
resources and those resources should go to projects which minimize impacts on the 
community and which provide some important benefits to the community. 
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The major recommendations of the General Plan Update were included in Measure E, an 
amendment to the City Charter which the City Council placed on the ballot in November 
of 1989. This ballot measure, which became Charter Section 1508, was approved by the 

voters. The measure incorporates the limitations on growth consistent with the General 
Plan Update decisions and standards for all future nonresidential development. Over the 
next twenty (20) years, a maximum of 3,000,000 square feet of nonresidential 
development may be constructed in the following categories: 

Approved Projects 
Pending Projects 
Vacant Property 

Small Additions 
Community Priorities · 

TOTAL 

900,000 sq. ft. 
700,000 sq. ft. 
500,000 sq. ft. 
600,000 sq. ft. 

300.000 SQ. ft. 

3,000,000 sq. ft. 

There -are several ways in which these ·growth decisions could affect the study area and 
the development options of the Harbor Master Plan. All requests for additional square 
footage in the City must be drawn from one of the categories listed above (minor 
additions of less than 1,000 square feet are exempt). All projects will be scrutinized 

before they are approved and all public projects will have to demonstrate a need for the 
use proposed before an approval is granted. The standards for approval include that the 
project will not have any significant and unavoidable traffic, water or housing impacts. 
Depending on the recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan, there are many options 
for development within the future growth limitations of Measure E. The recommen
dations of the Harbor Master Plan will be assessed in terms of consistency with the 
General Plan Update and Charter Section 1508 standards in the Policy Consistency 
Analysis Section of this report (Section IX). 

11 . General Plap Elemepts 

The Conservation, Open Space and Scenic Highways Elements of the General Plan were 
all adopted prior to the writing and adoption of the Local Coastal Plan. The policies of 
these elements, therefore, are embodied in the policies of the LCP. The Circulation 
Element was adopted in 1988, after the adoption of the LCP. A summary of the policies 
of each element that relate to the study area is given below with the full text of the policies 
included in Appendix C. 
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a. Conservation Element 

This element addresses marine resources and visual quality, among other issues. 

Relevant goals are: 

"Maintain, protect and enhance marine resources within the City boundaries." 

"The biotic resources of the Harbor shaU be maintained, so jar as possible within 
the framework of the LCP and other Harbor Restoration plans." 

11 Protect and enhance the scenic character of the City. 11 

b. Open Space Element 

The overall goal of this element is to protect the character of Santa Barbara by 
conserving and providing significant open and natural landforms in the community. 
The categories of open space include the ocean and the shoreline. In discussing the 
Harbor, the element notes that 11 

.... excessive development for one particular group 
of users could easily deprive the community as a whole of the shoreline as an open 
space." 

c. Scenic Highways Element 

Highway 154 is the only State of California designated scenic highway within the 
City of Santa Barbara. Cabrillo Boulevard. from Highway 101 to Castillo Street, is 
a potential scenic highway. This element describes the land use controls and 
planning standards that are necessacy to preserve the vistas along this coastal 
highway. 

d. Circulation Element 

Some of the policies of the Draft Circulation Element Update were adopted in early 
1988. This element is being revised in 1992 and 1993 to be consistent with the 
General Plan Update recommendations. The overall goals of the element are to 
develop an efficient street circulation system that is visually attractive and sensitive 
to environmental constraints while accommodating a reasonable amount of future 
traffic. Parking, pedestrians. bicycles and safety are also important considerations 
in the element. The relevant policies and actions from the Harbor Master Plan will 
be incorporated into the Draft Circulation Element Update. 
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The relevant goals and policies relating to aesthetics, transportation and parking are 
discussed in the "Planning Issues" Section below. (Sections VI Band C) 

The General Plan also includes the Land Use El~ment that was adopted in 1964. This element 
has been superseded by the LCP in the Coastal Zone, which includes all of the study area, so it 
is not reviewed in this _report. 

D. LEASE POLICIES 

This section discusses the lease policies and a study that pertain to the study area. A break-· 
down of all the leases is given in the following section (Existing Uses) with more detailed 
information presented in Appendix E (Harbor Area Existing Uses). 

1 • Harbor Lease ManaKement Study 

In 1984, the Harbor Lease Management Study was prepared by Tom Giordano for the 
Waterfront Department. The purpose of the study was to analyze the leases of the John 
Dory Building (now known as the Brophy Brother's Building), the Breakwater 
Restaurant and Coast Guard Building to determine the appropriateness of the present uses 
to the Harbor setting. Recommendations were included to optimize the use of the space 
prior to lease negotiations that were to follow within two years of the study. Suggestions 

for the John Dory Building were relatively minor although the recommendations for the 
Breakwater Restaurant and Coast Guard Building were more extensive. It was suggested 
that this area be razed and replaced with a new building complex which would become 
the Harbor's main visitor serving, income generating focal point. 

2 • Adopted Harbor Lease Policjes 

In 1984, the City Council adopted policies which relate to Harbor leases. These policies 
mandate that the Waterfront be self supporting. In addition, the State Tidelands Grant 
requires that all funds raised in the Tidelands be spent there. The Harbor Lease policies 
that relate specifically to leases are: 

"a. The primary goal of the leasing policy shall be to provide essential supplies 
and services to the boating public to include recreational boaters, commercial 
fishing, industrial shipping and the U.S. Coast Guard; 

b. The second goal shall be to raise optimum revenue to assist in the operation 
and maintenance of the Harbor to preclude all costs having to be borne by the 
boating public. However, this goal may be constraine(i by Goals 3, 4 and 5 
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[c,d and e), below; 
c. The third goal shall be to provide passive recreational opportunities and an 

aesthetic waterfront for the enjoyment of the general public; 
d. The fourth goal shall be to provide an opportunity for nonprofit marine 

oriented individuals, groups and associations to benefit from the physical 
plant of the Harbor as long as they pay the incremental cash cost of their 
operation, or the same rental as would be gained if the facilities devoted to 
their operation were leased to a higher priority goal junction; and 

e. A negative goal is the preclusion of any lease to an activity which provides 
supplies or services tending towards a carnival atmosphere, non-marine 
sports, non-marine oriented business offices, or public services which can 
equally be served outside of the Tidelands Area." 

The Waterfront Department staff negotiates leases with existing and prospective tenants, 
then makes individual recommendations to the Harbor Commission which in tum makes 
recommendations to the City Council. According to Waterfront staff; over the last ten 
years there has been little turnover in the types of uses in the Harbor area. although the 
lessees have changed. The staff is usually able to fill a space with a tenant that meets the 
five goals listed above and with a use that is either an ocean dependent. ocean related or 
visitor serving as required by the Local Coastal Plan and Coastal Act. 

3 • Stearns Wharf Lease Policjes 

While there are adopted policies guiding the Harbor area leases, there are not any policies 
which deal specifically with Steams Wharf. The uses listed in the Harbor Commercial 
Zone, which includes the Wharf, are ocean dependent, ocean related and visitor serving 
and the latter uses have dominated since the Wharf reopened in 1981. The LCP 

recognizes that the Wharf is primarily tourist oriented and it serves that purpose very 
well. 

E. BOAT SLIP POLICIES 

There are two boat slip issues, liveaboards and slip transfers, which have historically been 
controversial. Current policies and other information on these two issues is presented below. 

1 • Ljyeaboards 

To "liveaboard" is defined "to use or occupy a vessel for habitation, sleeping, cooking or 
eating on any four (4) nights during a seven (7) day period. The term does not include 

30 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

the vacation use of a vessel, as defined in Section 17 .18.090" (SBMC Section 
17 .04.045). In order to have a liveaboard permit, the applicant must be the registered 

owner of the vessel and it must be the app~cant's principal residence. In addition, the 

vessel must be equipped with a fully operational sanitation device which is suitable to 
prevent direct discharge of human waste into the Harbor. 

In 1992 there are about 100 liveaboard permits in the Harbor. In the past, there had been 
many more liveaboards than there are in 1992; some of whom lived on boats that were 
not navigable. In January of 1986, in response to-pressure from the State Lands 
Commission which has jurisdiction up to the mean high tide line, the City restricted the 
number of liveaboard pennits to 100. Existing permit holders were "grandfathered" and 

the reduction to 100 permits has been achieved through attrition. The State's action 
reflects their policy that residential use is not appropriate in the tidelands. 

The Harbonnaster maintains a waiting list for liveaboard pennits. In 1992, there are 35 

applications on file and each applicant must own a vessel in the Harbor and possess a slip 
permit. In 1992, the applicants pay a fee of $20 per year to remain on the waiting list. 

2 • Slip Transfers 

The slip transfer policy is essentially that if a boat in a slip is sold, then the slip may go 
with the boat to the new owner. Slips that are no longer needed are transferred to the 
next person on the slip waiting list. In 1992, the slip waiting list consists of about 122 

applicants while previously the list numbered in the hundreds. An initial fee of $50 
and a $40 fee every year thereafter is required. A majority (76 of 128 or 59%) of the slip 
applicants are requesting slips of 40 feet or less with the remainder requesting slips of 43 

feet or greater~ end ties and side ties. According to Waterfront staff, while there are not a 
great number of applicants for longer slips, throughout the West Coast slips in excess of 
43 feet are also in high demand. 

F. TECHNICAL STUDIES AND INFORMATION 

The Harbor area has been studied extensively since the first breakwater was built over sixty 
years ago. Given the ongoing problem of sand accretion and eroded beaches to the south, there 
have been many studies on how to have offshore sand bypass the Harbor and continue 
downcoast. The Harbor's vulnerability to southeastern stonns has also prompted studies and 
recommendations that offer protection from winter stonns. 
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The information available about dredging, stonn protection, the commercial fishing industry 
and other technical issues which affect the study area is summarized below. This infonnation 
does not reflect all that is available, but it is representative of the past and current situation 
relating to these issues. 

1. Dredl:iDif 

In 1928, a detached 1,800 foot breakwater was completed 600 feet off Point Castillo to 
provide a protected mooring basin for small bOats. The structure interrupted littoral 
transport of sand and shoaling occurred in the Harbor. In 1930, the breakwater was 
extended 600 feet to shore to solve the shoaling problem. Over the next seven years, the 
shoreline moved seaward approximately 1,000 feet to fonn Leadbetter Beach and the 
current Harbor Commercial area. The sand then migrated along the southern side of the 
breakwater to fonn a sand spit at the mouth of the Harbor. In addition to creating a 
navigation hazard, the accrual of sand resulted in erosion of beaches downcoast. 

West Beach has changed markedly in width over the years in response to dredging and 
stonn activity. The short concrete wall adjacent to the sidewalk on Cabrillo Boulevard 
was originally constructed as a seawall. Several people interviewed mentioned seeing 
waves against the wall in the past, indicating that West Beach, as we know it, has been 
virtually nonexistent in the past. West Beach has been dredged back to half the current 
width at least once during the 1980s. 

The River and Harbor Act of 1935 authorized Federal funds for dredging the Harbor. 
The estimated cost was $30,000 per year with the City and County responsible for any 
additional costs. In that first year, 202,000 cubic yards were dredged. The initial 
agreement between the City and County and the Federal Government was that the Harbor 
would be dredged at two year intervals and the dredged material would be deposited 
along downcoast beaches. 

During the 1940s and 50s, several studies were done which addressed the Harbor 
shoaling and downcoast erosion problems. In 1954, it was decided that some of the sand 
spit at the end of .the breakwater should remain to offer protection from southeastern 
storms. In 1955, the City requested that they be responsible for Harbor dredging and in 
1956 the hydraulic dredge "La Reina" was purchased and operated by the City. This 
dredge was operated by the City until 1972 when maintenance costs accelerated due to the 
age of the dredge. 

32 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

In 1963, severe winter storms breached the sand spit and damaged the recently 
constructed Marinas 3 and 4. A 350 foot extension of the breakwater was constructed in 
response to the storms and damage. Ten years later, after another major southeast storm, 

a timber bulkhead was constructed on the sand spit. The erosion of the sand spit during 

southeast storms, the shoaling of the Harbor and the penetration of waves into the Harbor 
continued to be a problem. 

In December, 1970, the Federal Government assumed responsibility for dredging the 

entrance channel leading into the Harbor. In 1972, a contract was awarded to a private 

contractor to dredge about 365,000 cubic yards of sand from the Harbor. The Army
Corps of Engineers' philosophy was to excavate a large quantity of sand in a short period 

of time once a year or less frequently if possible. A large sand trap was dredged to 

provide a means for collecting sand that would otherwise shoal the navigation channel 

and require more frequent dredging. Severe storms in 1973 resulted in major erosion to 

the sand spit and, while the City's dredge tried to restore the spit and therefore offer 
protection for the Harbor, extensive wave damage occurred in the Harbor. In retrospect, 

it appears that dredging of the sand trap resulted in major Harbor damage during the 

southeast storms of 1963, 1973 and 1978. 

While the Corps has responsibility for dredging the entrance channel, the City has 
responsibility for the rest of the Harbor. The City has periodically contracted to have 

maintenance dredging done in other areas in the Harbor. 

Through 1992, studies continue to recommend continued dredging of the Harbor to keep 

the Harbor open and to replenish downcoast beaches. The funding of dredging still relies· 
on the annual allocation of Federal funds, a situation that could change in any year. The 

Corps generally considers the profile of the Harbor, i.e. the uses occurring in the Harbor 
on an annual basis, in recommending that federal funds be used for dredging. 

The City and the Corps are cosponsoring a study on the feasibility of the City purchasing 
and operating a dredge. This would give the City the opportunity to dredge as frequently 

as necessary and wherever IS appropriate, depending on funding. As noted earlier and in 

the Fiscal Section of this report~ the Waterfront budget now and for the next ten years 

does not include funds for dredging. The 1992 costs for dredging are approximately 
$800,000. 

The frequency and amount of dredging from 1973 to 1990 are shown in Figure 3 with an 

average of 312,000 cubic yards per year dredged over that eighteen year period. 
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Dredging History 1973-1990 
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2. Studies Relatim~ to Sand Accretion. Wave Action and Storm Dama~:e 

There have been many studies done of the Harbor, most right after a major storm season 
such as 1983. Moffatt and Nichol, Engineers, from Long Beach, California, have 

conducted most of the recent studies as follows: 

"On the Penetration of Wave Energy into Santa Barbara Harbor"- This January, 
1984 report addressed how wave energy might be reduced in the Harbor, thus 
reducing the associated damage. The report recommended that the sand spit 
breakwater be extended approximately 300 feet, the rock groin near Marina 4 be 
extended approximately 200 feet, the main breakwater be grouted and that the sand 
spit be dredged on a more frequent basis to maintain the shape and depth of the spit. 

"Proposed Leadbetter Beach· Protection at Santa Barbara"- Leadbetter Beach was 

created once the original breakwater was extended to shore in 1930. During the 
1983 storms, the area sustained major damage to parking lots, picnic areas, some 
structures and loss of the beach. This January, 1984 study looked at proposed 
structures to protect the beach area including a 1,100 foot long rock revetment and a 
750 foot vertical bulkhead. None of these recommendations was implemented and 
most of the damage was repaired when the Leadbetter East Parking Lot was rebuilt 
in 1990. 

"Feasibility of Extending the Sand Spit Breakwater at Santa Barbara Harbor" - As a 
follow up to the January, 1984 wave energy report referenced above, this July, 
1984 report addressed the primary source of waves into the Harbor which is waves 
refracting around the end of the existing sand spit breakwater. The report 
addressed the feasibility of extending that breakwater to prevent or reduce wave 
energy entering the Harbor. A 240-Joot long rubble mound breakwater was 
recommended as well as dredging on a more continuous basis. The sand spit 
breakwater was extended 250 feet in 1985. 

"Feasibility of a City-Operated Dredging Program for Santa Barbara Harbor" - In 
September, 1984, this report was done to address the feasibility of the City owning 
and operating a dredge to maintain the Harbor, sand spit and navigation channel. 
The report pointed out that the Corps of Engineers' funding of dredging may be 
reduced or eliminated in the future. It also noted that the present dredging program 

does not adequately respond to the needs of the Harbor in terms of controlling the 
shape of the sand spit and in maintaining the appropriate depths in the mooring 

areas. The report recommends that the City pursue continued Federal funding of 
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I 
the dredging and, should that funding be discontinued, the City should consider I 
purchasing and operating a 12-inch hydraulic dredge. The latter recommendation is 
being studied by the City and Corps with the final report expected in 1993. I 

3 • Miscellaneous Reports Relatina to lmproyina and Expandina the 
Harbor I 

There have been several reports done that address expansion of the Harbor, some that I 
involve a modest expansion and some that are very ambitious. 

In Octo~r. 1961, the Army Corps of Engineers prepared the "Review Report for 
Navigation -- Santa Barbara Harbor" which found that the need exists for harbor facilities 
for light-draft vessels for co~ercial fishing, reCreational boating and party boat sport 
fishing. That report found that an economically feasibie small craft harbor could be 

provided to accommodate 2,700 boats while improving the method of sand by-passing 
and insuring the stability of downcoast beaches. This project would involve an extension 
of the existing breakwater, the addition of a 2,500 foot east breakwater and a 1,600 foot 
long detached breakwater between the two which would form a sand trap. 

In February, 1967, the "Preliminary Report on the Design and Feasibility Study of 
Interior Harbor Facilities for Santa Barbara Harbor Expansion" was released. This report 
refined the recommendations of the 1961 report. including recommending that the 
construction be phased. The first phase recommended moving the Harbormaster and 
Coast Guard to the existing rock groin (the "Bath Street Peninsula") which would be 
increased considerably in size. Phase Two would be the construction of the Anacapa 
Street Peninsula and the third phase included the construction of the East Breakwater and 
a Commercial Peninsula near East Beach. A bond measure to finance this project failed 
in 1969 on a 2 to 1 vote. The sentiment at that time was that the project was too large and 
oriented to boaters only, the Mission Creek outfall question was unresolved, too much 
beach area was devoted to parking and generally the aesthetics of the plan were a 

-problem. 

In August, 1972, City staff prepared the "Harbor Improvement Project" report with the 
assistance of the Mayor's Committee. The goals of the report were to determine needs 
and develop concepts for improvement relating to Harbor safety and redesign. The report 
recommends the enlargement of Marina 1. improving the rock groin to accommodate the · 
Harbormaster, Coast Guard and sportfishing facilities and conversion of the Navy Pier to 
"Fisherman's Wharf." Parking lot and landscaping improvements were also proposed. 
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These recommendations were considered in the drafting of the LCP. 

During 1985 and 1986, the Harbor Commission considered several options to modify 

and/or expand the number of slips in the Harbor. In 1985, the West Beach Marine 

Company, a boat rental business located in front of the Naval Reserve Building, was 
replaced by commercial diver's boats (called Cabrillo Landing). There had been a 

propos& to return the area to regular slips of greater length (approximately 500 linear feet 

increase but fewer slips). Around that same time, there was also a conceptual proposal 

to reconfigure Marinas 1, 2 and 3 to add additional slips. The increase in slips was to be 

provided primarily by adding slips to the end of some of the shorter fingers and by 
narrowing the area between the fingers of slips. This idea was reviewed in a work 

session with the Council and the Harbor Commission in October, 1986 and was not 

considered appropriate at that time. 

4 • Harbor Preservation Task Force Report 

The Harbor Preservation Task Force was created in the early 1980 by the Chamber of 

Commerce to address Harbor problems. Members of the Task Force included architects, 

engineers, representatives of businesses, the Yacht Club and fishermen. In addition to 

addressing the problems of southeast storms and sand accretion, as other reports had 

done, this report also looked at the demand for additional commercial and pleasure boat 

facilities. The recommendations of the Task Force are shown in Figure 4 and were as 

follows: 

a. Provide a fully enclosed and protected Harbor, including Steams Wharf, with 

a breakwater extension and a separate easterly breakwater; 

b. Control the sand dredging problem by providing a localized sand trap and 

dredge location for efficient sand bypass; 

c. Decentralize the major traffic generators by placing the commercial fishing 

fleet, boat repair facilities and launching ramp at the east end of the Harbor; 

Place the Harbormaster and Coast Guard in the center near the Harbor 

entrance; 

d. Clean up the Mission Creek and Central Drainage Channel [Salsipuedes 

Creek], improving the hydraulic characteristics of both; 

e. Add the potential of some additional boat slips should this be an objective of 
the City (approximately 400 additional slips were proposed); and 

f. Provide a quiet water area for youth boating activities and an aquatic park. 
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In response to this report and others preceding it, an action of Policy 7.2 of the LCP 

states: "Relocate commercial fishing to the proposed easterly breakwater." Policy 7.4 

states that the Harbor redesign shall be accomplished only after careful evaluation of the 

project's public service, environmental ~d fiscal impacts as well as community 

acceptance. This issue, which is beyond the scope of this study, will be discussed later 
in this report (Section VI A). 

5 • Recent Army Corps of EnKineers Studies 

The Army Corps of Engineers' "Reconnaissance Report for Santa Barbara Harbor, 
Restudy of a Deferred Project," was completed in March, 1988. This study investigated 

the feasibility of Federal improvements or modifications to the Harbor in order to 

improve navigation, reduce shoaling and maintenance dredging, reduce storm damage 

and expand the Harbor. The study included an economic analysis to determine whether 

there is Federal interest in the project based on its preliminary economic feasibility. 

About fifteen different alternatives were studied, including the easterly breakwater 

referenced in the previous section, groin extensions and purchase of a dredge. The report 

recommended that six of the alternatives proceed to the feasibility study phase: 

a. Purchase a dredge (Alternative #2); 

b. Steams Wharf Breakwater (Alternative #5); 

c. Alter channel dimensions (Alternative #8); 

d. Leadbetter groin with fixed sand bypass and dredging of West Beach 

(Alternative #9A); 

e. Leadbetter groin with dredging of West Beach (Alternative #9B); and 
f. Leadbetter revetment (Alternative #10). 

The easterly breakwater (Alternative #15), similar to that envisioned in the Harbor 

Preservation Task Force Report, was one of the alternatives studied by the Army Corps 

of Engineers. This alternative was not recommended for further study because its cost

benefit ratio was 0.643 and the Corps seeks a ratio of 1.0 or better. The report states that 

an easterly breakwater would have minimal effect on wave heights within the existing 

breakwater because of the gap between the new and old breakwater, but would 

significantly decrease wave heights near the Wharf. 

In August, 1988, the City and the Corps entered into an agreement for a three year 

"Feasibility Phase Study (Shoaling Study)." Of the six alternatives listed above that were 

recommended for further analysis, the study focuses on three: the purchase of a dredge, 

alteration of the channel dimensions and a groin with fixed sand bypass system. The 
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Stearns Wharf Breakwater, which would involve attaching a sheetpile bulkhead to the 
outer pilings of the Wharf, was not an acceptable solution to the City. The other 
Leadbetter options did not seem to address the major issues of the original reconnaissance 
study. This $400,000 study, which is being financed equally by the City and the Corps, 
was reviewed by the City Council in July, 1991 and is scheduled for completion in 1993. 

6 • Commercial Fishin& lgformatjop 

Commercial fishing has been an important component of the Harbor since it was built 
over sixty years ago. The Santa Barbara Channel and the Islands have been a rich sourc~ 
of fish and shellfish. According to the National Marine Fisheries Service, in 1984 Santa 
Barbara Harbor was ranked among the top 50 to 60 ports in the nation in terms of 
poundage and value, and it is sixth amop.g the 36 ports in California in recent years. 
There are some who believe that the channel has been "fished out" but the commercial 
fishing industry seems to be thriving in this area. Due in part to the increase in oil activity 
over the last decade, and its effect on commercial fishing, there is a considerable amount 
of information available about the fishing industry in this area. 

Santa Barbara Harbor is currently the biggest port in the state for urchins, with the catch 
totalling 6.5 million pounds in 1987 and 4.9 million pounds in 1988. The value of this 
catch alone to the fishermen was.$2.3 and $2.8 million respectively. The number of 

pounds of fish and shellfish caught and the value to fishermen for 1978 and 1988 is 
shown in Table 4. 

There appears to be a core group of fishermen that has worked out of this harbor for an· 
average of 15 to 20 years. These ftshermen have boats that are working several fisheries 
depending on the season and the market. The competition requires that the fishermen be 
as flexible as possible in terms of switching quickly from one fishery to another and 
having access to Harbor facilities when needed. 

The commercial fishermen here use a variety of methods to catch fish. Purse seining is 
employed to encircle a schOQl of fish in a net which is lifted onto the deck of the boat. 
This method is used to take anchovies, mackerel and bonita. Set and drift gill nets are 
used for white sea bass, thresher and angel sharks, swordfish (which is also harpooned) 
and halibut. Trawling or drag net fishing. where a net is pulled behind a boat, is done for 
halibut, ridgeback and ocean shrimp, sole, rockfish and spot prawn. Trolling involves 
towing lines behind a moving boat to catch salmon, albacore, bonito and occasionally 
barracuda. Stationary hook and line fishing for rockfish or rock cod also occurs. Trap 
fishermen catch lobster, rock, box and spider crabs and slime eels (also called hagfish). 
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Table 4 
COMMERCIAL FISH LANDING IN 

SANTA BARBARA HARBOR* 
1978 and 1988 

SPECIES POUNDS VALUE** 
1978 1988 1978 

Abalone 760,990 303,509 $893,363 
Bonito 1,199 2,270 319 
Butterfish l, 148 5,587 478 
Crab Claws n/a 120,691 n/a 
Crab, Rock/Spider 166,634 193,591 79,591 
Croaker 1,870 5,070 196 
Halibut 102,040 175,450 119,627 
Lobster 42,061 57,757 104,757 
Mackerel 17,637 1,260 1,306 
Prawn, Ridgeback 45,695 100.325 29,124 
Rockfish 1,446,768 731,806 355,930 
Salmon 9,160 8,951 20,394 
Sea Bass 24,457 47,998 28,158 
Sea Cucumber 1,413 156,825 714 
Sea Urchins 5,304,380 4,949,500 633,920 
Shark, Bonito 10,878 50,421 1,465 
Sharks, Other 509,548 23,139 52,923 
Sharks, Thresh/ Angel 205,492 264,731 59,609 
Shrimp, Pac. Ocean 4,937 2,804 7,600 
Sole 1,257,158 58.672 203,839 
Spot Prawn 55,133 25,732 81,787 
Swordfish 179,682 36,261 326,310 
Thorny head 2,082 500 423 
Tuna 2,830 10,806 1,417 
Miscellaneous 20,751 69,654 9,487 

TOTAL 10,173,943 7,403,310 $3,012,737 
nla - Not available. 

*-These numbers differ from those given in the Waterborne Commerce Repo1t Section 

because some fish landed in the S.B. Harbor are reported in Vemura, i.e. the reporting 

techniques of DFG and those for the Waterborne Commerce Reports are different. 

** - Value to fishermen. 

1988 

$1,035,826 
655 

2,851 
33,322 

174,034 
1,488 

378,556 
299,007 

193 
130,055 
357,951 

27,909 
94,984 
31,080 

2,755,160 
69,359 
13,024 

213,617 
1,476 

27,337 
100,077 
132,263 

100 
39,309 
35,087 

$5,9.54, 720 

Source: Depmtment of Fish and Game 
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In the Summer of 1989. many fishennen caught slime eels which are made into products 

1 such as purses, belts and wallets. Sea cucumbers, a delicacy in the Orient, are a 
significant fishery here. These are caught by drag fishing and by divers at the Channel 
Islands and along the coast. 

Commercial diving for urchins and abalone occurs mostly in the nearshore waters of the 
Channel Islands. There is a limited amount of aquafanning in this area, with abalone the 
prin'lary fish being grown commercially. 

Proposition 132, the gill net ban, was passed in late 1990. There is currently a variety of 
legal interpretation as to the extent of the ban and the issue is still unresolved. In any 
case, ~~re is an Alternate Gear Program at the state level which is looking at other types 
of fishing gear to keep fishennen' s options open. 

There are currently two fish processors in the study area, one in the Harbor and one on. 
the Wharf. When the City's Local Coastal Plan was written in 1980 there were seven 
processors in the Waterfront area. Commercial flshennen interviewed indicated that the 
variety of fish caught in this area and the relatively small catches per species, combined 
with the expense of doing business in Santa Barbara. forced most of the processors to 
leave the area. 

7. Recent Commercial Fishim: Reports apd Studies 

There have been several studies done locally and Statewide on the health of the 
commercial fishing industry. There have been other reports and studies done on the 
commercial fishing industry, but those discussed below are representative of the 
information available. 

In September. 1987, the County's Energy Division did a study entitled "An Assessment 
of the Needs of the Local Commercial Fishing Industry and a Plan to Mitigate Impacts 
from Increased Oil Development in the Santa Barbara Channel and Santa Maria Basin." 
·This study included interview results with commercial fishennen. fishing representatives 
and processors. Of the eight top project priorities, those that relate directly to the Harbor 
are a new ice machine, a net repair area and a fish hoist. The ice machine was installed 
on the Navy Pier on May 1, 1992. 

Another study is "An Assessment of Harbor Facility Needs and Improvements to Assist 
the Commercial Fishing Industry in San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara and Ventura 
Counties." This study.is part of the "Local Marine Fisheries Impact Program. Element2. 
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Vessel and Gear Staging and Repair Space Program" The State Coastal Conservancy 
sponsored an April, 1989 study which addressed the impacts of offshore oil and gas 
activities on the commercial fishing. The study included an assessment of the need and 
space for additional vessel and gear staging and repair facilities at six ports, including 
Santa Barbara. The important findings are: 

a. Lack of harbor space for slips, docking, unloading and vessel and gear 
storage and repair is adversely affecting commercial fishing operations, 
particularly in the Santa Barbara Harbor; . . 

b. Lack of gear storage space is a common problem for commercial fishermen. 
The loss of traditional fishing grounds and other impacts associated with 
offshore oil exploration and development have contributed to the need to 
diversify and the lack of storage space has hampered that need; 

c. Adequate berthing and docking facilities for fishermen must be available; 
d. High costs of operating and living in Santa Barbara, combined with 

overcrowded facilities have caused some Santa Barbara fishermen and 
processors to relocate to Ventura and Morro Bay; and 

e. Of the six ports studied, Santa Barbara is not one of the best for vessel haul
out, repair and dry storage. 

Santa Barbara is not mentioned in the priorities for the first year funding, although 
support is indicated during the second and third years for the location, leasing and 
improvement of space near the Harbor for a vessel and gear storage and repair facility. 

Since the study was completed, the boat launch ramp has been reconstructed which has 
improved the boat launch capabilities in the Harbor. Gear storage and dry storage are 
ongoing needs that are difficult to address in the limited space available in the Harbor. 

In March, 1990, the Coastal Conservancy leased 10,770 sq. ft. offYanonali and Garden 
Streets near US 101. The purpose of this lease is to provide gear storage areas to 
mitigate the impact of oil activities on commercial fishing. Seventeen large containers 
have been installed for equipment storage and eight boat trailer spaces will be available 
for fishermen. The storage area will be self managed by the fishermen and is expected to 
be improved with a graded base and an entrance and exit. The City Planning 
Commission approved the necessary permits in September, 1991. 

During early 1989, a questionnaire prepared by consultants working for the Coastal 
Conservancy, was mailed to active commercial fishermen in the tri-counties area. 
Almost half of the questionnaires went to Santa Barbara fishermen and the response rate 
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was very good overall (31% ). The purpose of the survey was to detail the fishermen's 
fishing experience, current facility needs and opinions on the future of local fisheries. 

-The results of the survey are still in draft fonn, but they indicate that storage space for 
gear is an important issue, as 72% of the respondents store their gear at home. Most 
fishermen felt that a dedicated area. close to if not at the Harbor, is of primary 
importance. The draft findings of the survey were similar to the five findings above. 

8. Waterborne Commerce Reports 

The Corps of Engineers requires that Waterborne Commerce Reports tie filed annually. 
These reports indicate the type and amount of commerce or commodities that go through 
a harbor or port. These reports are used by the Corps in deciding whether federal 
dredging funding, for example, is warranted. In 1989, the Corps required that 25 tons of 
commerce go through a harbor annually to qualify for federal funds for dredging. 

In calendar year 1988, a total of 30,326 tons of" commerce" was handled at Santa 
Barbara Harbor. The commerce includes fish and shellfish and considerable amounts of 

equipment of all kinds including gasoline, animal feed, and ice. In 1989, the amount of 
commerce increased slightly to 30,642 tons. In 1990, the tonnage decreased slightly to 
30,158 and it increased to 37,257 in 1991. The amount of fish and shellfish caught and 
handled through the Santa Barbara Harbor is detailed in the Commercial Fishing Section 
above. (Note: These figures differ from those given in Table 4, "Fish Landings and 
V aloe 1978 and 1988," as that information may not include catches from the Santa 
Barbara Channel that were taken to another port to land). 

9 • Mjssjop Creek Study 

In August, 1986, the Corps of Engineers completed the Mission Creek Study which was 
done with the assistance of a citizen's committee. The study addre~~d Mission Creek, · 
which poses a serious flood threat to the City, especially from Carrillo Street to the 
ocean. In 1992, the City and Corps are restudying the proposed Mission Creek 
improvements that had been approved six years earlier. The creek outfall, which was 
originally in the study area. has been removed from the Harbor Master Plan study area 
because it is not under the control of the Waterfront Department. 

1 0. Coastal Sapd Maoaaemcnt Plap/BEACON 

The Coastal Sand Management Plan was completed in July, 1989 for BEACON. the 
Beach Erosion Authority for Control Operations and Nourishment. BEACON is 
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comprised of representatives of the coastal cities and counties of Santa Barbara and 
Ventura as. well as other government representatives. The goals of the plan were to: 

a. Develop an understanding o~ the shoreline processes and a means to predict 
future changes; 

b. Develop a regionally-coordinated program to manage existing sand resources 
in an environmentally and economically sound manner; 

c. Identify and develop regionally-coordinated mitigation measures to prevent 
further damage; and 

d. Develop viable methods to fund needed studies and economically feasible 
mitigation measures. 

The management plan found that sand bypassing at the four harbors in the study area was 
crucial, particularly at Santa Barbara Harbor, to preserve the littoral sand supply 
downcoast. The plan also recommends that sand be "borrowed" from offshore sites and 
West Beach to replenish downcoast beaches. An Environmental Impact Report is being 
prepared in 1992 and funding is being pursued to finance the pilot program recommended 
in the study. 
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IV. EXISTING USES 

The following section summarizes the existing uses and activities, both on land and in the water, in 

the. Harbor and on Stearns Wharf. 

A. HARBOR AREA 

1. Water 

a. Slips 

There is a total of 1,064 slips in the Harbor that are subject to slip pennits and twelve 
moorings, for a total of 1,07 6. The number of slips can vary over time, however. 
depending on several factors. For example, the number of end and side ties changes 
depending on the length of these slips, i.e. a side tie could have two 25 foot vessels or 

one fifty foot boat. The Harbonnaster also keeps a varying number of slips for visitor 
use which affects the number of slips available to boat owners. The number of slips in 
1993 is shown in Table 5. 

Table 5 
NUMBER OF SLIPS BY 

LOCATION IN THE HARBOR· 1993 

Arm # of Slips 

Marina 1 530 
Marina2 187 
Marina3 201 
Marina4 115 
Fish Floats 24 
Side Ties ~ 

10TAL 1,064* 

* - Does not include 12 moorings near Marina l, UCSB and 

commercial operator's boats. 
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There are approximately sixty pennits for boats (mostly catamarans) stored on the beach 
to the west of the Yacht Club. There are open water moorings to the east of Steams 
Wharf with the number of vessels moored varying depending on the season. These 
moorings are available free of charge. A detailed breakdown of slips by length and 
location is given in Appendix D. 

Each slip space is provided with a storage dock box, a hose spigot and an electrical 
outlet. A narrow docking platform is shared with an adjacent berth. End and side ties 
do not have storage boxes or docking platforms and open water moorings have no 
amenities. Slips available to the public broken down by use are shown in Table 6. 

Commercial* 
Pleasure* 

TOTAL 

Table .6 

USE OF SLIPS • 1990 

Ngmber 

202 (19%) 

862 (81%) 

1,064 (100%) 

* Includes commercial fishing and commercial 

recreational boats (see Glossary for definitions). 

b. Commercial Leases Including Boats 

The number of slips listed in Table 5 does not include slips associated with leases that 
the City has with commercial charter operators and UC Santa Barbara. These leases are 
in the vicinity of the boat launch ramp and Rock Groin. Santa Barbara Sailing Center 
operates a sailing school, the largest one on the West Coast, boat rentals and a sailing 

club with 350 members. They have approximately 40 boats under their control 
including some that are in slips. UCSB has approximately twenty small boats that it 
uses for classes. Sea Landing is a large sportfishing business that offers fishing and 
diving trips, whale watching, charter trips to the Channel Islands and other excursions. 
In 1992, they operated the 65 foot ''Truth," the 75 foot "Conception," the 85 foot 
"Vision" and the 88 foot "Condor" for commercial passenger fishing and diving trips. 
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c. Fisherman's Floats and Cabrillo Landing 

Floating docks, called Fishennan's Floats or Fish Floats, are located near the Navy Pier. 
These are available to professional fishennen at reduced fees because of their proximity 
to the commercial fishing facilities and their inappropriateness for use by recreational 
boats. 

Cabrillo Landing is located in the northwestern comer of the Harbor near the Breakwater 
Restaurant. Harbor cruise boats and other commercial boats use the southern half of this 
dock; urchin divers use the north end of the dock. 

d. Visitor Slips 

Approximately 30 slips are held by the Harbonnaster for visitor use, although the 
number held specifically for visitors varies. Due to the temporary cruising status of 
numerous resident vessels, there are usually an additional60 or 70 slips available for 
visiting boats. Visiting boats can usually be accommodated during the winter months, 
but during peak summer months, all available visitor slips are full and additional visiting 
vessels moor in the open water east of Steams Wharf. The number of visiting boats 
varies with an average of 70 visiting boats per day from 1986 to 1992. 

e . Government Boats 

There are also government boats docked in the Harbor, including the 82 foot U.S. 
Coast Guard Cutter the •'Point Camden;'' and the City's four Harbor Patrol boats. 
SBCC also has a Boston Whaler in a slip in the Harbor. NOAA, the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration that oversees the Channel Islands National Marine 
Sanctuary, sponsors tours to the Channel Islands. The tours, co-sponsored by the 
City's Parks and Recreation Department, are operated by a concessionaire from Ventura. 
Passengers park at the Louise Lowry Davis Center in Downtown Santa Barbara and are 
shuttled to the Harbor for embarkation. 

f. Oil Industry Boats 

There are oil industry boats in the Harbor including the "Cyndy Tide," a fire fighting 
boat owned by Texaco. This boat is on call for offshore oil fire protection. The Clean 
Seas includes the vessel "Mr. Clean" and a large barge with supplies which is moored 
east of Steams Wharf. These boats use the Harbor to pick up fuel and provisions. 
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2 • Piers. Dock5 and Dadock facilities 

The Navy Pier is located in the middle of the Harbor between Marina 1 and Marinas 2, 3 and 
4. The City owns the pier and Union Oil has a lease for a fuel dock and floating platform at 
the seaward end of the pier. The fuel dock has space to service two vessels simultaneously 
and it also has a sewage pump-out station for vessels with sanitation holding tanks. The 82 
foot Coast Guard Cutter Point Camden is docked at this pier. 

The pier is used heavily by commercial fishermen all day and into the night. There are two 
1 ,000 pound hoists and a 6,000 pound stiff leg hoist on the pier. A new ice· machine, funded 
by the County's Fisheries Enhancement Fund, was placed on the north end of the pier on May 

· 1, 1992. The machine is able to manufacture and store ten tons of ice daily and is used by 
fishermen to ice down their boats prior to leaving the Harbor. 

The Accommodation Dock is located to the south of the Navy Pier. The Harbor Patrol boats 
are berthed at this dock. Boaters using the Travel Lift tie up at this dock to load and unload 
their boats and to tie up. Visiting boats come to this dock to check in with the Harbormaster 
before proceeding to their assigned visitor space or mooring. 

The Travel Lift Pier is a short pier that is used for launching and haul out of boats. Boaters 
also tie up at this pier to load, unload and rig their boats. The Santa Barbara Yacht Club's 
hoist, which is also used by Santa Barbara Sailing Club members, is located on this pier. 

Dcydock facilities are located on an end tie of Marina 1. The boatyard is located to the west of 
the Harbor Commercial area. The operator·provides boat repair service including a mobile rig 
for boat haul-out and he handles boat repair jobs. 

3. Shore 

a. Commercial area 

The Harbor Commercial area includes nine (9) buildings of vacying sizes and uses as 
outlined in Table 7. A tenth building, the Coast Guard Auxiliacy, burned down on 
August 25, 1992. This 1,875 sf building was primarily used for meetings of the Coast 
Guard Auxiliacy and recreational boating groups. 
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Table7 
HARBOR AREA BUILDINGS 

1992 
Building Name Address Size (st) Stories Owner Use 

Breakwater Restaurant 107 Harbor Way 1.472 I City Coffee shop. 
e-• 

Cabrillo Landing/ 119 Harbor Way 3,090 2 City Restaurant, yacht brokerage, fish market, 
Brophy Brothers tee·shirt shop and public restrooms. 

- -~ ----------------- ~- ------ -~----·- -------~- -

Coast Chandlery 132 Harbor Way 5,684 2 City Harbormaster's office and a chandlery. - ----

Launch Ramp 305 E. Cabrillo Bl. 250 1 City Convenience market. -------- ·-- ------ -- ---------------------- --

Marine Center 125 Harbor Way 4,954 2 City Yacht broker, leasing, marine surveying and off-
shore supply offices, Waterfront Dept & marine-
related public classroom, mail center, market, 
marine electronics sales & service firm, diving 
& boat maintenance co., marine specialty 

-----~----~- ---- ~--- ----. --- -- ·---- --- -~---

~~~gue ~-~~na~t !estrooms. 

Naval Reserve 113 Harbor Way 17,500 2 City Navy used this for 2 week-end drills/month; now 
recreational use & exercise classes. 

--- ---- ---·- ---- -----~-- -·--- -·-·----.. ----- -~-~------~----.--~------- ---------~ 

Old Coast Guard 117 Harbor Way 7,005 I City City maintenance shop, bait & tackle shop, fast 
food rest., abalone proc. co., marine hardware, 
diving store, sail maker & restaurant office. 

--------~--· ---------~-- . 1-· - -----------~--~--- ------~------

S B Yacht Club 130 Harbor Way 6,789 2 City Private, non-profit yacht club with private 

----- -----------· --~------

lp~kjng lot. 

U. S. Coast Guard Ill Harbor Way 5,062 2 City Office for Coast Guard. 
TOTAL 51,806 

• - In 1994, the Oty acquired the building from the Navy. 

Note: The Coast Guard Auxiliary Building, located at 109 Harbor Way, burned down on August 25, 1992. This one-story City owned building was 1,875 sf 
and was used for meetings of recreational boating groups anti the Coast Guard Auxiliary. 



Government uses in the Harbor Commercial area include the Harbonnaster's office, the 
Coast Guard building and the Naval Reserve Building. The Naval Reserve Building 
was originally owned by the City and was sold to the Navy for $1.00 during World War 

II. In 1994 the City purchased the building from the Navy. Commercial uses include 
about thirty marine oriented and visitor serving businesses. marine oriented offices, three 
restaurants, a small market and the mail center. The boatyard is located on the western 
side of this area and the Santa Barbara Yacht Club, including a private parking lot, is 
located to the south. There are also eight restrooms in the Harbor, some of which are 
open to the public. Some of the restrooms are for slipholders only and are accessible by 
keycard .. 

Business Activity Pennits are required for all commercial activities in the Harbor, 
including six passenger charter operations. Due to space and parking constraints. there 
are few new pennits being issued for new businesses and none for new or expanded 
charter companies. All commercial activity requires a City business license and 
insurance with the City named as additional insured. Commercial filming also occurs in 
the Harbor. Any filming is closely coordinated with the Harbonnaster and Waterfront's 
Business Division to avoid problems. Commercial still photography. demonstrations, 
aquatic activities and exhibits all require a fee to work or set up in the Harbor. 

There are also sixteen commercial and public organizations that have licenses to operate 
in the Harbor area. Examples of these include the Yacht Club's private boat hoist, six 
passenger Harbor tours and cruises and sailboard lessons and rentals. The Coast Guard 
has a license for a radio beacon that is located on the end of the Wharf. 

There are several nonprofit organizations tha~ operate or meet in the Harbor area 
including the Santa Barbara Sailing Club, Santa Barbara Seashells, Santa Barbara Youth 
Foundation and the Coast Guard Auxiliary. 

b. Breakwater 

The breakwater, running parallel to the ocean, features flags representing prominent 
organizations in Santa Barbara. The walkway is wide and offers views of the Harbor 
and the City. At certain tides and when there is a swell, the breakwater can be splashed 
by waves, much to the surprise of people strolling along it. During storms the waves are 

quite large and walking on the breakwater is dangerous. Silt is carried over and through 
the breakwater into the Harbor, requiring ongoing patching of the breakwater to reduce 
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the sand infiltration. The area along the south side of the sandspit is a recognized surfing 

spot during occasional strong swells usually during winter months. 

c • Boat Launch Ramp and Rock Groin 

The boat launch ramp was built in 1961 with four launching lanes and two floating 

docks. It is the only coastal public small boat launching ramp between Ventura and 

Morro Bay and an estimated 16,500 launchings per year take place there. In late 

February, 1990, the City received a Coastal Resource Enhancement Fund Grant to 

rehabilitate the ramp. The rehabilitation work, completed in April, 1991, included 

rebuilding the ramp and correcting the existing sharp drop off into deep water. The 

work has made it easier to maintain and use the ramp. 

The rock groin is located to the south of the launch ramp. It houses Sea Landing, a 

commercial recreational business, UCSB's sailing facility and the Marine Mammal 

Center where sick or injured marine mammals are cared for. 

d. - Los Banos Pool 

Los Baiios Pool dates back to the early days of the Harbor, when it was known as "the 

Plunge." The pool is administered by the City's Parks and Recreation Department and 

is used by Santa Barbara City College students as well as the community for swimming 

lessons, swim meets and lap swim. 

In early 1992, the pool was designated a Landmark Structure by the City Council. The 

pool has been removed from the Harbor Master Plan study area as the Waterfront 

Department has no jurisdiction over it. 

d. Parking 

The Traffic and Parking Report, included as Appendix H to this report, includes a study 

area that extends from Lorna Alta Drive on the west to the future extension of Garden 

Street on the east. The traffic and parking study area and the location of all the public 

parking lots are shown in Figure 6 (included in the Parking Section VI C of the report). 

The approximate number of public parking spaces within this study area are shown in 
Table 8. 

The 2,630 public parking spaces shown in Table 8 include the reconstruction of the · 

Leadbetter East parking lot that was damaged in the 1983 storms, adding approximately 
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Table 8 

PUBLIC PARKING SPACESA 
HARBOR MASTER PLAN AREA -1992 

HARBOR AREA 

La Playa West 
La Playa East 
Leadbetter WestB · 
Leadbetter 90-minute 
Harbor West/Leadbetter EastB 
Harbor Pay Lot 
Harbor 90-minute 
Launching Ramp (boat spaces) 

Subtotal - Harbor Area 

STEARNS WHARF AREA 

Stearns Wharf 
Palm Park 
Santa Barbara Street 

Subtotal - Stearns Wharf Area 

PERSHING PARK AREAC 

Spaces 

168 
338 
264 

18 
209 
607 
173 
~ 

127 
277 
.l.8.Q.. 

590 

1,846 

TOTAL 2,630 

A • The study area for the parking discussion is larger than the study area for the Harbor Master Plan. 

B- The nwnber of spaces for the Leadbetter lots reflects the 1991 Leadbetter East rec:ODStruc:tion 
project. 

C - The nwnber of spaces for the Pershing Lot reflects the 1991 n:stripping of the lot. 

Source: ATE 
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194 spaces to the parking supply. Table 8 also includes the restriping of the Pershing 
Park parking lot which resulted in a reduction of spaces. The supply and demand of 
parking spaces is discussed more fully in the Planning Issues Section of this report. 
(Section VI C). 

e • Beach Area near the Yacht Club 

The beach area to the west of the Yacht Club is used to store catamarans and other boats. 
Because of space limitations. a total of sixty permits is allowed. Some boats, such as 
outriggers. have a permit and instead use West Beach for storing their boats. 

B. WEST BEACH 

The history of the formation of this beach is explained in the discussion of dredging in the 
"Background" Section of this report. To summarize, once the breakwater was built in the 1920s, 
sand immediately began to accrete to create the-Harbor commercial area and Leadbetter Beach. The 
sand then flowed along the front of the breakwater and the sand spit was formed. Before long, sand 
began accreting on what is now West Beach. Most readers have seen pictures or talked to people 
who remember when waves lapped up agiunst the seawall near Cabrillo Boulevard That has not 
been the case for many years. West Beach has historically served an important role in storing 
accreted sand that would otherwise fill the navigation channel and the remainder of the Harbor. 

Depending on the width of the beach, the uses vary. The narrower the beach, the more use of the 
water for recreational boating, windsurfing, etc. As the beach is very wide in 1992, sun bathing and 
boat storage are the primary uses. The beach was dredged about half way back in the early 1980s 
with money from a grant from the Department of Boating and Waterways. The sand has since filled 
back in. Approval has been granted to dredge the beach back about half way but the work has not 
been done as of July, 1992. 

C. STEARNS WHARF 

The history of the Wharf, the oldest working wooden wharf in California, is detailed in the 
"Background" Section of this report. In summary, the Wharf was built in 1872 by J.P. Stearns to 
connect Santa Barbara to the rest of the world. When the railroad came, lines were placed on the 
Wharf. There have been many winters when storms caused damage and the Wharf has withstood 
fires on several occasions. The most serious fire was in 1973 when the Harbor Restaurant burned, 
resulting in the closing of the Wharf for eight years. 
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The rebuilding of the Wharf after the fire was very controversial. There were many different ideas 
and the one ultimately chosen was to essentially rebuild it as it had been before. The Coastal 
Commission permit allowed the following development: .. Structurally rehabilitate the existing 
Stearns Wharf structure, construct upon structure 28,410 sq. ft. of building area and 126 parking 
spaces... Five of the six conditions address parking, which was a very sensitive issue. 

1 • Stearns Wharf Uses 

The project description for the Wharf in the Coastal Commission permit states that: .. Building 
area will be utilized predominantly for visitor serving commercial uses including two 
restaurants, a fast food enterprise, fish market, bait and tackle store, retail shops and office 

· space. 5,000 sq. ft. of commercial offshore loading space is to be provided along the easterly 
side of the Wharf." The uses on the Wharf today closely parallel those indicated in the coastal 
permit. There are two sit down restaurants and a fast food enterprise. Santa Barbara 
Shellfish, located near the end of the Wharf, is a fish market and a fish processor. There is a 
bait and tackle shop near the large open area at the end of the Wharf. This ·open area is used 
heavily by visitors, local residents and fishermen, especially on weekends. Harbor and other 
boat tours embark and debark from the new ramp that is located near the end of the Wharf. 

Stearns Wharf is very heavily used by pedestrians, particularly on weekends. As noted in the 
"Background .. Section, the Wharf is the number one tourist attraction in Santa Barbara, visited 
by over half of all tourists to the area. Consistent with the coastal permit, in addition to the 
restaurants, there are about ten visitor serving commercial uses on the Wharf. These include 
clothing and marinerelated gifts, wine tasting and an ice cream shop. 

The wye or shoreward finger of the Wharf, which is closed to private vehicles, houses two 
non-profit marine related o~;ganizations. The Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History and 
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctua.J:y operate the Sea Center, which includes two large 
scale models of whales and other coastal displays. In 1991, the Sea Cent~! opened a "touch . 
tank" where people can touch tidepool animals. The other structure on the wye houses the 
Nature Conservancy, which features displays of the Channel Islands, particularly Santa Cruz 
Island which is owned in part by the Conservancy. 

· The City has several public facilities on the Wharf including one set of public restrooms which 
is used heavily throughout the week. There are approximately 126 parking spaces on the 
Wharf and public parking is also provided in the Palm Park and Santa Barbara Street parking 
lots on Cabrillo Boulevard. The end of Stearns Wharf is recognized as open space and is 
intended to remain as an open space and recreational area. 

55 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1'. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

2 • Santa Barbara Arts and Crafts Show 

The Arts and Crafts Show has been a Sunday fixture in the Waterfront for over twenty years. 

It is a popular tourist attraction and it offers lo':V cost visitor serving recreation. There are 

about 280 exhibitors who have permits to set up booths on the ocean side of Cabrillo 

Boulevard every Sunday, weather pennitting. Of these permitees, about 90 are artists and 190 

are craftsmen. The artists and craftsmen are required to make all of their products by hand. 

The temporary booths stretch along the south side of Cabrillo Boulevard from Stearns Wharf 

down to the restroom across from Salsipuedes Street. .On special occasions (the Saturday of· 

Fiesta in August and the third Saturday in May) the show is also held on Saturday. On holiday 

weekends, the show is held an extra day. Policy 3.5 of the LCP speaks to encouraging the Art 

Show. 

As in the past, there continues to be a waiting list for permits to exhibit at the Art Show. 

Old Spanish Days, the group that coordinates the Fiesta celebration, sponsors a similar show 

during Fiesta in August. This show is located to the west of the Art Show between the Wharf 

·and Castillo Street. 

D. OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES OUTSIDE THE STUDY AREA 

Public buildings located just outside the study area include a restaurant that is located adjacent to the 

Leadbetter West parking lot. The Chamber of Commerce's Visitor lnfonnation Center is located on 

the north side of Cabrillo Boulevard at Santa Barbara Street. Rent is not charged for this 160" sq. ft. 

building although the City receives a percentage of their sales over a certain amount. The City's 

Waterfront Director and some of his staff have offices totalling 1,160 sq. ft. at 321 East Cabrillo 

Boulevard. These offices are slated for removal sometime in the future, pending development of the 

property, and must be replaced somewhere in the Waterfront. 

There are other governmental agencies that are located in the Santa Barbara area. The National Park 
Service's Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary office is located in Downtown Santa Barbara 

and their headquarters is in Ventura. California Department ofFish and Game biologists and 

wardens are very involved in the Harbor. These people generally work out of their homes. 

E. SUMMARY OF EXISTING USES 

The uses described above reflect the Harbor as it is today and has been for several years, with minor 

changes. To demonstrate that there has been little change in Harbor uses in recent years, a table has 

been included in Appendix E that details the Harbor area uses in 1982 as coJJipared to 1992 uses. 
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That table (pages E-4 and E-5 of Appendix E) shows that the uses in the Harbor area have changed 
very little over the last decade. Appendix E also includes a detailed breakdown of uses in the Harbor 
and Steams Wharf by category (ocean dependent, ocean related and visitor serving uses). 

Table 9 on the following page summarizes the square footage associated with the various uses. 
This summary breaks the uses down into several categories based on the priorities established by the 
Coastal Act and the Local Coastal Plan (Note: A more complete definition of these tenns is given in 
the Glossary): 

"Ocean dependent uses" are those that must be on or near the water including anything dealing. 
directly with boats. The ocean, including the marinas and navigation areas, comprises 66% of 
the study area. Beaches comprise another 18% and on shore ocean dependent uses comprise 
another 1.5% of the area for a total of approximately 85.5%. 

"Ocean related uses" are those that are related to the ocean but need not be directly on or near it 
such as fish processing and bait and tackle shops. "Visitor serving uses" are those that serve 
visitors in the beach and ocean setting including restaurants and retail shops which cater to 
tourists. Ocean related and visitor serving uses total 14% of the study area of which the 
majority (32.9 of 34.51 acres) is streets, sidewalks, parking and landscaping. 

While the existing uses can be described in narrative form and quantified as shown in Table 9, this 
does not give a complete picture of the study area. For example, there are sixteen commercial 
licenses which do not involve assigned square footage but are ocean dependent or ocean related. 
There are also untold numbers of locals and tourists that use the area for a variety of activities. For 
example, small boat users that launch from West Beach or people strolling along the breakwater and 
watching the fishermen unload their catch are not included in these numbers. Neither are people 
attending the Sunday Art Show or families riding bicycl~ along the Beachway. 

F. CONCLUSION 

One of the challenges of drafting the Harbor Master Plan is to establish and maintain a balance of 
appropriate uses over the next ten years. There are a number of competing uses and interests 
interacting within the limited space of the Harbor. Generally, the need to provide space and facilities 
for high priority ocean dependent and ocean related uses must be balanced with the need to generate 
revenue to pay for the services and facilities within the area. Typically the highest revenue 
generating uses are visitor serving uses. It is recognized that the ocean dependent uses and the 
services to support those uses do not necessarily pay for themselves and that there must be alternate 
revenue streams to offset the cost of these activities. Achieving the appropriate balance among these 
uses is a complex issue which requires balancing a variety of considerations. 
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Table 9 
SUMMARY OF EXISTING USES IN THE STUDY AREA (al 

-~--

·-.---ULOGS (b) ·-
AREA LEASES (c) TOTAL(sf) TOTAL (uc) 

-~- ----------- f-----·--- . --- -· 

A. NON-LEASE AREA 

Water (Ocean Dependent) 167.20 acres 
Beaches (Ocean Dependent) 46.00 acres 
Circulation, Parking and Landscaping (Ocean Related) 32.90 acres 

Su/Jtotal 246.1 acres 

n. LEASE AREA 

II ARBOR 

Ocean Dependent (Primary Use) 13,944 sf 151,394 sf 165,338 sf 3.80 acres 
Ocean Related(Visitor Serving (Secondary) 31,569sf 0 sf 31,569 sl 0.72 acres 
Other 17.500 sf !.1M 17.50Q sf 0.40 acres 

Su/Jtotal 95,413 st 173,894 sf 269,307 sf 4.92 acrcsi 

I 

STEARNS WHARF (d) ' 

Ocean Dependent (Primary Use) 1,174 sl 0 sl 1,174 sf U.o3am~ 
Ocean Related(Visilor Serving (Secondary) 30.239 sf l7.45Q sf 47.689 sf 1.09 !Jere. 

Suf>total 31,4t3sr 17,450 sf 48,863 sf 1.12 acres ---------- .. --·- .. ··---··---1-- --------· 

TOTALS 

Ocean Dependent (Primary Use) 
Ocean Related/Visitor Serving (Secondary) 
Other 
TOTAL 

(a)- Square footage and acreage based on information in Table 1, Appendix F and Appendix G. 
(b) -Includes all City owned buildings and major buildings on the leaseholds that would probably remain when the lease expires. 
(c)- Lease area equals lease area minus building footprint. 

217.03 ucres 
34.71 acres 

0.40 acres 
252.14 acres 

(d)~ While these uses are called out as Ocean Dependent (Primary), Ocean Related and Visitor Serving (Secondary), the HC Ordinance does not 
separate uses into categories for the Wharf 



V. NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

This section will summarize the "needs" of the study area in tenns of the policy, technical and fiscal 
issues that are discussed elsewhere in this report. Much of this assessment is based on interviews 
with people who use the area on a regular basis and on previous studies that have been done in the 
study area (for a list of those interviewed, see Section XIII, "Organizations and Persons Contacted"). 

This section is organized by subjects that reflect the major policies that guide this plan: 

A. Fiscal Considerations 
B . Ocean Depen~~nt Activities and Recreation 
C. Shoreline Access, Locating New Development and Public Services 
D. Visitor Serving Uses 
E. Visual Resources 
F. Water and Marine Environments 

The following discussion addresses the entire study area with Stearns Wharf or the Harbor being 
called out where appropriate. Short term issues are discussed in some detail and long term issues, 
i.e. those that extend beyond the scope of the Harbor Master Plan, are also mentioned. The analysis 
in each area is organized as follows: 

1 • Policies: Each subject begins with a summary of the relevant Coastal Act, Local Coastal Plan 
and Fiscal policies. Subheadings are used to separate issues within that subject where 
appropriate. The policies that are summarized in Table 3 are described more fully in the 
"Background" Section of this report with the full text of the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan 
policies contained in Appendix A. The Fiscal policies, which have been adopted by the City 
Council, are contained in the "Background" Section of this report. 

2 • ExistinK Situation: An overview of the existing situation is given next which includes a 
summary of the information provided in earlier sections of this report and input from the people 
interviewed. The existing situation will be reviewed in light of the relevant policies to help 
determine inconsistencies or needs. 

3. Nee<is: The "needs" relating to that subject are then discussed based on the policies and 
existing situation. Most of the needs relate to ocean dependent uses although ocean related and 
visitor serving uses are also given careful consideration. The term "Needs Assessment" is 
defined further in the Glossary. 
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4 • Goals of the Harbor Master Plan: The last paragraph will provide a conclusion or goals 
for consideration in the Harbor Master Plan relative to that subject. This discussion will 
summarize the issues that will be studied in greater detail in the next phase of the planning 
process with priority going to ocean dependent uses. If a policy is being adequately addressed 
under the status quo, and assuming that the status quo is maintained, that policy will not be a 
major consideration in the development of the plan. 

While all of tile needs and key issues listed above are high priority uses as defined 
in the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan policies, there are two important facts 
that must be considered in developing this Plan. First, there is limited waier a11d 
land area available withill the study area, 41ld probably 1101 all of these items can be 
accommodated. Second, the cost of constructing facilities for these uses and 

ongoing maintenance will have to be considered, as well as the revenue generation 
aspects. 

A. FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS 

1. Policjes 

In 1984, the City Council adopted policies relating to Harbor leases. These policies have the 
underlying goal of having the Waterfront be self-supporting. The State Tidelands Grant 

requires that all the money raised in the tidelands be _spent in that area. The following policies 
elaborate on those goals: 

• 

• 

• 

The primary and secondary goals are to provide essential supplies and services to the 
boating public and to raise optimum revenue to assist in the operation and maintenance of 
the Harbor to reduce the need for all costs to be borne by the boating public. 
The third and fourth goals are to provide passive recreational opportunities and an 
aesthetic Waterfront for the enjoyment of the general public and to provide an opportunity 
for non-profit marine oriented individuals or organizations to use the Harbor . 
A negative goal is the preclusion of any lease which provides supplies or services tending 
towards a carnival atmosphere or non-marine business that can be served equally well 
outside the Tidelands Area. 

2. Existim: Situation 

Forty-two percent (42%) of the Waterfront's budget, including Waterfront Parking and Steams 
Wharf, is derived from fees and charges and 58% is from leases. Fees and charges include 
pennanent, visitor and dockage slip fees and liveaboard fees. Parking fees account 
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FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS (cont.) 

for another 14% of the revenues. Lease revenue is about 13% of the total and is primarily from 
restaurants. Almost all businesses pay a percentage of gross sales with the greatest revenue to 
the City paid by visitor serving businesses. The amount of lease revenue is fairly consistent 
whereas the revenue associated with fees and charges is more variable. 

In terms of expenditures, salaries and benefits are the largest single expenditure category (38% 
in FY 1992-93). Debt service, materials and supplies and capital and non-capital items make 
up most of the balance of the expenditures. 

·In terms of a ten year forecast, the Waterfront budget and its three elements (Harbor, Stearns 
Wharf and Waterfront Parking) are expected to be balanced based on the assumption that the 
expanded Breakwater Restaurant is in operation by 1993 or 1994 and status quo for most other 
aspects of the budget. It is important to note that major expenditures associated with dredging, 
storm damage repair and implementation of the Harbor Master Plan are not -included in the 
forecast. These important and potentially expensive expenditures need to be considered in the 
development of recommendations in the plan. 

3. Needs 

The Waterfront's budget needs to remain in balance while providing for ocean dependent uses 
such as commercial fishing and recreational boating. At a minimum, the status quo must be 

maintained so that needed services can be provided and reasonable maintenance and 
improvements can occur. Provision needs t-o be made for dredging, if the Federal government 
ceases to provide funding, and for repairs from major storm damage. Funding for 
implementation of the recoll\mendations of this Plan must also be included. These three items 
have not beeh included in the Ten Year Fi~ancial Forecast but must be considered in drafting 
the recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan. 

4. Goals of the Harbor Master Plap 

The Harbor lease policies outlined above indicate that the area must be self supporting while 
·providing for ocean dependent, ocean related and visitor serving uses. The delicate balance 
between a Harbor that pays for itself. without having the boating public pay an inordinate 
amount, and a Harbor that meets coastal policies will be one of the most important goals of this 
Plan. Analysis of the recommendations will have to consider the fiscal constraints, as well as 
traffic, parking and other physical constraints, in order to meet this goal. 
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B. OCEAN DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES AND RECREATION 

The Ocean Dependent Activities policies generally encompass the Recreation policies as they relate to 
the study area. For that reason. these two subjects are discussed together in the following section. 
although separately in the Draft Harbor Master Plan. 

1. Policjes 

High Priority Land Uses/Recreation 

Protect oceanfront areas suited for commercial fishing and water oriented recreation and 
boating. Priority shall be given to coastal dependent uses such as facilities serving commercial 
fishing and recreational boating industries. These facilities shall be protected and. where 
feasible. upgraded. Lower cost visitor serving and recreational facilities shall be protected and 
encouraged along with shuttles and parking to meet recreational demands. Public facilities 
should be distributed to avoid overcrowding and overuse of a single area. 

Storm Protection 

After careful evaluation. the Harbor/Wharf area shall be redesigned and restructured to protect 
the Harbor from southeast storms and to reduce Harbor shoaling. 

2. Existin~: Situation 

High Priority Uses 

Coastal recreation is the primary use in the study area including boating, sport fishing and 
charters. Other ocean dependent activities such as commercial fishing are also well 
represented. Low or no cost recreational and visitor serving activities include walking, running 
and bicycling which can sometimes result in congestion. particularly at the State Street/Cabrillo 
Boulevard intersection. Support services and facilities for these activities occupy much of the 
land area in and around the Harbor. 

The number of applicants on the slip waiting list is indicative of the shortage of slips in the 
Harbor for ocean dependent uses such as commercial fishing and recreational and commercial 
boating. Small.scale recreational boaters (small sailboats. etc.) currently have to compete with 
larger boats to use the launch ramp and to .navigate in the Harbor. adding to congestion in both 
areas. There is a 12 space mooring area between Marina 1 and the sand spit that has no 
amenities. This area could be improved and offer some amenities. The~ is very little boat 
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OCEAN DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES AND RECREATION (cont.) 

storage area in the immediate vicinity of the Harbor and the boat lal,lnch ramp. Surfing, 
rowing, kayaking and windsurfing are other recreational activities that occur in the Harbor area. 

The water area around the Navy Pier is frequently used by commercial fishennen and can be 
congested for hours at a time resulting in long waits to use the hoist or other facilities on the 
pier. The Coast Guard boat is moored at the pier and the Harbor Patrol boats are moored 
nearby at the Accommodation Dock. adding to the congestion in the area. 

The Harbor Patrol and Coast Guard boats are moored quite a distance from the entrance to the 
Harbor. These boats are forced to leave the Harbor at a slow and safe speed, even if they are 
responding to an emergency. 

Support facilities such as parking are also in short supply at certain peak periods, particularly 
near the Navy Pier and in the main Harbor parking lot. The 1991 reconstruction of 
approximately 194 spaces in the Leadbetter East/Harbor West lot has helped to alleviate this 
problem. The new MTD shuttle along Cabrillo Boulevard has also helped get people from 
outlying parking areas, such as the La Playa lots, to the Harbor and Wharf. 

Overall, the biggest factor relating to existing ocean dependent and recreational activities is a 
lack of adequate land and water area. This lack of space means that some needed services and 
facilities are not provided at all and the needed services and facilities that are available are often 
congested or inadequate. 

Storm Protection 

The Harbor has suffered serious. damage in the past from southeast storms. The breakwater 
was extended 250 feet in 1985 to protect more of the Harbor, but serious stonn damage is still 
a concern. Several long tenn studies have been done in the past to address this problem and 
solutions have usually included some sort of breakwater to the east of Steams Wharf. 

3. Needs 

The question of needs relating to ocean dependent uses is an interesting one because these uses 
are generally adequately provided for within the study area. With the possible exception of 
parking, the Navy Pier and some onshore support facilities, the Harbor appears to be running 
fairly well, assuming that dredging continues. There is no question, however, that the existing 
situation can be improved and more can be done for commercial fishennen, recreational boaters 
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OCEAN DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES AND RECREATION (cont.) 

and commercial recreation. Competition for the limited amount of land and water area in and 
around the Harbor dictates that there need to be tradeoffs in planning for ocean dependent uses 
and not all priority uses can be fully accommodated. 

High Priority Uses 

The following needs, many of which offer support to high priority uses, are a major 
consideration in the development of the Harbor Master Plan: 

• Nayy Pier: The water area and parking and circulation adjacent to the Navy Pier are often 
congested. The onshore area traffic flow and parking needs to be to improved and 
options need to be addressed to increase accessibility to the pier from the water. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

More SUps and Moorin"s: The demand for slips is greater than the available supply. with 
space being the limiting factor. The mooring area near the sand spit could be utilized 
more efficiently and could offer some amenities or could be used for more slips with 
amenities. 

Slip Eees: In order to keep the Harbor a working one with the appropriate balance 
between recreational and commercial users, slips fees must remain reasonable. If slip 
fees are to remain reasonable and if the Harbor is to remain a working Harbor, other 
sources of revenue must be found. 

Small Boat Quiet Area: There is demand for a safe and uncongested area for small boats 
that currently launch off West Beach and at the boat launch ramp and maneuver near the 
navigation channel. Related to the need for a water area for small boats is the need for 
small and nonmotorized boat storage near the water. 

Marine Related Public A&encies: There is a need to have the Harbormaster and Coast 
Guard in a more central location in the Harbor. Having most City Waterfront offices in 
close proximity to the Harbor would help overall Harbor operations. The City also needs 
a maintenance shop in close proximity to the Harbor Commercial area. 

Locating other public agencies in the Harbor would promote coastal goals and would 
centralize marine related agencies. The National Park Service runs occasional trips to the 
Channel Islands out of Santa Barbara Harbor and it would like a visitor center/contact 
station here. Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary would like to have a boat in the 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

Harbor near the Naval Reserve Building and there are other agencies, such as the 

Department of Fish and Game, that are interested in having offices here. 

Gear Repair Area: Fishermen need an official area that they can use to repair their 
equipment, preferably in close proximity to the Harbor. 

Gear and Dzy Boat Stora~ Area: Fishermen need a conveniently located area that they 
can store their equipment and boats at a reasonable rate. Some gear storage is being 
provided on the Wright property near the Freeway and Garden Street. 

Six Passen~:er Charters and Harbor Cruises and Fel'Q' Service: If charters are to provide 
proper service in the Harbor, they need a dock and an onshore loading and staging area. 
There is also the need for facilities to accommodate the ferry service in the Harbor. 

Maximize the Rock Groin: The rock groin area could be redesigned to accommodate 
public agency boats and offices, additional commercial operations such as another charter 

boat and/or a crane for use by fishermen. Limited vehicular access would have to be 

considered to service these uses if the use of the groin is expanded. 

I 
I 
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• Parkin~: There is a universal concern with parking, particularly in the Harbor area. The 

• 

• 

issue is mostly one of the location of the parking supply relative to where there is the I 
highest demand. Parking for high priority uses needs to be provided at peak periods, 
including ninety minute parking. Short term parking near the marinas is needed to serve 

1 boat owners who need to load and unload their boats. 

Qpen Moorin& Area East of Steams Wharf: The open mooring area should be addressed 
in association with an easterly breakwater or other storm protection as the moorings might 

be precluded if the breakwater were ever built. This is a long term issue beyond the 
scope of this study. 

Ocean Related Uses: There are several ocean related uses that would enhance the Harbor 
and the Wharf, although it is not essential that some of them be located within the study 
area. These uses include: 

A fishermen's resource center. 

A marine museum/exhibits. 
A laundromat for use by liveaboards, visiting boat owners and slip holders. 

Public meeting rooms and small office space for marine oriented groups. 
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OCEAN DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES AND RECREATION (cont.) 

Storm Protection 

There is a long tenn need for better protection from southeast storms which extends beyond the 

scope of this Plan. 

4. ('yqaJs of the Harbor Master Plap: 

As noted in the Introduction of this section, while all of the needs and key issues listed above 
are high priority uses as defined in the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan policies, there is 
limited water and land area available within the study area, and probably not all of these items 
can be accommodated. In addition, the cost of constructing facilities for these uses and 
ongoing maintenance will have to be considered, as well as the revenue generation aspects. 
Given those constraints, the following are needs relating to ocean dependent uses and 
recreation for further study in the next phase of the Harbor Master Plan: 

High Priority Uses 

a. Rock Groin Improvements: Relocate the Coast Guard and Harbormaster to the Rock 
Groin, including their patrol boats and offices, if appropriate. A Channel Islands Marine 
Sanctuary or NOAA boat could also be docked there. Possibly add a hoist to the groin to 
service one fishery to alleviate the congestion around the Navy Pier. Urchin divers use 
the existing Navy Pier facilities quite heavily and relocating them will reduce congestion 
in and around the pier. 

b. Area around Navy Pier: Relocating the Coast Guard and Harbonnaster to the rock groin 
would free up water area around the Navy Pier for those using hoists, pump out station, 
ice machine, etc. Parking and circulation near the Navy Pier needs to be improved. 

c. Six Passenier Charters. Cruises. etc.: Maximize docking space and a loading and 
staging area for six passenger charters, Harbor cruises. and other charters at the 
Accommodation Dock near the existing Harbormaster's office. 

d. Slips and Moorings: Add as many slips as possible within the existing Harbor. Consider 
improving the mooring area near the sand spit, including possibly adding some amenities 
such as a detached marina. 
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OCEAN DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES AND RECREATION (cont.) 

e. ·Small Boat Quiet Area: Dredge West Beach back about half way to create a quiet water 
area for small boats. Provide boat storage areas nearby. 

f. Harbor Entrance: hnprove the existing Harbor Way entrance to direct visitor parking to 
the right and Harbor parking to the left. 

g. Public Aetmcy Offices and Visitor Servine facilities: When the Naval Reserve Building 
comes under City ownership, relocate marine related governmental agencies to this 
building. Possible tenants, in addition to the offices of the Waterfront Director, his staff 
and the Parking Office, would include the Naval Reserve. Department ofFish and Game, 
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary and possibly a visitor center/contact station 
for the National Park Service. Visitor serving facilities could also be included such as the 
Breakwater Restaurant and a small maritime museum/exhibit. 

h. Net Repair Area: Formalize and improve, as needed, the existing informal net repair area 
to the west of Los Banos. 

i. Parkine: In addition to improving the parking and circulation in the vicinity of the Navy 
Pier (see item "b" above), restripe the Harbor lot to maximize spaces in that lot which has 
the heaviest demand. Add 15 ~d 90 minute parking in locations close to the marinas and 
Harbor Commercial area respectively. Encourage the use of outlying lots such as La 
Playa and tie the parking into the new MTD shuttle. 

j. Pedestrian Access: hnprove pedestrian access throughout the study area, particularly 
between the Wharf and the Harbor Commercial area and from the La Playa Lots to the 
Harbor. Improved signage and Ioca~on maps should also be added throughout the study 
area. 

Storm Protection 

There is an existing need for better storm protection from southeast storms. The first 
, breakwater was constructed in 1927 to provide protection from storms and efforts have 
continued since that time to address the concern. The concept of an easterly breakwater has 
been studied several times with one proposal being defeated by the voters in 1967. The 
location. design and scope of the easterly breakwater, or some other solution to the storm 
protection problem, is beyond the scope of this plan. However, the possibility of storm 
damage and protective measures must be considered when the plan is developed. 
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C. SHORELINE ACCESS. LOCATING NEW DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC 
SERVICES 

The Shoreline Access policies in the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan are similar to the Locating 
New Development and Public Services Policies as they relate to the study area. For that reason, 
these subjects are discussed together (however, Shoreline Access and Public Services are addressed 
separately in the policies of the Draft Harbor Master Plan). 

1. Policjes 

Shoreline Access and Locating New Development: 

Ocean dependent uses have priority over other developments on or near the shoreline. 
Maximum access is to be provided from the nearest public roadway to the ocean. The location 
and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast. 
Public facilities, including parking, should be distributed to avoid overcrowding or overuse of 
a single area. 

Public Services 

Limit new or expanded public services to those necessary and consistent with the Coastal Act. 
Where capacity is limited, reserve a portion for essential uses and recreation. Improve capacity 
at the Castillo/Montecito intersection if deemed to be necessary after the completion of the 
Crosstown Freeway. Encourage ridesharing, carpooling, bus use and other modes of · 
transportation and encourage safe pedestrian and bicycle movement throughout the area. 

2 • Existin~: Situation 

The entire study area is in public ownership, therefore theoretically the public has the right to 
use all of it. The public's ability to use the amenities of the Harbor and Wharf are hampered by 
traffic congestion in the Waterfront, particularly on summer weekends. The Castillo/Montecito 
intersection, which is slated for improvement with Measure D funds, is below the City's 
standards on both Friday evening and Sunday afternoons. This intersection is also expected to 
be congested after the Crosstown Freeway is completed, although the effects of the Freeway 
are somewhat speculative at this point. Other area intersections are congested, although not 
over the City acceptability standards or thresholds of significance. 

The Waterfront is popular with people driving their cars, bicyclists and pedestrians. All of 
these people in a small area can lead to problems, particularly at the Stat~ Street/Cabrillo 
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SHORELINE ACCESS, LOCATING NEW DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC 
SERVICES (cont.) 

Boulevard intersection. The queue of cars waiting to get on the Wharf, especially from 
Cabrillo Boulevard, can be quite long and can hold up through traffic. 

Parking is another impediment to providing maximum access. On weekdays, when City 
College is in session, the Leadbetter and Pershing Park lots are near capacity in the mornings, 
primarily due to student parking. The main Harbor lots typieally have spaces available during 
the week. Weekday parking demand at the Leadbetter lots drops off considerably when school 
is not in session, even during the summer. On weekends, the Leadbetter lots typically have 
spaces available, although the Harbor and 90-minute lots are full. The Pershing Park lot is 
most affected by softball games and other park activities on weekends year round. The recon
struction of the Leadbetter East and West lots to add 194 spaces has helped alleviate the parking 
demand in the Harbor area. The MTD's shuttle along Cabrillo Boulevard, connecting to 
Downtown, also helps move people throughout the study area. 

The Harbor entrance at Harbor Way is confusing, especially for visitors. Access to the main 
90-minute parking lot requires an immediate tum that is difficult to negotiate. Pedestrians also 
tend to add to the confusion and everyone using the boat launch ramp must also go through this 
intersection. The physical connection between the Harbor and the Wharf is not as inviting for 
pedestrians as it could be. Pedestrians walk along the Beachway and cross the boat launch 
parking lot, adding to congestion. The existing signage for pedestrians could be improved. 

Existing public services (water, sewer and drainage) are generally adequate although drainage· 
improvements are warranted in the Harbor. Reclaimed water is used for some landscaping to 
reduce potable water use. 

3. Needs 

• Intersection Improvements: Intersection improvements need to be considered, 
particularly improvements to the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection. 

• Vehicle. BiCY%1e. Pe<iestrian Conflicts: These conflicts, including rollerbladers and 
surrey riders, need to be addressed throughout the study area and particularly at the State 
Street/Cabrillo Boulevard intersection leading to Stearns Wharf. 

• Parkin,: As discussed under "Ocean Dependent Activities" above, parking is an 
important issue to be resolved in the plan. 
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SHORELINE ACCESS, LOCATING NEW DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC 
SERVICES (cont.) 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Barbor and Steams Wharf Connection: Pedestrian and bicycle movement between the 
Harbor and Steams Wharf needs to be improved. 

Harbor Entrance: The entrance to the Harbor needs to be improved, including better 

signage and better control of pedestrian movement in this busy area. 

Post Crosstown Freeway: Intersection capacity needs to be re-evaluated once the 
Crosstown Freeway is completed (scheduled for August, 1992) to determine if additional 
intersection improvements are necessary. 

Steams Wharf Access: A second access to Steams Wharf should be considered. This 
access would provide a second exit in the event of an emergency and it could help 
minimize congestion at the foot of the Wharf by offering another pedestrian access 
option. Depending on the design, vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians could be separated 
to reduce those conflicts. 

Public Services: Continued maintenance of the existing sewer and water system is 
needed as well as improvements to the drainage in the Harbor, particularly if any new 
projects are proposed. 

4. Goals of the Harbor Master Plan 

Access issues relating to vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles are an important consideration in the 
plan. Adding a second entrance onto the Wharf will alleviate some of the congestion at the 
State Street/Cabrillo Boulevard intersection. While parking is an important concern for 
automobiles, alternate modes of transit will also have to be considered to reduce the parking 
demand. The existing entrance to the Harbor needs to be improved. Some intersections in the 
Waterfront may have to be improved now that the Crosstown Freeway has been completed. 

D. YISIIOR SERVING USES 

1. Policies 

Priority shall be given to visitor serving uses that serve the general, especially lower cost visitor 
serving uses. 

70 



-··------------------------------

VISITOR SERVING USES (cont.) 

2. Exjstin& Situation 

The Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan place visitor serving uses high on their priority list. 
The LCP, which is tailored to Santa Barbara, recognizes that Stearns Wharf is one of the 
greatest visitor attractions in Santa Barbara and a 1988 study showed that 52% of all visitors to 
the area visit the Wharf. The Coastal Permit for the rebuilding of the Wharf indicates tha~ the 
majority of buildings and open space is for visitor serving uses. There are several good 
restaurants to chose from, stores where gifts and mementos can be purchased and plenty of 
areas in which to stroll and sit. The Harbor is less oriented to tourists than the Wharf, but it 
also attracts and caters to visitors. Boat charters and rentals are available, as well as Harbor 
and other cruises. 

3. Needs 

• 

• 

• 

Enhanced Visitor Seryine Facilities: There is a need for visitor serving facilities to 
provide adequate service for locals and visitors. A relocated or expanded Breakwater 
Restaurant has been suggested that would continue to provide an expanded menu from 
that which is currently provided for Harbor users and tourists. Visitor serving facilities 
are also important because they provide revenue to offset the costs of ocean dependent 
uses that do not raise much or any revenue. A maritime museum/exhibit would serve 
visitors as would a National Park Service visitor center/contact station. The Harbor 
Commercial area needs to be upgraded to make it more visually pleasing for all users. 

Low or No Cost Visitor Serving Facilities: The plan needs to maintain options for visitor 
activities that are free or cost very little. Examples of these activities include visiting the 
Nature Conservancy and Sea Center exhibits, fishing, education activities and special 
events. These activities are generally pedestrian oriented, so improvements to pedestrian 
access throughout the area (as discussed under "Shoreline Access" and "Public Services" 
above) are necessary. Parking in outlying areas and shuttles are needed to get visitors to 
the area without causing traffic congestion. 

Steams Wbarf Facilities: There are several improvements to Steams Wharf that could 
enhance its visitor serving function. These include: 

Restrooms as there is only one set on the Wharf which is insufficient to meet 
demand on most weekends. 
More seating throughout, both in association with the restaurants and at locations 
that afford views of the coastline and Harbor. 
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VISITOR SERVING USES (cont.) 

Minor increases in the area of existing buildings to better serve the public. 
• Li&htin&: Providing low intensity lighting to encourage full use of Harbor facilities 

It will be important to balance the needs listed above with demands for parking and other public 
service constraints. 

4. Goals of the Harbor Master Plan 

The aesthetics and ambiance of the Harbor and Stearns Wharf are of extreme importance to the 
Harbor Master Plan. These issues affect visitor serving and ocean dependent uses and are 
fundamental to the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan. The provision for pedestrian access 
throughout the area is also crucial to the Plan. More tables and seating on the Wharf are not a 
high priority, but should be considered since they also serve visitors. 

E. VISUAL RESOURCES 

1. Policies 

Protect, preserve and enhance coastal and scenic vis~al qualities. Screen all parking facilities 
from public view. 

2. Existina Situation 

The Harbor and Stearns Wharf are among the most beautiful areas of the City and the South 
Coast of Santa Barbara County. Most tourists visiting Santa Barbara spend time in this area, 
with over half visiting Stearns Wharf . 

Looking at the Harbor up close reveals some of its aesthetic weaknesses. There is little 
architectural continuity within the Harbor commercial area. Architecture, signs, landscaping 
and street furniture lack a consistent design. The Wharf, on the other hand, was rebuilt about 
ten years ago and is architecturally compatible throughout. 

3. Needs 

Additional needs that relate to the visual quality of the study area are: 
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VISUAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

• · Establish a design theme for the Harbor Commercial area, including signage, lighting, 
landscaping and street furniture. 

• Carefully consider the open space nature of West Beach in future planning. 

4 • Goals of the Harbor Master Plan 

There is one major aesthetic issue that needs to be addressed: the development of a design 
theme and associated architectural guidelines for the study area, including addressing 
landscaping, signage and lighting. 

F. WAXER AND MARINE ENYIRONMENIS 

1. Policjes 

These policies require that marine resources, including water quality, be maintained, enhanced 
and restored. Proper evaluation of necessary permitted construction shall be done so that the 
impacts are negligible on the local shoreline sand supply. 

2 • Exjstjm~ Sjtuatjon 

Water Quality 

Harbor water quality was continually monitored by the County's Division of Health Care 
Services during 1988. The water quality was found to be "exemplary" with only one of 72 
samples over a four month period showing a high bacteriological count. Pollution from boats 
is kept to a minimum partially through the provision of a pump out station qn the Navy Pier, 
and through education and enforcement. 

Sand Movement 

"Structures that affect shoreline sand supply include the existing breakwater which affects the 
littoral movement of sand, making dredging essential to the maintenance of an open and 
navigable Harbor. West Beach and the Harbor's trapping of large quantities of sand has been 
an ongoing problem since the first breakwater was built in 1927. The design of recent 
structures, such as the 1985 extension of the breakwater, is intended to minimize the effects of 
southeast storms that move considerable amounts of sand into the Harbor. The City and Corps 
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WATER AND MARINE ENVIRONMENTS (cont.) 

of Engineers are jointly studying the possibility ?f the City owning and operating a dredge. A 
draft of that study was released in mid 1991 with the final report due in 1993. Dredging of the 
Harbor is also crucial to allowing continued transport of accumulated sand to replenish 
downcoast beaches. The City has been participating in the BEACON study with coastal 
jurisdictions in Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties. This study. which relates to regional sand · 
movement, has found that sand bypassing at Santa Barbara Harbor is crucial to the preservation 
of the littoral sand supply dowricoast. 

3. Needs 

In order to meet the policies summarized above, the following is necessary: 

Water Quality 

Continued enforcement of water quality regulations, continued education relating to water 
pollution and continued maintenance of pump out facilities in the Harbor. 

Sand Movement 

• Continued dredging of the Harbor entrance channel1 West Beach and other areas as 
necessary to provide for high priority uses and to replenish downcoast beaches. 

• Continued participation in studies with Army Corps of Engineers and others. such as the 
BEACON study to solve sand accretion problem. 

• Careful review and design of future structures on the sandy beach to consider sand 
movement. 

4 • Goals of the Harbor Master Plan 

Water Quality 

It appears that the City's and County's efforts relating to water quality are effective and should 
be continued at current levels. Water quality will not be a major issue in the development of the 
Harbor Master Plan assuming current efforts are continued. 
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Sand Movement 

The issue of dredging is crucial to the continued functioning of the Harbor and it is of 
paramount importance to the Harbor Master Plan. Long tenn efforts such as the BEACON and 
Anny Corps of Engineers studies need to be pursued. 

G. ISSUES CONSIDERED AND NOT INCLUDED 

In interviews conducted in late 1989, there were numerous other suggestions of "needs" in the study 
area. All of the needs listed above met the initial test of being consistent with Coastal Act and Local 
Coastal Plan policies. Some issues not listed may have met that test in some way, but there were 
other considerations that rendered that issue inappropriate, at least at this time. Examples include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Separation of commercial tishine and recreational boats: The idea of separating commercial 
fishing from pleasure boats was mentioned by several people. There did not, however, appear 
to be strong opinions that separation was necessary to help either or both uses. It appears that 
commercial and pleasure boat users have learned to live side by side with few problems. If an 
easterly breakwater is built, the LCP indicates that commercial fishing should be moved to that 
location where support facilities would also be located. Relocating commercial fishing and/or 
pleasure boats within the Harbor would seem to be very difficult to accomplish with little gain. 

Relocate tbe Yacht Club: It was suggested that the Yacht Club could be relocated elsewhere in 
the Harbor to make way for profit making businesses that would bring more money in to the 
Harbor's coffers. The Yacht Club is on a fifteen year rolling lease, whereby the lease is· 
automatically renewed for 15 years unless and until one party chooses to tenninate it. The 
concept of relocating the club is one which could be studied at a later date along with some of 
the other long tenn issues raised in this Plan. 

Security: Another issue mentioned was security. In 1992, the City has upgraded the security 
system at the four marinas, and generally people found the existing system to be adequate. 
People commented on the responsiveness of the Harbor Patrol and the infrequent number of 
problems in the Harbor area in particular. 

Fire Flow: Fire flow in the Waterfront area had been a concern but upgrading has occurred to 
meet or exceed tire flow requirements (see Attachment 9 to Negative Declaration, Appendix G). 

Fish Processors: There is one small fish processor in the Harbor and.one on the Wharf, 
whereas in previous years there had been several in the Waterfront. Fishennen sell their 
product to processors out of the Santa Barbara area. 
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VI. PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES· 

The following discussion refers to public services and other issues that have been addressed through 
the environmental review process of the Draft Harbor Master Plan. In some cases, technical studies 
have been prepared on the preliminary recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan. The mitigation 
measures recommended in the technical studies have been inc01porated into the Harbor Master Plan to 
ensure that it is a ."self mitigating" plan and no environmental impacts will occur when the Plan is 
implemented. · 

A. DREDGING, STORM DAMAGE AND STORM PROTECTION 

The Santa Barbara coastline has been subject to storm damage since before man first populated the area. 
The history of Santa Barbara has numerous references to storm damage to vessels ~oored and 
anchored off our coast before the construction of the Harbor breakwater in 1927. The breakwater 
provided the first protected anchorage for boats. Shortly after construction of the breakwater was 
completed, shoaling began to occur and a sandbar was formed running in an easterly direction from the 
tip of the breakwater. This sandbar provided some protection for the Harbor from storms from the 
southeast. Over the ensuing years, numerous attempts were made to stabilize the sandbar in order to 
provide more reliable storm protection. 

During the 1960s, the US Army Corps of Engineers developed a plan for Harbor expansion which 
included, among other things, an easterly breakwater (See Figure 4 in the "Background Section" for a 
similar concept of an easterly breakwater). The Corps felt that the proposed plan would once and for 
all provide a truly safe harbor in all storm conditions including those storms from the southeast. The 
plan required financial participation by the City and a bond issue was proposed and placed on the June 
1969 ballot. The bond issue was not supported by the voters and, on June 18, 1969, the City Council 
unanimously voted to drop the entire project. 

Since the 1969 action, the sandbar was stabilized with a sheetpile bulkhead and rock was placed over 
the sheetpile. In 1984, the City contracted with Moffatt & Nichol, Engineers to determine the 
feasibility of ~xtending the sandbar breakwater. The study determined that a 240 foot extension of the 
sandbar breakwater would reduce the amount of refracted wave energy entering the Harbor by between 
67 and 98 percent, depending upon dredging conditions. The study found that deflected waves around 
the breakwater, reflected waves off West Beach and waves transmitted through and over the breakwater 
would continue, even with the extension of the sandbar breakwater. The study pointed out, however, 
that these waves are considered to be of secondary importance compared to the refracted waves tllat 
were entering the harbor. The 240 foot rock sandbar breakwater extension was constructed in 1985 
based on the findings of this study. 
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In I987, the City entered into an agreement with the Corps of Engineers to jointly study enhanced 
storm protection and a more efficient means of dealing with the continued channel shoaling. The study, 
titled "Reconnaissance Report for Santa Barbara Harbor," was released in Draft form in March, I988. 
The report studied the following ten alternatives, some of which could provide enhanced storm 
protection and some of which deal with dredging: 

I . Existing Condition 
2. Purchase of a Dredge 
3. Detached Breakwater 
4. East Breakwater (similar to that defeated by voters in 1969) 
5. Steams Wharf Breakwater 
6. Groin Extension 
7. I962 Authorized Plan (defeated by voters in I969) 
8. Channel realignment 
9. Leadbetter Groin with Fixed Sand Bypass 
I 0. Leadbetter Groin with Floating Dredge 
II. Leadbetter Revetment 

Following extensive study, which included a complex cost benefit analysis to determine Federal 
financial participation, only one alternative that would have directly provided enhanced storm protection 
was recommended for further study: the Steams Wharf Breakwater. This alternative, which included 
sheetpile on the east side of the Wharf, was·not found to be acceptable by the Harbor Commission and 

City Council due to changes in the character of the Wharf itself as well as concerns about its effect on 
the Wharf's structural stability. Subsequently, the Corps and City entered into an agreement to 
continue to study those alternatives of the study that deal with long term solutions to the continued 
channel shoaling. The final report was due in I993. 

While an easterly breakwater may provide the greatest level of protection possible from storms from the 
southeast, the previous lack of voter support and the Corps' lack of financial support must be 
acknowledged. The Harbor Master Plan recommends that the Waterfront Department continue to 
explore the feasibility of providing an easterly breakwater or other protection from southeast storms 
(Policy DEP-4). While an easterly breakwater may form the ultimate in storm protection, costs and 
environmental concerns place this project beyond the I 0 year planning period of this Plan. West 
Beach, when dredged to less than its I989 width, also provides an important site for sand accretion that 
would otherwise eventually fill the Harbor. 

In summary, there have been improvements made in the last decade to provide better protection from 
southeast storms, and those improvements have proven to be effective. The City and Corps are 
studying the City's ownership of a dredge which would ensure that dredging continues as needed 
without regard to Federal funding availability. The Harbor Master Plan recommends that dredging 
continue to maintain existing or restore previously dredge areas and that it be done in an 
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environmentally safe manner (Policy MAR-2 and related actions). With the possible City ownership of 
a dredge, the assurance of continued maintenance dredging and the improvements that have been made 
in the area of the sandbar, the Harbor is adequately protected from all but the most severe storms. 

B. TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Traffic studies had been prepared as a part of the Phase I and IT Reports which addressed traffic issues 
in a general way. The following is a summary of an updated and more detailed traffic analysis prepared 
by Associated Transportation Engineers and entitled ''Traffic and Parking Impact S~dy for the Harbor 
Master Plan, City of Santa Barbara, California" (Appendix H of Technical Appendix). A traffic and 
parking analysis (dated May 30, 1995), which includes the new restaurant in the Naval Reserve 
Building as well as the retention of the Breakwater Restaurant, is also included in Appendix H to this 
report. 

For the purposes of the following traffic and circulation discussion, the tenn "Alternative" is used from 
the Phase II Report. Some of these alternatives have been modified into "Policies" and "Actions" in 
Section VIII ("Recommended Policies of the Draft Harbor Master Plan") as discussed below. 

1 • Introduction 

The Harbor Master Plan (HMP) includes various development components or alternatives aimed 
at ensuring continued viability of the Harbor area. Although a total of thirteen alternatives was 
presented in the Phase II Report, only the six alternatives likely to affect area traffic and parking 
conditions are addressed in the traffic report~ These six alternatives include: Alternative Sa -
Harbor Commercial Area (City-owned Naval Reserve Building), Alternative 6 - Coast Guard 
Auxiliary Building [note: burned down on August 25, 1992], Alternatives 7 and 8 - Navy 
Pier/Boat Slips, Alternative 9- Rock Groin/Boat Launch Ramp Area, and Alternative 12 - Wharf 
Enhancements. Collectively, these alternatives involve remodeling, relocation, removal, and 
additions to existing Harbor and Steams Wharf area facilities. Figure 5 illustrates the study area 
identified for the traffic and parking analysis. 

2 • Existing Volumes and Levels of Service 

The Crosstown Freeway project began in 1989 and was completed in Augusi 1992. Because of 
the duration of this construction project, traditional traffic analyses, which are based on current 
traffic volumes and an annual background traffic growth factor, cannot be done in this case. 
Instead, existing peak hour intersection volumes and levels of service from the most recent pre
Crosstown Freeway environmental impact report (Fiesta Park Final EIR, SB-11 0-87) were used. 
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Intersection levels of service presented in the Fiesta Park Final EIR for the Friday PM peak hour 
and Sunday PM peak hour represent 1987 summer conditions. Table 10 shows the peak hour 
intersection levels of service for Fridays and Sundays. That table indicates that in 1987, several 
study area intersections were operating with unacceptable levels of service in excess of the City's 
adopted 0. 77 volume to capacity (V /C) ratio threshold. During the Friday PM peak period the 
Castillo Street/Haley Street intersection operated at LOS C (V/C 0.78), while the Castillo 
Street/Montecito Street intersection operated at LOS D (V/C 0.87) with existing 1987 volumes. 
During the Sunday PM peak hour only the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection operated 
poorly in the LOS C range (V/C 0.78) with existing 1987 volumes. The Harbor area 
intersections (Harbor Way/Shoreline Drive, Lorna Alta Drive/Shoreline Drive, Lorna Alta 
Drive/Cliff Drive) were not analyzed in the Fiesta Park EIR. 

·Table 10 

Factored Existing 1987 Peak Hour 
Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 

Castillo St/Haley St 
Castillo St/US 101 SB Ramps 
Castillo St/Montecito St 
Castillo St/Cabrillo Blvd 
Shoreline Or/Harbor Way 
Shoreline Or/Lorna Alta Dr 
Lorna Alta Or/Cliff Dr 
State St/Cabrillo Blvd 

Friday PM PH 
VIC Ratio/LOS 

0.72/C 
0.81/0 
1.04/F 
0.64/A 
0.44/A 
0.50/A 
0.40/A 
0.70/B 

Sunday PM PH 
VIC Ratio/LOS 

0.43/A 
0.54/A 
0.84/0 
0.69/A 
0.51/A 
0.36/A 
0.22/A 
0.68/B 

Source: ATE __ =Exceeds Threshold of Significance 

Peak hour conditions for the study area intersections included in the Fiesta Park EIR were 
approximated for 1992.from the 1987 volumes with a 1.5 percent per year growth rate, while the 
Harbor-area intersections were counted by ATE on Fridays and Sundays during May, 1991. 
Table 11 on the next page lists the 1992 peak hour intersection levels of service for the study area 
intersections. 
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Table 11 

Forecast 1992 Post-Crosstown Freeway 
Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersec.tion 

Castillo St/Haley St 
Castillo St/US 101 SB Ramps 
Castillo St/Montecito St 
Castillo St/Cabrillo Blvd 
Shoreline Dr/Harbor Way 
Shoreline Dr/Loma Alta Dr 
Lorna Alta Dr/Cliff Dr 
State St/Cabrillo Blvd 
Garden St/Cabrillo Blvd 
Garden St/Y anonali St 
Garden St/US 101 NB Ramps 
Garden St/US 101 SB Ramps 
State St/Y anonali St 

Source: ATE 

Friday PM PH 
VIC Ratio/LOS 

0.49/A 
0.67/B 
0/83/D 
0.50/A 
0.44/A 
0.50/A 
0.40/A 
0.64/B 
0.59/A 
0.37/A 
0.73/C 
0.61/B 
0.73/C 

Sunday PM PH 
VIC Ratio/LOS 

0.40/A 
0.54/A 
0.75/C 
0.55/A 
0.51/A 
0.36/A 
0.22/A 
0.62/B 
0.63/B 
0.27/A 
0.65/B 
0.57/A 
0.62/B 

__ = Exceeds Threshold of Significance 

3 • Project Trip Generation and Distribution 

Trip generation estimates for the proposed Harbor Master Plan recommendations were developed 

from standard trip g~neration rates found in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Report, San Diego Traffic Generators (see page 4 of the Traffic Study for references), 
and local knowledge of the trip making characteristics of Harbor area land uses. Inbound
outbound directional splits were also derived from the ITE report where available. Table 12 
presents a summary of the Friday PM peak hour (4:30P.M.- 5:30P.M.) and Sunday peak hour 
(2:00PM-3:00P.M.) trip generation estimates for the Harbor Master Plan recommendations. In 
the Friday PM, the development of the Harbor Master Plan assuming the City owns Naval 
Reserve Building would result in a net increase of 42 Friday PM peak hour trips (29 inbound, 13 
outbound). There would be an net increase of 40 Sunday PM peak hour trips (22 inbound, 18 
outbound). Tables 3 and 4 in the Traffic Study give a detailed breakdown of trip generation 

associated with the recommendations. 
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Table 12 

FRIDAY AND SUNDAY PM PEAK HOUR 
TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES 

FRIDAY PM 

Description PM Trips Inbound 
(net) Trips 

City acquires Naval Reserve 
and improves Harbor 
Commercial area including 
new restaurant in NRB 31 24 

Coast Guard Auxiliary 2 0 

Navy Pier and Slips 4 2 

Rock Groin Improvements 4 2 

Wharf Enhancements 1 1 

Tottzl- Friday PM 42 29 

Description SUNDAY PM 

City acquires Naval Reserve 
and improves Harbor 
Commercial area including 33 18 
new restaurant in NRB 

Coast Guard Auxiliary 0 0 

Navy Pier and Slips 4 1 
-

Rock Groin Improvements 2 2 

Wharf Enhancements 1 1 

Tottzl- Sunday PM 40 22 

Source: ATE 
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Trip distribution percentages for the proposed Harbor Master Plan were derived from similar 
distribution percentages presented in the Waterfront Area Transportation Study (WATS), the 
Fiesta Park Project Final EIR, and a local knowledge of the commercial centers and recreational 

areas located in and around the Waterfront area. The distribution percentages and directions are 
listed on page 5 of the Traffic Study. Once the appropriate distribution for project-generated 
traffic was established, the Friday PM peak hour and Sunday PM peak hour trips were assigned 
to the street system of the study area. 

4 • Prqject-Specjfic Traffic Impacts 

The City's current standards for impact significance were used in assessing the potential project 

specific traffic impacts resulting from the plan. According to present City policy, if a new 
development may cause an intersection to exceed a volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio of0.77, it is 
deemed a significant impact. If the intersection already exceeds the 0. 77 threshold, a significant 
impact results if the project increases the V /C ratio by 0.01 or more. 

Friday PM peak hour and Sunday PM peak hour intersection levels of service were recalculated 
for the study-area intersections assuming the forecast 1992 volumes. Table 12 shows the 
forecast 1992 levels of service for the study-area intersections assuming the completion of the 
Crosstown Freeway Project. The results shown in Table 12 indicate that the majority of the 
critical intersections in the study area will operate within acceptable levels of service (LOS A-C) 
under 1992 post-Crosstown Freeway conditions. According to November 1994 Public Works 
traffic counts, the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection is expected to operate in the LOS D 

range (V/C 0.84) during the Friday PM peak hour. Sunday V/C is 0.74 or LOS C, which is 
acceptable by City standards. 

Table 13 lists the 1992 existing and existing-plus-project intersection levels of service for Fridays 

and Sundays for the Harbor Master Plan recommendations. This table indicates that the Harbor 
Master Plan recommendations would exceed the City's project specific impact threshold at the 
Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection during the Friday PM peak hour by increasing the 
volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio by 0.010, thus constituting a significant impact. Furthermore, 
project specific impact thresholds would not be exceeded on Sundays. 

Review of the intersection level of service data in Table 13, and the assignment of project
generated traffic shown in Figures 2 through 5 in the Traffic Study (see Technical Appendix), 
indicates that the implementation of the Harbor Master Plan as proposed would result in peak 

hour traffic increases at a number of intersection locations within the study area. 
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Table 13 

I Friday and Sunday P.M. Peak Hour 
1992 Existing-Plus-Project 

I Intersection Levels of Service 

FRIDAY PM I 
Existing+ Project· 

Existing 1992* Project Added VIC 

I . Castillo St/Haley St. 0.49/A 0.49/A 0.006 
Castillo St/US 101 SB Ramps 0.67/B 0.68/B 0.007 
Castillo St/Montecito St. 0.8410 Q,S61D .Q..Qll I Castillo St/Cabrillo Blvd. 0.50/A 0.51/A 0.009 
Shoreline Or/Harbor Way 0.44/A 0.46/A 0.021 
Shoreline Dr/Loma Alta Dr. 0.50/A 0.50/A 0.001 I Lorna Alta Or/Cliff Dr. 0.40/A 0.40/A 0.001 
State St/Cabrillo Blvd. 0.64/B 0.64/B 0.004 
Garden St/Cabrillo Blvd. 0.59/A 0.59/A 0.002 

I Garden St/Y anonali St. 0.37/A 0.37/A 0.001 
Garden St/US 101 NB Ramps 0.73/C 0.73/C 0.001 
Garden St/US 101 SBRamps 0.61/B 0.61/B 0.001 

I 
SUNDAY PM 

Existing+ Project- I 
Existing 1992* Project Added VIC 

Castillo St/Haley St. 0.40/A 0.40/A 0.002 I 
Castillo St/US 101 SB Ramps 0.54/A 0.54/A 0.003. 
Castillo St/Montecito St. 0.74/C 0.75/C 0.015 I Castillo St/Cabrillo Blvd. 0.55/A 0.55/A 0.004 
Shoreline Or/Harbor Way 0.51/A 0.52/A 0.010 
Shoreline Or/Lorna Alta Dr. 0.36/A 0.36/A 0.001 

I Lorna Alta Or/Cliff Dr. 0.22/A. 0.22/A 0.001 
State St/Cabrillo Blvd. 0.62/B 0.62/B 0.001 
·Garden St/Cabrillo Blvd. 0.63/B 0.63/B 0.001 

I Garden St/Y anonali St 0.27/A 0.27/A 0.000 
Garden St/US 101 NB Ramps 0.65/B 0.65/B 0.000 
Garden St/US 101 SB Ramps 0.57/A 0.57/A 0.001 
State St/Y anonali St. 0.62/B 0.62/B 0.001 I 

= Exceeds Threshold of Significance 

• - Assumes Completion of Crosstown Freeway Project Source: ATE I 
I 
I 
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S. ~umulative Traffic Impacts 

A new Waterfront _area and lower Downtown area cumulative project list was used to forecast 
future intersection volumes and peak hour levels of service. A copy of the cumulative project list 
is included in the Technical Appendix of the Traffic Study. Peak hour traffic expected to be 
g~nerated by the cumulative projects was distributed and assigned to the future street system 
based on the appropriate W A TS distribution percentages and a general knowledge of the 
residential. employment and commercial centers in the Waterfront and lower downtown areas. 

Intersection levels of service were recalculated assuming the addition of cumulative project traffic 
and the results are shown in Table 14. With the addition of cumulative traffic, the Castillo 
Street/Montecito Street intersection will continue to operate in excess of the 0. 77 threshold on 

Fridays (0.88/D) and Sundays (0.79/C). 

Table 14 

Forecast 1995 Cumulative Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 

Castillo St/Haley St. 
Castillo St/US 101 SB Ramps 
Castillo St/Montecito St. 
Castillo St/Cabrillo Blvd 
Shoreline Or/Harbor Way 
Shoreline Dr!Loma Alta Dr. 
Lorna Alta Dr/Cliff Dr. 
State St/Cabrillo Blvd 
Garden St/Cabrillo Blvd 
Garden St/Y anonali St. 
Garden St/US 101 NB Ramps 
Garden St/US 101 SB Ramps 
State St/Y anonali St. 

Source: ATE 
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Friday PH 
V /C Ratio/LOS 

0.50/A 
0.69/B 
0.88/D 
0.51/A 
0.44/A 
0.50/A 
0.40/A 
0.65/B 
0.61/B 
0.41/A 
0.76/C 
0.67/B 
0.74/C 

Sunday PH 
V/C Ratio/LOS 

0.41/A 
0.56/A 
0.79/C 
0.55/A 
0.51/A 
0.36/A 
0.22/A 
0.63/B 
0.65/B 
0.31/A 
0.68/B 
0.61/B 
0.63/B 

__ = Exceeds Threshold of Significance 



Peak hour intersection levels of service were recalculated assuming cumulative-plus-project 
volumes and are presented for the Friday and Sunday periods in Table 15. The City's current 
cumulative traffic impact threshold states that if a project. with or without other projects, causes 
an intersection to exceed 0.77 or contributes more than one peak hour trip to any one approach at 
an intersection forecast to exceed 0. 77 with cumulative volumes, the project's impact is 
considered significant 

The information presented in Table 15 shows that the Harbor Master Plan will result in significant 
cumulative impacts at the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection on Fridays by adding·more 
than one peak hour trip to this location forecast to operate in excess of the 0.77 threshold with 
cumulative volumes. 

6 • Mith:ation Measures 

As stated above, the Harbor Master Plan as proposed would result in significant project specific 
and cumulative traffic impacts at the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection by adding peak 

hour traffic in excess of adopted City thresholds. Construction of planned improvements for the 
Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection would mitigate the project specific and cumulative· 
impacts identified above. According to the City Engineering Division, the planned improvement 
project involves lane additions and a reconfiguration of the intersection resulting in increased 
capacity and improved operation. These improvements are scheduled to begin in April, 1994. 

Existing and cumulative levels of service for the Friday and Sunday PM peak hour periods were 
recalculated assuming the completion of the intersection improvements. Table 16 compares levels 
of service with existing and mitigated lane geometries for both the Friday and Sunday peak 
periods. Level of service calculation worksheets assuming the improved geometries are 
contained in ttie Techn~cal Appendix. 
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I able 15 

I 
Friday and Sunday PM Peak Hour 

1995 Cumulative-Plus-Project 
Intersection Levels of Service* 

I FRIDAY PM 

I 
Cum. + Project 

Cumulative Project Added Trips 

I Castillo St/Haley St 0.50/A 0.50/A 11 

Castillo St/US 101 SB Ramps 0.69/B 0.69/B 19 

Castillo St/Montecito St. 0.86/D 0.88/D 29 

I Castillo St/Cabrillo Blvd. 0.51/A 0.52/A 29 

Shoreline Or/Harbor Way 0.44/A 0.46/A 32 

I Shoreline Or/Lorna Alta Dr. 0.50/A 0.50/A 3 

Lorna Alta Or/Cliff Dr. 0.40/A · 0.40/A 2 

State St/Cabdllo Blvd. 0.65/B 0.65/B 10 

I Garden St/Cabdllo Blvd. 0.6l/B 0.61/B 6 

Garden St/Yanonali St. 0.41/A 0.41/A 4 

I 
Garden St/US 101 NB Ramps 0.76/C 0.76/C 2 

Garden St/US 101 SB Ramps 0.67/B 0.67/B 4 

State St/Yanonali St. 0.74/C 0.74/C 4 

I SUNDAY PM 

I 
Cum.+ Project 

Cumulative Project Added.Trips 

I Castillo St/Haley St. 0.50/A 0.50/A 8 

Castillo St/US 10 I SB Ramps 0.69/B 0.69/B 14 
Castillo St/Montecito St. 0.76/C 0.77/C 19 

I Castillo St/Cabrillo Blvd. 0.51/A 0.52/A 20 

Shoreline Or/Harbor Way 0.44/A 0.45/A 23 

I 
Shoreline Or/Lorna Alta Dr. 0.50/A 0.50/A 3 

Lorna Alta Or/Cliff Dr. 0.40/A 0.40/A 2 
State St/Cabdllo Blvd. 0.65/B 0.65/B 6 

I Garden St/Cabrillo Blvd. 0.61/B 0.61/B 4 

Garden St/Y anon ali St. 0.41/A 0.41/A 2 

I 
Garden St/US 101 NB Ramps 0.76/C 0.76/C 1 

Garden St/US 101 SB Ramps 0.67/B 0.67/B 2 

State St/Yanonali St. 0.74/C 0.74/C 2 

I __ = Exceeds Threshold of Significance 

* - Assumes Completion of Crosstown Freeway Project Source: ATE 
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Table 16 
Castillo Street/Montecito Street 

Mitigated 1997 Intersection Levels of Service 

Cumul. Volumes/ Cumul. Volumes/ 
Apalysjs Perjod Exjstioa Geometries Mjtiaated Geometries 

Friday PM Peak Hour 0.87/D 0.51/A 

Sunday PM Peak Hour 0.77/C 0.49/A 

Souree: ATE 

The level of service infonnation presented in Table 16 shows that with the completion of the 
planned improvements, the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection is expected to operate 
acceptably on Fridays and Sundays. The completion of the planned improvements would 
therefore mitigate the project specific and cumulative traffic impacts identified for this location 
to a level of insignificance. In a memo to Planning Staff dated March 25, 1992 (Attachment 
10 to the Harbor Master Plan Negative Declaration. Appendix G), ''With the removal of the 
freeway lights. LOS may have already begun improving at the Castillo/Montecito Streets 
intersection. Transportation Staff expects to recount this intersection after the fmal completion 
of the Crosstown Freeway to verify projections." The improvements may be modified after 
the intersection is recounted although improvements are still expected to be necessary. 
Construction of intersection improvements is scheduled to begin in early 1994. 

To fully mitigate impacts, development of the entire Harbor Master Plan should not go 
forward until completion of the Castillo Street/Montecito Street improvements. Phasing of 
Harbor Master Plan, however, could also be used as mitigation to the identified impact at the 
Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection. Review of Table 12 indicates that several of the 
Harbor Master Plan recommendations are expected to generate negligible amounts of peak 
hour traffic. For instance, the improvements to the rock groin and Wharf enhancements are 
expected to result in inconsequential traffic increases, while the Harbor Commercial area 
recommendations would generate the majority of the new traffic expected in the area. 

Policy SERV-2 is recommended to require that development projects included in the Harbor · 
Master Plan, particularly those in the Harbor Commercial area, shall not go forward until all 
necessary Waterfront intersection improvements are completed. Policy ACC-1 and ActioQ 
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ACC-1.1 require a comprehensive traffic and parking study of the Waterfront be prepared 
within one year of completion of major improvements in the Waterfront. This study will be 
the first comprehensive study done in over a decade and will help identify needed traffic and 
parking improvements in the Waterfront. 

7 • Pedestrian. Bicycle and Other Cjrc;ulatjop 

With the anticipated increase in pedestrian travel between peripheral parking areas and Harbor 
destinations, there will be an increased need for safe, convenient pedestrian walkways to and 
from the Harbor area. Of particular note is pedestrian travel between the Harbor area and the 
La Playa East and Leadbetter East parking lots. Currently, pedestrians traveling between the 

La Playa East lot and the Harbor utilize an unimproved dirt path along the north side of 
Shoreline Drive. Pedestrians traveling to and from the Leadbetter East lot and the Harbor 
generally walk straight through the Harbor 90 Minute lot to their destination, as there is 
presently no sidewalk on the south side of Shoreline Drive. The Harbor Master Plan 
includes two "Shoreline Access" policies (ACC-1 and -2) and related actions that require 
improvements in pedestrian, bicycle, vehicle and other modes of transportation in the area . 
Pedestrian circulation in the vicinity of West Beach is also proposed to be improved with this 
plan. 

Other issues to be addressed include the increased use of roller blades and surreys on the 
Cabrillo Beachway. Conflicts occur between these two uses and walkers, joggers and 
bicyclists on this very popular stretch of pavement. The comprehensive traffic and parking 
study discussed in the previous section will.study this situation and recommend solutions. 
The Harbor Master Plan also recommends that the existing sidewalk along Cabrillo Boulevard 
be improved to encourage more pedestrian use (Action ACC-2.2), thus reducing the conflicts 

on the Beachway. Action ACC-2.4 recommends studying the possibility of relocating the 
Beach way where it crosses the boat launch ramp Parking Lot, thus reducing the bicycle
vehicle conflicts in that area. Lastly, a sign program is recommended (Action ACC-2.6) that 
will improve the overall circulation in the study area. 

s~ Summary and Conclusions 

Friday and Sunday peak hour trip generation estimates for the proposed Harbor Master Plan 
indicated that the Harbor Master Plan as proposed would generate 32 Friday PM peak hour 
and 16 Sunday PM peak hour trips, and 23 Friday PM peak hour trips and 12 Sunday PM 
peak hour trips assuming the Navy retains ownership of the building. Distribution and 
assignment of project -generated traffic revealed that implementation of the Harbor Master Plan 
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would result in significant project specific impacts to the Castillo Street/Montecito Street 
intersection on Fridays. 

A cumulative analysis perfonned for study area intersections indicated that operation of the 
Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection will degrade further within the LOS D range with 
future traffic volumes. Addition of project-generated traffic would exceed City thresholds on 
Fridays and result in a significant cumulative impact at this location with the implementation 
of the Plan. 

Improvements planned for the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection are expected to. 
mitigate both the project specific and cumulative traffic impacts identified for this location. 
With the improvements in place, PM peak hour levels of service are expected to be in the LOS 
B range on Fridays and in the LOS A range on Sundays with future traffic volumes. 

Phasing of the development may also mitigate identified significant impacts atthe Castillo 
Street/Montecito Street intersection by allowing the less intense portions of the plan to move 
forward before the completion of the Castillo Street/Montecito Street improvements. 

C. PARKING 

Existing and future parking conditions in and around the Waterfront area are described in detail in the 
Phase I and Phase II traffic and circulation analyses as well as two Traffic and Parking Reports 
(Appendix H). It is important to note that the parking analysis was done assuming the existing 
supply of parking, i.e., the approximately 50- 125 new spaces that are expected to be added are not 
assumed in this analysis. The parking analysis also did not assume any conjunctive use of parking, 

. i.e. recognizing that people often come to the area for more than one reason. There have also been an 
increase in space~ at SBCC (net increase of approximately 525 spaces) which are not considered. 
The parking study is therefore a worst case analysis of the existing and future parking situation. 

The City's methodology for assessing the significance of environmental impacts related to parking 
has traditionally involved the use of an 85% parking occupancy threshold. Generally, urban parking 
facilities are felt to be at capacity once the 85% utilization level has been reached. A development 
proj~ct is said to cause a significant parking impact when the parking demand generated by the project 
causes the utilization of the facility to exceed the 85% threshold. 

Most City Waterfront Department employees work 8 to 5, Monday through Friday, which is when 
parking is generally plentiful. On weekends, when parking demand is higher, there are fewer 

employees working and parking for their vehicles does not present a problem. 
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1 • Harbor Area ParkinK Resources 

Table 8 (located-in Section IV, Existing Uses) indicates a total of 2,043 parking spaces in the 
study area under existing conditions. The location of the parking is shown in Figure 6. It 
should be noted, however, that not all 2,043 parking spaces are available for public use at all 
times of the year. For example, pursuant to the Joint Powers Agreement between Santa 
Barbara City College and the City, both La Playa lots are closed to the public on weekdays 
during the school year. Furthermore, the La Playa East lot is closed to the public on weekends 

during the school year. Therefore the total number of parking spaces in the study area varies 
between 1,537 spaces during Fall, Winter and Spring weekdays, 1, 705 spaces during Fall, 
Winter and Spring weekends, and 2,043 spaces during Summer weekdays and weekends. 

The 194 space Pershing Park Lot is about one-quarter mile from the Harbor and has been 
removed from consideration in the updated parking analysis (Appendix H), although realis
tically it still provides parking for Harbor users. Without the Pershing Park Lot, 1,851 spaces 
are available with 1,341 spaces available during the school year (Fall, Winter and Spring). 

In order to assess the significance of parking impacts generated by the Harbor Master Plan, a 
constraints analysis was performed. This analysis examined available capacity in the study area 
parking lots (85% of total spaces - number of occupied spaces) during each observation period, 
and subsequently determined whether enough parking demand would be generated by the 
project to exceed the reserve capacity during each period. Tables 17 and 18 inClude the percent 
of spaces used and the reserve capacity during each observation period. These tables indicate 
that the reserve parking capacity in the study area varies.between 262 vacant parking sp~ces on 
Fall weekday mornings and 913 open parking spaces on Summer weekday evenings. 

Table 2 in the October, 1991 Supplemental Parking Report (Appendix H) lists the current 
weekday utilization statistics for the parking lots. Table 3 in the same study lists similar data 
for weekends. These tables and Table 17 indicate that parking demand within the study area 

varies considerably by season, day-of-week, and time-of-day. Summer weekday mornings 
experience the highest demand with 1,127 occupied spaces. Spring weekday evenings 
experience the lowest demand w~th 616 occupied spaces. Utilization percentages range 
between 35% on summer weekday evenings and 78% on Fall weekday mornings. 

Table 17 indicates that the highest weekday demand for parking in the study area occurs in the 
Summer months during the morning period (1,233 vehicles). The highest weekend demand for 
parking in the study area occurs in the summer months during the afternoon period (I, 181 
vehicles). Table 18 also shows that existing parking use in the study area is below the City's 
85% threshold. 
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Table 17 

1991 Study Area Peak Parking Utilization 

Weekc1ays 
Mornings 
Afternoons 
Evenings 

Weekends 
Mornings 
Afternoons 
Evenings 

Spring 

960/1537 = 62% 
775/1537 =50% 
715/1537 = 47% 

764/1705 = 45% 
96211705 = 56% 
820/1705 = 48% 

Note: Includes Pershing Park spaces 

Summer 

123312043 = 60% 
830/2043 = 41% 
824/2043 = 40% 

996/2043 = 49% 
118112043 =58% 
. 976/2043 = 48% 

Table 18 

1991 Reserve Parking Capacity 

Spring Summer 
Observation 85% Vehicles Reserve 85% Vehicles Reserve 

Period Capacity Parked Capacity Capacity Parked Capacity 

w~~kdilY~ 
Mornings 1306 960 346 1737 1233 504 
Afternoons 1306 775 531 1737 830 907 
Evenings 1306 715 591 1737 824 913 

w~~k~nd~ 
Mornings 1449 764 685 1737 996 741 
Afternoons 1449 962 487 1737 1181 556 
Evenings 1449 820 629 1737 976 761 

Note: Includes Pershing Park spaces 
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Fall 

1044/1537 = 68% 
907/1537 =59% 
82711537 =54% 

858/1705 = 50% 
105111705 = 62% 
914/1705 =54% 

Source: ATE 

Fall 
85% Vehicles Reserve 

Capacity Parked Capacity 

1306 1044 262 
1306 907 399 
1306 827 479 

1449 858 591 
1449 1051 398 
1449 914 535 

Source: ATE 



2 • Pmject Parkin& Demand 

Peak weekday and weekend parking demand estimates for the individual land uses proposed in 
the Harbor Master Plan were calculated using standard parking demand rates. Table 19 lists the 
weekday and weekend parking demand estimates for each Harbor Master Plan recommen
dation. Also shown in this table are the expected variations in parking demand that would be 
experienced during the morning, afternoon and evening periods. The results indicate the peak 

parking demand would be 105 spaces on weekdays and 126 on weekends if all the recommen
dations, including the City's development of the Naval Reserve Building, were realized: · 

It is important to note, however, that peak parking demand for the various land uses which 
comprise the Harbor Master Plan would occur at different times of day. Table 19 shows that 
weekday parking demand generated by all the recommendations would be 38 spaces in the 
morning period, 69 spaces in the afternoon period and 61 spaces in the evening. The proposed 
addition to the Breakwater Restaurant will have the greatest effect on Harbor area parking 
resources by generating a peak demand of 31 spaces on weekdays and 40 spaces on weekends. 
However, parking occupancy data collected for the Breakwater Restaurant EIR (SB-84-85) 
suggested that a substantial amount of current restaurant patronage is from Harbor area 
employees, liveaboards and slips owners who may already be parked in the area for some other 
reason. Table 20 shows new parking demand associated with the Harbor Master Plan as 
compared to the existing reserve capacity of parking. In most cases, the reserve capacity is 
several hundred spaces. The only time the reserve capacity dips below 300 is weekday 
mornings during the Spring and Fall and during Fall weekday afternoons. 

3. Public Perception of Harbor Parkin& Conditions 

As described above, current use of Harbor area parking resources is below the City's 85% 
occupancy threshold. However. the Harbor 90 Minute, Leadbetter 90 Minute and Harbor Way 
lots experience heavy use at times. Review of the data indicates that parking utilization in the 
Harbor 90 Minute and Harbor Way lots ranged from 66% to 100% with parking exceeding 
90% on 38 of the 57 weekend days studied. The Leadbetter 90 Minute lot near the restaurant at 
Leadbetter Beach is also heavily used most of the year, probably due to the proximity to the 
restaurant and the fact that 90 minute parking in the lot is provided free of charge. Conse
quently, while the overall parking is adequate from the technical standpoint (i.e. having reserve 
capacity as discussed above), the location of the available parking is perceived as a problem. 

The Harbor Lot may fill on busy summer weekends, but there is adequate parking available 
nearby, particularly in the Leadbetter and La Playa Lots. Looking at an aerial or areawide map 
shows that the distance from the existing Breakwater Restaurant to the Leadbetter East Lot near 
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Table 19 
PARKING DEMAND ESTIMATES 

---···········-~ -

Evening ~ I Weekend Demand I Evening 
Weekday Demand 

Description Size Peak AM PM Peak AM 'I PM 
Harbor Area 

Harbor Maintenance Shop* 6,400 sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 

New Restaurant, Maritime 
Museum, Public Meeting n/a 100 15 72 94 128 45 24 122 
Room and Public Agencies 

Laundromat* 232 sf 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lease Office 782 sf 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 () 

Lease Retail 1,916 sf 6 4 6 5 8 4 8 5 
Additional Slips 59 slips 15 6 15 13 29 12 29 25 

Rock Groin Area 

Relocated Harbormaster's 
Office 1,200 sf 5 5 5 I I I 1 0 

Deli and Restrooms 500 sf 6 I 4 (j 7 2 3 7 
Relocated Dredge Power 400 sf 0 0 0 (] 0 0 0 0 

Station* 

Stearns Wharf 

Wharf Maint Bldg and 
Rest rooms 800 sf l I I 0 I I I 0 

Harbor Tour Kiosk 50 sf I I I I l 0 1 I 
Lease Office 150 sf 1 1 I 1 0 0 0 0 
Visitor Center 400 sf l l l 1 2 I 2 I 
Totals 138 37 108 122 177 66 106 161 

* -Not expected to generate new parking demand Source: ATE 
nla - Not applicable because existing building space is being used and existing office and public space is being removed. 



Table 20 
Parking Demand Compared to Reserve Capacity* 

Weekdays Weekends 
· Mornina Afternoon Evening Morning Afternoon Evenina 

Spring 
Parking Demand 39 110 122 66 106 161 
Reserve Capacity 252 290 492 833 639 849 

Summer 
Parking Demand 39 110 122 66 106 161 
Reserve Capacity 455 765 893 790 563 866 

Fall 
Parking Demand 39 110 122 66 106 161 
Reserve Capacity 168 207 407 741 655 755 

• • Without Pershing Park Lot Source: ATE 

the restaurant and restrooms is actually less than the distance from the restaurant to the east end 
of the Harbor Parking Lot (near the boat launch ramp). While that may be the case, people still 
pereeive that the Harbor Lot is the most convenient. The Harbor Master Plan also recommends 
(Action SERV-1.3) that consideration be given to adding 50 to 75 spaces to the west of Harbor 
Way. If these spaces are possible, they will provide more convenient parking for slip holders 
and Harbor business patrons. 

In terms of short term (i.e .• IS or 30 minute) 'parking, people using their boats in the marinas 
often have a difficult time finding a convenient place to park so that they can load and unload 
their gear. ft.J1 action is recommended (Action SERV -1.5) that additional short term spaces be 

added adjacent to Marinas 2, 3 and 4 in the Harbor Lot and along the new Harbor Way cul-de
sac. Enforcement will also be provided so that the short term spaces are really used for the 
purpose intended. 

Several weekend spot surveys conducted by ATE revealed that while the Harbor 90 Minute and 
Harbor Way lots experienced heavy use, ample convenient parking in the newly completed 
Leadbetter East lot was available during peak periods. Furthermore, the Pershing Park lot is 
approximately SO% to 75% underutilized during weekend mornings and afternoons. Clearly, 
public awareness of the expanded Harbor area parking system is limited. The redesign of the 
Harbor Way entrance (Action SERV-4.1) and the improved areawide signage will help direct 
parkers to the lots at the west end of the Harbor. 
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4. Summary and Conclusjons 

An analysis of Harbor area parking conditions showed that ample reserve parking exists within 

the study at all times of day during the Spring, Summer and Fall months. The replacement of 
the Leadbetter East parking lot in 1991 added 194 new convenient parking spaces to the study 
area. Occupancy studies from August of 1990 showed limited use of the new parking lot. 
Based on the amount of available reserve parking in the study area. a constraints analysis 
revealed the impacts on parking to be insignificant. In addition, this traditional parking demand 
analysis, which did not factor in a multiple use factor and the 50 to 100 new spaces, indicated 
that there would be adequate parking to meet the demand associated with the Harbor Master · 
Plan recommendations. 

It should also be noted that each recommendation of the Harbor Master Plan will undergo separate 
environmental review and that more detailed traffic and parking analyses may need to be prepared for 
each action. Furthermore, more reliable cumulative volume forecasts will be generated in the 
comprehensive traffic and parking study that will begin within one year of completion of major 
planned intersection improvements in the Waterfront. 

D. PUBLIC SERVICES 

The current and future availability and adequacy of public services is ~mportant to the success of any 
long range plan. Domestic water, in particular, is a service that has been in very short supply 
although the supply is expected to be adequate to accommodate build out of the City. Sewer ~apacity, 
drainage. fire flow and water quality are also important issues that are discussed below. 

1. Domestic Water 

In April of 1986, the City recognized that demand for domestic water was quickly approaching 
available supply and an interim ordinance restricting the use of water associated with new 
development was adopted. The exceptional rainfall in the Winter of 1991 ~92, along with the 
completion of the Desalination Plan and the approval of State Water by the voters in November, 
1991, have changed the City's water supply picture. Earlier restrictions on water use 
associated with new development have been eased although water conservation is still an 
important consideration in any development. 

A water study was prepared as a part of the environmental assessment of the Draft Harbor 
Master Plan and is included as an attachment to the Draft Negative Declaration, Appendix G. 
The study analyzes existing water use, the effect of the drought, retrofitting that has occurred to 
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date and that could still occur, and water use associated with the Harbor Master Plan 
recommendations. The findings of the study are summarized below. 

a. Existing Harbor Water Use 

The Waterfront Department cunently is responsible for 32 water meters as shown in Table 
21. The water use associated with Waterfront Department meters in the study area during 
the historic water period (June. 1984 to May, 1986) was 156.44 acre feet per year (AFY) 
for an annual average of 78.22 AFY. 

The Waterfront Department encourages water conservation on the part of all their tenants.· 
When the drought became very serious, some public water sources were turned off such 
as the faucets near the boat launch ramp which were used to hose off boats. Reclaimed 
water has been used for most landscaping in the area since July, 1989. Overall, the 
department has been very responsible in minimizing water use in the study area. 

b. Analysis of Water Use Associated with Harbor Master Plan 
Recommendations 

Table 1 of the Water Study (attached to the Negative Declaration, Appendix G) shows the 
recorded domestic and reclaimed water use for the meters for which the Waterfront 
Department is responsible. While the average annual water use during the historic period 
has been equivalent to over 78 AFY, the water use during the most recent water year 
(6/1/90-5/31/91) was 54.55 AFY or 70% of the historic average annual water use level 
Some of that reduction in water use can be accounted for by the drought and the extreme 
conservation efforts of Harbor residents and users of the area. An overall savings of 30% 
on water use has been achieved since 1984, and approximately 1/2 of that or 15% was 
assumed to be attributable to the drought. Therefore, a 15% drought factor has been 
included in the calculations to account for the reduced water use during the drought. 

Table 21 shows that the recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan will result in an 
increase of 11.11 AFY in water use. In Table 22, "Water Use Summary," the current 
water use (54.55 AFY) is increased by 15% to account for the drought which results in a 
revised cunent water use figure of 62.73 AFY. The water use associated with the 
recommendations (10.96 AFY) and the reduction in water use associated with further 
retrofitting that is possible results in a total water use with the Harbor Master Plan of 
63.00 AFY. This total is then compared to the historic water use for a net water savings 
of 15.22 AFY. Comparing the total Harbor Master Plan water use figure to the revised 
current water use figure (62.73 AFY) results in a minor increase in water use (0.27 AFY). 
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Table 21 
WATER USE ASSOCIATED WITH 

HARBOR MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 

DESCRIPTION NET CHANGE (afy) 
Subtotal Total 

Areawide 
Add parking and shuttle 0.00 
Improve pedestrian access 0.00 
Aesthetics/Design Guidelines 0.00 

0.00 
Harbor Area 

· Improve Harbor entrance 0.00 
Enhance Harbor Comm. Area: 

• New restaurant in Naval Reserve Building (a) 5.04 
• Add public offices, museum, meeting room 0.15 

-·-··· 

• Relocate Harbor Maint. to new building 0.40 
• Remodel & lease Harbor Maint. 0.21 
• Remodel and lease classroom as 0.00 

office space 
• Convert Parking Office to laundry 2.80 
• Remodel and lease Harbormaster's office 0.00 
• Remove public mtg. room and office uses (b) -0.75 

Increase comm. fishing use of Navy Pier and 
add passenger charters on Accom. Dock 0.00 

Add 59 slips within the existing Harbor 0.50 -------· 
Reconfigure the Rock Groin: 

• Relocate Harbormaster's office 0.12 
• Add a small deli and restrooms 1.50 
• Relocate dredge power station from Wharf 0.00 
• Add landscaping along seawall and recr. 

volleyball nets on West Beach 0.00 
9.97 

Stearns Wharf Area 
Secondary access to the beach for peds 0.00 
Add restrooms & Wharf maint. bldg. addition 0.95 
Add Harbor Tour Kiosk --· 0.00 
Convert and lease Wharf office ----- 0.00 

Convert dredge building to visitor center 0.04 
0.99 

TOTAL (ACRE-FEET/ YEAR) 10.96 

(a) - The new restaurant in the NRB is proposed to be 7,567 sq. ft. or 68% larger than 
the restaurant proposed in the earlier draft. Consequently, the water use associated with the 
smaller restaurant (3.0 AFY) has been increased by 68% to 5.04 AFY. 
(b)- Approximately 7,500 sq. ft. of public meeting room and office uses are proposed 
for removal from the NRB. 7.5 x 0.10/1,000 sq. ft.= 0.75 AFY reduction in water use. 
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The one aspect of water use over which the Waterfront Department does not have control 
is the water used by tenants who pay for their own water. The Waterfront Department 
already requires that all tenants comply with their "Water and Energy Conservation 

. Guidelines." Water and energy conservation will continue to be included in all future 
leases that are negotiated throughout the Waterfront. 

Table 22 

WATER USE SUMMARY 
HARBOR MASTER PLAN 

WATER USE FACTOR 

Historic Water Use 

Current Water Use 

+ 15% Drought Factor 

Revised Current Water Use 

+Water Use Associated with Revised 
Harbor Master Plan Recommendations 

- Additional Retrofitting (savings} 
Harbor Area 2.02 
Steams Wharf 8.67 

Total Water Use with HMP 

Net SAVINGS in water use over 
"Historic Water Use" 

Net INCREASE in water use over 
"Revised Current Water Use" 

100 

AFY 

78.22 

54.55 

8.18 

62.73 

10.96 

-10.69 

63.00 

15.22 

0.27 
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2 • Public Sewer System 

The Waterfront Department staff maintains the public sewer and water system within its 
jurisdiction. One exception is Steams Wharf where the Oty's Public Works Department 
maintains the water and wastewater mains. According to Public Works and Waterfront staffs, 
generally the wastewater lines are adequate to handle the wastewater generated within the 
Waterfront. Oil and grease associated with restaurants had been a problem due partially to the 
unanticipated increase in volume of Waterfront and Harbor visitors. This problems has been· 
addressed through the introduction of a grease eating enzyme to the sewer lines and improved 

plumbing and grease traps. 

Of all the Draft Harbor Master Plan recommendations, the Breakwater Restaurant is the only 
one that could significantly increase sewer flows. Assuming the restaurant is relocated to the 
Naval Reserve Building, the restaurant's sewer system will be greatly improved and is not 
expected to cause any problems. 

3. Drajnaae 

Drainage otthe Harbor Commercial area and parking lots has been improved in recent years 
although further improvements are warranted. At this point, it has not been determined whether 
the Harbor Parking Lot will be patched when the restriping is done. If or when the lot is 
reconstructed, the drainage will be carefully studied. 

The parking lot and sidewalk near Marinas 2, 3 and 4 are affected by the storm drains that pass 
under them, which, in the long term, can res~lt in subsidence of the sidewalk or parking lot. 
This issue will also be addressed when the parking lot is reconstructed. 

The waste oil tanks located near the Marina 2 - 4 restrooms have been removed and associated 
soil contamination has been remedied. Above ground tanks are now provided including the 
required containment area to avoid spills. 

4. Fire Flow 

The City's Master Environmental Assessment shows the Harbor area as having inadequate fire 

flow in the event of a fire emergency. The City's Fire Marshall has indicated that this situation 
has been improved to the point that fire flow in the area meets Fire Department requirements 
(see Attachment 9 to Negative Declaration, Appendix G). 
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E. HARBOR WATER QUALITY 

From 1985 to 1989, the County of Santa Barbara's Division of Health Care Services intennittently 
checked the ocean water in the Harbor to detennine if it meets water quality standards. The primary 
concern is coliform contamination associated with sewage from holding tanks or other sources. In a 
letter dated October 6, 1988, the County's Environmental Health Officer indicated that 72 samples 

were taken during the previous four month period and only one sample had a high bacteriological 
count. The four month study period coincided with the surm:J)er months when Harbor usage is at its 
highest. The letter states that: "The results are exemplary, and this Division is recommending that the 
number of monthly samplings be reduced during the remainder of the year" Given the e~emplary. . 
results over several years, testing was tenninated in May, 1989 at the direction of County Health Care 
Services staff. 

Another source of pollutants in the Harbor is oil leaks and spills directly into the water. According to 

Waterfront staff, this is kept to a minimum as oil refuse stations are available with the Harbor. As 
noted above, these stations are now above ground and have containment areas to avoid spills into the 

. Harbor. 

Stonn run off from large portions of the City is also a potential source of pollutants. In 1992, 

Environmental Health staff studied the extent of external Harbor pollution associated with polluted 
run off during rainy months. 

There is literature published relating to the safer use of boat bottom paints which often contain 
pesticide ingredients which foul the water. There is also public education and Harbor Patrol 
enforcement which minimizes the pumping of bilges in the Harbor and promotes the use of the pump 
out station on the Navy Pier. Policy MAR-l and its related actions require the continuation of water 
quality monitoring, and education of the public about reducing water pollution, etc. to improve 
Harbor water quality. 

F. AESTHETICS AND DESIGN 

1. Existin& Policies 

As discussed in the "Background" Section of this report, there are many policies in the Coastal 
Act, Local Coastal Plan and General Plan relating to aesthetics and design. The essence of the 
policies is that the scenic character of the coastline must be protected and enhanced. Cabrillo 
Boulevard is a potential Scenic Highway and the view of the shore, Harbor and Wharf from 
this boulevard is an important consideration. The policies suggest that any new project must 
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"fit in .. to this special setting and not present a look or feeling of congestion. According to a 
1988 UCSB study, Steams Wharf is the #1 tourist attraction in the area and the view of the 
shoreline and Harbor from that vantage point must also be carefully considered. 

2 • Existin& Arcbjtectural Guidelines 

The City's Local Coastal Plan (LCP) gives some guidance with respect to architectural themes 
in the study area. An action of Policy 7.2 states that the following .should be considered in · 

developing the Harbor Master Plan: 

Establish a design theme for both the Harbor and Wharf structures which reflects a 
historic maritime sening for the Wharf and a Mediterranean/Hispanic setting for the 
Harbor. 

Since the adoption of the Local Coastal Plan in 1981, the City's Architectural Board of Review 
(ABR) has been discussing the architectural styles in the Harbor area without resolving the 
question. The question of architectural style of the Wharf was determined to be "Historic 
Maritime" when the new buildings on that structure were designed in the late 1970s and early 
1980s. 

The existing ABR Guidelines have goals and policies which generally pertain to the study area. 
These goals are: 

To improve the general quality of the environment and promote conservation 
of natural and 1nanmade resources of the City; 

To promote visual relief throughout the community by preservation of scenic ocean 
and mountain vistas, creation of open space and variation of styles of architecture; 
and 

To encourage the placement of secure bike racks and promote pedestrian 
access between commercial centers. 

Most of the study area is just outside the El Pueblo Viejo Landmark District which runs along 
Cabrillo Boulevard and up State and Garden Streets into the Central Business District of the 
City (see the discussion of the district in the "Background .. Section of the report). 
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3 • Existin& Bulldinp agd Styles 

Within the Harbor Master Plan study area, there are two distinct areas with various types of 
facilities, Steams Wharf and the Harbor. These two elements are loosely connected by the 
Cabrillo Boulevard corridor and the sand of West Beach. 

Buildings on Steams Wbarf were constructed in the early 1980s in an architectural style which 
is reflective of wharf and waterfront construction and styles of the turn of the century. The use 

. . 
of architectural techniques that are typical of fishing operations and other wharf uses is evident 
in the restaurants and commercial buildings located there. Materials are also characteristic of 
these historic uses. Roofs are of wood shingles, siding of various wood configurations and 
windows with small paned lights contribute to this wharf style architecture. 

The Harbor area consists of many styles. of architecture. This variety is due, in part, to the span 
of several decades in which these buildings were constructed as well as a vanety of ownership 
and uses. The most significant structure is the Naval Reserve Building which is 17,500 sf in 
size. The architectural character of this building is stylized hispanic with a definite sense of 
governmental use. This building was originally owned by the City and was deeded to the Navy 

during World War II. Between 1991 and 1993, the City and Navy have been negotiating the 
sale of the Naval Reserve Building to the City, which, for the purposes of preparing the Harbor 
Master Plan, is assumed to occur. 

Other commercial buildings in the Harbor are one and two stol): and generally wood sided 
structures of a utilitarian nature. The Santa Barbara Yacht Club is a two story pole frame wood 
sided building. Other buildings are of a flat roofed, concrete masonry construction style typical 
of the 1970s. The Harbor area has no distinct architectural theme at this time. 

4 • Pm:pose of the Desiao Gujdelioes 

One of the goals of the Harbor Master Plan is to decide on a design theme for the study area in 
general and the Harbor Commercial area in particular. The following is an overview of the 
goals that the design guidelines should include as they relate to the Harbor Master Plan study 
area. The Harbor Master Plan Design Guidelines will be incorporated into the existing ABR 
Guidelines and adopted by resolution of the City Council at the same time as the adoption of the 
final Harbor Master Plan. The proposed Design Guidelines, that have been approved by the 
Architectural Board of Review, are included in Appendix I. 

As the design guidelines relate to all the recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan 
throughout the study area in this section they are discussed in a general way and from an 
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areawide perspective rather than in tenns of how the proposed guidelines relate to each 
recommendation. 

The purpose of the Harbor Master Plan Guidelines is to establish policies and design themes for 
the Harbor and Steams Wharf area to aid designers, planners and City Staff in making 
decisions relative to architectural and related development in the Harbor Master Plan study area 

For the purposes of this discussion, the study area is diyided into three general areas, all o_f 
which should be tied together visually: 

• 

• 

• 

Hamor Commercial Area -This includes the area"between the marinas on the east, Lorna 
Alta Drive on the west. the ocean on the south and Shoreline Drive on the north. Changes 
suggested include public improvements in the vicinity of the Breakwater Restaurant and 
the construction of a new Harbor Maintenance Building in the Harbor Maintenance Yard. 

Rock Groin - Suggested changes in the rock groin area include the creation of a Small 
Boat Quiet Area off West Beach, landscaping and a passive area on West Beach and the 
relocation of government boats and the Harborrnaster to the rock groin. 

Steams Wharf - This includes the entire Wharf, the State Street/Cabrillo Boulevard 
intersection, and portions of Palm Park. The addition of a second access to the Wharf, 
public seating and restrooms are the new structures that are proposed in this area. 

Within these three architectural areas outlined above, there are five basic elements that need to 
be addressed: architectural design. landscaping. street furniture, lighting and signage. The 
following discussion focuses on the "architectural design" aspect of the Guidelines. The other 
four elements are addressed in the Draft Design Guidelines. 

5 • Architectgral Desi&n Themes 

The establishment of a design theme for the Harbor Master Plan study area is a difficult one 
since there is no thread of commonality established in the area. The Coastal Marine architecture 
of the Wharf is the most clearly defined as a result of the more recent development on the 
Wharf. The Harbor Commercial area is a mixture of many architectural styles ranging from 
stylized Mediterranean character (Naval Reserve Building) to split-faced concrete block to light 
wood frame wood sided buildings. In discussion with the ABR, Planning Commission and 
Harbor Commission. all three groups like the variety and diversity of architecture in the area 
and wish to retain that mix of styles, although they agree the area should slowly transition to the 
"Santa Barbara regional" style of architecture found throughout the area. 

105 



In seven meetings with the Architectural Board of Review, mixed comments were made with 
respect to the architectural theme for the study area. The ABR generally supported 
Mediterranean architecture in the Harbor area and the retention of the Coastal Marine style for 
the Wharf. Ultimately ABR, in consultation with the Planning and Harbor Commissions, 
decided that diversity and variety are to be encouraged, while slowly transitioning to the Santa 
Barbara regional style of architecture that reflects a Mediterranean influence. 

The need for a sign program for businesses as well as directional signs for pedestrians and 
vehicles is included in the Guidelines. 

Given the existing mix of styles in the Harbor Commercial Aiea and the architectural 
compatibility on the Wharl', the following design concepts are proposed: 

a. Harbor Commercial Area 

The Naval Reserve Building dominates this area and is generally Mediterranean in style, 
therefore any remodelling or additions to this building should be in the same style. Any 

new construction or major remodels in the Harbor area should be developed in a 
compatible character and style, while small additions should be compatible with the 
existing architectural style of the building. 

b. Steams Wharf Area 

The architectural character of the Wharf was established during its redevelopment in the 
early 1980s. The Coastal Marine Seacoast Style should be continued for any additional 
construction on the Wharf. A variety of roof shapes, window sizes and placement and 
siding materials should be encouraged. 

c • Rock Groin Area 

New construction in this area (:a new Harbormaster's office, small deli and restroom, etc.) 
should be of Mediterranean nature because of the proximity to Cabrillo Boulevard and the 
Mediterranean style of the buildings in the vicinity. The architectural design of the rock 
groin should include a variety of roof shapes, window configurations and facades so as to 
create the sense of smaller individual buildings. The one large building "project" feeling 
on the groin is to be avoided. The overall intent in this area is to create a complex which 
is Mediterranean in style which complements the Naval Reserve Building and the Harbor 
Commercial area. 
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6 • Architectural Goals of the Guidelines 

The overall goal for the Harbor and Steams Wharf is to provide for visual compatibility 
throughout the area. While different architectural styles occur in various locations, 

landscaping, lighting, signage, colors, etc. can be used to tie the area together visually. Goals 
for specific areas are: 

1 • Steams Wharf- The architectural style for new structures and other 

improvements on the Wharf shall be in keeping with the Coastal Marine style that 

has been established. 

2. West Beach/Rock Groin/Los Baiios Area- The architectural style in this area 

should reflect the "Santa Barbara style" of architecture consistent with simpler 

utilitarian buildings in El Pueblo Viejo District. 

3 • Harbor Commercial Area • The Design Guidelines are intended to recognize 
and promote the charm and variety of architectural styles that exist in the Harbor 
Commercial Area while allowing for the gradual transition to traditional Santa 

Barbara architectural styles. Much of this charm is because it is a working harbor 
with a mixture of commercial fishing and other ocean dependent activities as well as 
ocean related and visitor serving uses. The Guidelines strive to maintain and create 
a variety of character within the Waterfront through the use of building massing, 
detailing, color, landscaping and signage to preserve the vitality of the waterfront for 

the visitor and user. New buildings in the area and major remodels (defined as a 
remodel that exceeds in cost 50% of the valuation of the existing building as defined 
by the Uniform Building Code) shall be in the traditional Santa Barbara style of 
architecture, particularly those that face east toward the Harbor. 

The Design Guidelines were adopted by Resolution of the Council at the same time as the 
adoption of the Harbor Master Plan. 

G. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

According to the City's Master Environmental Assessment the Harbor area has the potential for 
prehistoric or historic archaeological significance as well as potential effects on historic buildings, 
structures or objects. The Harbor Master Plan Phase II Report was reviewed by the Landmarks 
Committee on January 2, 1991. The committee expressed concern that there may be significant 
historic buildings or structures in the area that need to be considered in any future plans. Two 
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Cultural Resources Reports were prepared to· address these concerns: one which addressed the 
historic structures in the study area and one which addressed the archaeological resources. Both of 
tnese reports took a "programmatic" approach to cultural resource issues, i.e .• they identified 
potentially significant and sensitive areas that will require further study if and when individual 
projects are proposed in those areas. These studies and their findings are discussed below.* 

1 • Hjstodc Structpres Evalgatiop 

Three Historic Structures Evaluations were prepared in August 1991, February 1992 and June 
1995 by Preservation Planning Associates (Appendix J). These studies analyzed f!le existing . 
buildings and structures in the Harbor and Wharf area io detennine potential historical 
significance. There were three significant buildings or structures that could be changed as a 

result of the Harbor Master Plan recommendations: 

• The Naval Reserve Building; 
•· The existing seawall that runs along the Breakwater near the Naval Reserve; and 
• The two pylons or large concrete ''posts .. which are located at the end of the Breakwater 

near the Harbor Parking Lot kiosk. 

The pylons and seawall could potentially be affected by proposed improvements to the Harbor 
Parking Lot (Action SERV-1.4). 

The reports also found that the Design Guidelines needed to be modified to address the 
following: 

a. Compatibility with existing historic features such as the concrete wall. the pylons, and the 
lamp posts; 

b. Compatibility with historic structures such as the formal Spanish-Colonial Revival Naval 
Reserve Building and the more utilitarian wood frame clapboard buildings such as the 
Breakwater Restaurant and the Coast Guard Auxiliary building (burned 8192); and 

c. Reference to historical uses and events. 

One issue of concern related to the proposed secondary aecess to Stearns Wharf which would 
have to be carefully designed to be true to its historic character. The other issue related to the 
proposed demolition of the Coast Guard Auxiliary Building and Breakwater Restaurant. The 
Coast Guard Auxiliary Building burned in August. 1992 and the Breakwater Restaurant is no 
longer proposed for demolition. Two actions have been added (Actions CULo.1.2 and CUL-

* -These studies also addressed pedestrian access across West Beach; a second Harbor entrance at Castillo Street 

and the Mission Creek outfall. All three have been deleted and are not discussed further. 
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1.3) requiring that all recommendations of the Phase I and n Historic Structures Studies be 
incorporated into the appropriate plans. 

2 • Archaeolqgjcal Evaluation 

An Archaeological Study of the Harbor Master Plan study area was prepared in September, 
1991 by Dames and Moore. This study analyzed the thirteen recommendations from the Phase 
ll Report in terms ·of their potential impact on Native American, Spanish Colonial/Mexican, 
Anglo Mexican, American Period and Early 20th Century sensitivity zones in the study area. 
The study includes an outline of each sensitivity zone and the recommendations tha.t may affect 
that zone. The study also includes "procedures" or mitigation measures for minor and major 
types of projects. A summary of the findings of the study are [Note: The study is not 
reproduced in this report because of the confidential nature of the material]: 

• Native American: Recommendations relating to Parking affect both "high" and 
·'moderate" sensitivity zones. Shovel test pits, limited backhoe testing and construction 
monitoring are among the mitigations necessary to mitigate significant impacts. 

• Spanish Colonial-Mexican: None of the recommendations are expected to affect this 
sensitivity zone. If resources are discovered during construction, the mitigations found in 
the MEA would apply. 

• Anglo-Mexican: The Design Guidelines may impact this sensitivity zone. Mitigation 
includes limited backhoe testing, construction monitoring and background study if 
resources are discovered. 

• 

• 

American Period: Changes to parking and possibly the Rock Groin/Boat Launch Ramp 
area could result in impacts to resources of this period. In order to mitigate potentially 
significant impacts, limited backhoe testing and background study may be necessary. 

Early 20th Century: The proposed second entrance to the Wharf could impact early 20th 
century resources. Mitigation includes limited backhoe testing and background study. 

With either avoidance of the sensitive areas and/or incorporation of the mitigations outlined 
above, significant archaeological impacts should not occur. Action CUL-1.1 requires that alJ 
recommendations of the Archaeological Study be incorporated into the recommendations of the 
Harbor Master Plan. 
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H. THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES AND SENSITIVE HABITATS 

1 • Existina Policies 

There are several policies in the Coastal Act, the Local Coastal Plan and the General Plan that 
relate to endangered and threatened plant and animal species and sensitive habitats. These are 
focused on the protection of such species and habitats and, where feasible, their enhancement. 
At this time, the only listed threatened or endangered species in the Harbor/Wharf area are the 
Wes~ snowy plover and the California brown pelican. In addition, the Harbor area is · 
considered to be a sensitive habitat. Improvement of the water quality, as discussed in Section 
E of this Chapter, should provide the protection this habitat requires. 

Threatened or endangered species and sensitive habitats need to protected. Any construction 
and dredging operations need to be designed, in cooperation with the appropriate agencies, 
such that there are no impacts on these species or habitats. 

2 • Western Snowy PJour 

The Western snowy plover is a small, pale colored shorebird with dark patches on either side of 
the breast. It has been observed in the Harbor area. Primary locations include the sandspit and 
the area immediately east of Stearns Wharf. This bird was listed as a Threatened Species under 
the Federal Endangered Species Act in 1994. This listing requires a certain level of protection 
of this bird. Not a lot is known about the plover's activities near the Harbor; however, it has 
been reported to use the area for foraging and post-rearing of its young. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service is doing a study on possible designation of Critical Habitat for the plover. The 
recommendations on Critical Habitat are expected to be released in late 1995 or early 1996. 
Dredging operations and construction of the Steams Wharf wye could have an effect on these 
birds. 

More information is needed on the use of the Harbor area by the Western snowy plover. This 
will help detennine how impacts to the plover might be avoided during any construction or 
dredging operations and if other actions should be taken to protect the bird and its habitat. 

3 • California Brown Pelican 

The California brown pelican has been listed as an endangered species under both the Federal 
and California Endangered Species Acts for some time. It is a large grayish-brown bird with a 
long, pouched bill. It eats surface schooling fishes such as mackerel, sardine and anchovy. 
The brown pelican breeds from the Channel Islands southward to Acapulco, Mexico. Although 
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much of the original cause for listing the pelican as an endangered species, the impacts of DDT. 
has been resolved, the overfishing of its prime food remains a significant factor in its 
continuing endangerment. Nesting populations have increased in some years, but dropped 
precipitously in other years. As of 1992, the California Department of Fish and Game 
concluded that the trend of the population is still declining. 

While the California brown pelican does not nest in the Harbor area, it does forage and loaf at 
both the Harbor and the Wharf. Interpretive signing that recognizes its presence and educates 

the public about its habits should be encouraged. 
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VII. FISCAL ISSUES 

A. BACKGROUND 

For the purposes of budgeting, the three fW\ior elements of the Waterfront Department (Harbor, 
Steams Wharf and Waterfront Parking) are treated as separate and distinct units. From an accounting 
perspective, however, all three units are included in the same Tidelands Trust Fund. The Tidelands 
Trust Fund arises from the time that the City received title to the tidelands area from the Stat.e. The 
Act requires the City to hold, manage, use and preserve the tidelands in trust for the general public· in 
strict accordance with the provisions of the grant. Other provisions require the separate accounting 
for all funds received in the tidelands, and expenditures made with those funds. For the purposes of 
this report, we will continue to discuss each of the three distinct geographical areas of the Waterfront: 

1. Harbor 

The Harbor includes the marinas, the Harbor Commercial area, Leadbetter Beach west of the 
Yacht Club, West Beach and the rock groin area. Many of the Waterfront leases are in this area 
resulting in considerable revenue to the Waterfront. Licenses to allow certain uses are also 
common in the Harbor. Some licenses deal with the right to do something on an ongoing 
basis, such as a Harbor tour boat operation, and others are for a one time event such as filming 
a movie or exhibiting marine related equipment or goods. 

2 • Stearns Wharf 

Steams Wharf includes all the businesses and activities on the Wharf, including Wharf 
parking. As noted earlier in this Report, the Wharf is primarily tourist oriented and much of 
the Waterfront's revenue derives from the visitor serving uses here, particularly the major 
restaurants. 

3. Waterfront Parking 

Waterfront Parking includes all the parking lots in the Waterfront, including those that are 
outside of the study area. Parking fees are collected at all the parking lots ranging from 24 
hours per day all year to weekends only during the summer months. 

As noted above, all revenue generated in the Waterfront is used in the Waterfront. The Waterfront 
Department does reimburse the City General Fund for the services of the City Administration, the 
City Attorney and various accounting functions. These functions are paid out of the Waterfront 
budget for the services rendered. 
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The 1992 Waterfront Fee Resolution, which includes fees for slip holders, liveaboards, etc., is 
included as Appendix M to this report. 

B.· BUDGET 

The Waterfront Department has an annual operating and capital program budget. This budget is not 
only based upon the fmancial aspects of the Waterfront, but also on the levels of service provided by. 
the Department. Levels of Service are indications of what is actually going to be accomplished 
during a budget period. Every two years these levels of service and related costs are reviewed by the 
Harbor Commission and the City Council. Both bodies provide for public input during the 
budgeting process and all budget decisions are made in open public sessions. 

At the time of budget adoption, estimated revenue to be collected during the period covered by the 
budget must equal or exceed the amount of the budget. The only exception to this is that funds that 
have accumulated from prior years may be used to balance a budget if there is an anticipated revenue 
shortfall. Budgeted funds are the only spending authority the Waterfront has during any given 
budget period. Any unexpended funds at the end of a budget period flow into the Tidelands Trust 
Fund for use in future years. Any revenue in excess of that estimated at the beginning of the budget 
process also flows into the Tidelands Trust Fund for use in future years. 

The Waterfront Department budget for the 1992-93 fiscal year is approximately $7 million. It is 
carefully balanced with estimated revenue closely approximating budgeted expenditures. As our 
financial projections indicate, future budgets will require moderate slip fee increases; however 
maintaining slip fee affordability is an ongoing concern of both staff and elected officials. 

1. Revenue 

Approximately one/half of the Waterfront revenue is derived from fees and charges and the 
other one/half is lease income. A discussion of these revenue sources, which are shown 
graphically in Figure 7 for Fiscal Year 1992-93, follows: 

a. Fees and Charges 

Fees and charges are broken down into parking fees and all other fees including slip fees, 
visitor fees, wharfage, dockage, slip transfers and liveaboard fees. As noted in the 
following section, the revenue from rents and leases is relatively fixed whereas fees and 
charges are a variable element in the revenue flow. The costs of funding budgetary 
requirements have and will continue to be dependent primarily upon increases in fees and 
charges. A conscious effort is being made as part of this Plan to diversify the revenue 
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base and create more revenue from landside activities. This is being done in order to 
reduce reliance on those revenue sources that are entirely ocean-dependent. 

b. Leases 

During the mid-1980s, the City proposed a large (approximately 10,000 sq. ft) restaurant 
in the Harbor. The primary purpose for the restaurant was to generate new revenue for 
the Harbor and to minimize the possibilities of future increases in slip fees. As an 
example, a restaurant such as Brophy Brothers pays rent that is the equivalent to a ten 
percent (I 0%) slip fee increase. During hearings during the mid-1980s on the-restaurant· 
proposal, it became clear that the Council was interested in a more modest sized 
restaurant. They also expressed concern that a new restaurant might reduce the sales of 
other area restaurants and not actually produce new sales to the area. 

During the hearings on the Draft Harbor Master Plan, many speakers wished to retain the 
existing Breakwater Restaurant, regardless of whether a new restaurant is provided or 
not. The Plan ultimately adopted by the City Council retains the Breakwater Restaurant 
and provides for a new restaurant in the Naval Reserve Building. The new restaurant 
will make use of the existing front porch of the Naval Reserve Building for outdoor 
dining. The issue of unmet demand for a new Waterfront restaurant is discussed in detail 
in a study prepared by Pannell, Kerr and Forster, a major national accounting firm, the 
Executive Summary of which is included as Appendix L of this report. Their study 
indicates that sufficient demand exists for restaurants in the Waterfront and that the 
proposed restaurant will not adversely affect existing Waterfront eating establishments. 

2 • Expenditures 

The following is a brief discussion of typical expenditures of the Waterfront Department. 
These are shown graphically in Figure 12. 

a . Salaries and Benefits 

Salaries and salary related benefits account for the largest single expenditure category in 
the Waterfront budget. Salary and benefit costs are determined through the City Council 
adopted Levels of Service in the budget process. The Waterfront Department staff 
determines how the approved Levels of Service are most appropriately maintained 
through contract services, regular or temporary employees. 
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Figure 8 

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 
Waterfront Department 

Expenses by Type 
Fiscal Year 1992-93 
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b • Certificates of Participation 

Certificates of Participation are much like_bonds and have financed large scale projects 
that have been of benefit to the entire Harbor. The existing Certificates of Participation 
were refunded (refinanced) in 1992 to take advantage of lower interest rates and provide 
the funds necessary for the acquisition of the Naval Reserve Center property. The debt 
for these certificates will be paid off during the next thirty years. 

c. Harbor Preservation Fund 

The annual contribution to the Harbor Preservation Fund of $250,000 is indicated as a 
portion of the Capital Outlay item shown in Figure 12. The money in this fund serves as 
a contingency fund for major projects and will be discussed more thoroughly later in this 
section. 

d. Materials and Supplies 

Materials and supplies are the everyday items required to run and maintain the 
V{ aterfront. As with salaries, the cost of these items increases with inflation. 

e • Capital and Non Capital Items 

Capital items include projects and equipment which cost over $20,000 and have a life
span of over five years. Non capital items include purchases of radios, office equipment. 
small tools, etc. 

C. TEN YEAR FINANCIAL FORECAST 

Appendix K contains a detailed breakdown of the revenues and expenditures projected for the ten 
year period ending in 2002 for each of the Waterfront budget units. This projection indicates the 
delicate balance between revenue and expenditures for each year. Due to the uncertainty of the timing 
of the projects recommended in this Plan, neither additional revenue nor the costs of construction of 
any projects recommended in this Plan are included in these projections. The revenue and 
construction costs of the Harbor Master Plan recommendations, however, are addressed in the 
Implementation Section (Section X). 
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D. ITEMS NOT INCLUDED IN BUDGET FORECAST 

There are three important items that are not directly included in our financial forecasts. The forecasts 
have been built on known and/or expected costs that will need to be paid over the next ten years. The 
items that have not been included are as follows: 

1 • Dredging 

The Federal Government currently dredges approximately 300,000 cubic yards of material 
from the Harbor channel each year. During 1992 the cost of this dredging was approximately · 
$800,000. As Federal budgetary problems continue to increase, we can foresee a time when 
we may have less Federal support for this program. The City is involved in a joint study with 
the US Anny Corps of Engineers dealing with long term solutions to the continued shoaling of 
the channel. A report titled "Santa Barbara Harbor Preliminary Draft Feasibility Report" was 
delivered to the City in June of 1991. The report is currently under revision by the Corps of 
Engineers and a public release is expected in 1993. The report recommen~ that the Federal 
government purchase a dredge and related ~uipment for the City and that the operation of the 
dredge would then become a City responsibility. Dredge operation and maintenance costs are 
currently estimated to be in the $500,000 to $750,000 per year range. These are costs the City 
currently does not have to bear. However, based upon the benefits of local control over 
dredging operations with the resultant security of being able to manage this function, coupled 
with the possibility of loss of Federal support for maintenance dredging, it is felt that the 
benefits outweigh the increased costs. -

With both local and Federal approvals of the Feasibility Report, City operation of the dredge 
could begin as early as the 1994-95 fiscal year. The additional revenue derived from projects 
proposed in this Plan, such as the new restaurant in the Naval Reserve Building and the 
extension of Marina One, could fund these additional dredging costs. 

2 . Storm Damage 

The 1983 storms caused $3 million damage to City facilities and untold damages and losses to 
merchants, commercial fisherman and others. While the 1983 storms were classified as "100 
year storms," others like them could once again cause considerable damage. The additional 
costs of dredging following the relatively routine storms in early March of 1991 resulted in 
unanticipated dredging costs of approximately $250,000. During 1991 these costS were borne 
by the Federal government. When the City assumes operation and maintenance of dredging as 
described above, these costs would become a City responsibility. Costs to replace damaged 
facilities or cover other extraordinary items were not included in our financial forecast. 
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Stonn damage and stonn protection have been an ongoing concern of both Waterfront users 

and elected City officials. In 1980 the City Council passed an Ordinance requiring that 

$250~000 be budgeted each year in the Harbor budget and deposited in a Harbor Preservation 

Fund to eventually pay the costs of increased storm protection, dredging or other unanticipated 

extraordinary costs associated with the preservation and enhancement of the Harbor. 

Interest earnings on monies deposited in the Harbor Preservation Fund accrue to the fund and 

the $250,000 annual budget item is to continue until the fund reaches a balance of $5 million. 

As ofJune 30, 1992 the balance in the fund is approximately $3.7 million. It is believed that 

monies in the Harbor Preservation Fund would be an appropriate source of funds to repair 

major storm damage. 

3. Harbor Master Plan Implementation 

An important component of the Harbor Master Plan is the implementation of the plan 

recommendations. As the recommendations are in a preliminary design stage, specific funding 

strategies and timing cannot be definitively established. This is addressed in the 

Implementation Section (Section X) of the report. 

D. CONCLUSION 

In past years increases in slip related fees have been used to fund budget shortfalls. At times 

dramatic increases were necessary. One of the goals of this Harbor Master Plan is to maintain the 

affordability of slip fees and, as such, it is necessary to diversify the revenue base. To that end, 

Policy FIS-1 recommends that adequate revenue be raised to ensure the viability of ocean dependent 

uses and to minimize costs to the boating public. Specific to slips fees, Action FIS-1.3 states: 

Sufficient operating revenue from landside buildings and other uses and facilities shall be 
raised in the Harbo; and Wharf areas to minimize increases in slips fees. Slip fees may be used 
only as the final balancing element of the Waterfront budget. 

Certain elements of the Harbor Master Plan lend themselves to this philosophy. The proposed new 

restaurant and other visitor serving commercial activities will generate revenue and tend to reduce 

dependence on slip related fees and charges. The additional revenue derived from the various 

recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan will tend to partially mitigate the need for future slips fee 

increases. Future increases will still be needed, but probably not of the magnitude assumed in our 

ten year financial forecast which did not assume the implementation of the Harbor Master Plan. 
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Many of the recommendations presented in this Plan are interrelated and interdependent. Funding for 
certain recommendations will depend upon the success of the recommendations previously 
implemented. Recommendations generating the greatest revenue shall be given priority over those of 
a more neutral revenue character .. Finally, this is a teD: year plan and it can be expected that full 

. implementation will require the entire ten years. 

While there was a· desire expressed by some members of the public that all proposals in the Harbor 
Master Plan be economically viable and self-supporting, only ·a few recommendations provide net 
new direct revenue. Most of the proposals contain tradeoffs wherein public benefit is weighed 
against economic costs. Examples such as the public meeting room and the museum/exhibit area in · 
the Naval Reserve Center are not direct revenue generators; however these recommendations provide · 
necessary facilities for marine related groups and increase the public's understanding of the Harbor 
area. 

We have also not assigned any increased revenues to existing businesses that will benefit from 
increased Harbor activity. More slips should increase the potential business of the chandlery, fuel 

. dock, boat maintenance, etc. The overall areawide improvements should improve access and 
facilities for fishermen, boaters, Harbor and Wharf tenants, etc. and should also provide the potential 
for increased business to the existing visitor serving enterprises. 

While trade offs are important, two of the proposals do provide an investment that creates a new 
revenue stream to the Harbor. As discussed in the Implementation Section of this report, the 
proposed renovation of the Naval Reserve Building provides a net revenue increase of over 
$186,000 per year after additional debt service and building maintenance costs are taken into 
consideration. The proposed addition of slips to Marina One will also provide an increased level of 
slip fee income of over $200,000 per year. Both of these income streams have a very long life and 
will increase over time. Both also have the very real potential to offset slip fee increases. 
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VIII. HARBOR MASTER PLAN POLICIES 

The. following discussion includes the proposed goal, policies and actions of the Draft Harbor Master 
Plan. These are based primarily on existing Coastal Act, Local Coastal Plan and General Plan policies 
and public comments made during hearings held from 1992 through 1995. The proposed policies and 

actions are also based on the existing conditions in the study area, on findings of previous studies and 
on the "Needs Assessment" section of the Harbor Master Plan. The policies and actions are listed in 
alphabetical order by topic. 

HARBOR MASTER PLAN GOAL 

The Harbor shall be a working harbor with priority given to ocean dependent uses, 
such as commercial fishing and recreational boating, for all users and income groups. 
Stearns Wharf shall consist of a mixture of visitor serving and ocean dependent and 
ocean related uses. The Harbor-Steams Wharf area shall be developed and 
maintained as a resource for residents of the community and visitors pursuant to 
these goals while recognizing the need for economic self-sufficiency of the area. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Policy CUL·l Activities and developments in the Harbor that may have an effect 
on significant cultural or historic resources shall undergo 
environmental review as outlined in the Cultural Resources 
Section of the City's Master Environmental Assessment. 

Action CUL-1.1 Incorporate all the findings of the "Phase I Archaeological Evaluation of 
Proposed Harbor Master Plan Improvements" prepared by Dames and 
Moore, September 1991, into the recommendations of the Harbor Master 
Plan as well as any conditions of approval imposed by the Historic 
Landmarks Commission or any other discretionary body . 

Action CUL-1.2 Incorporate all the findings of the "Historic Structures Evaluation for 
Harbor Master Plan Phase II Report," August 1991, and "Phase II 
Historic Resources Evaluation for Breakwater Restaurant and Coast 
Guard Auxiliary Building," prepared by Preservation Planning, February 
19, 1992, into the recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan as well as 
any conditions of approval imposed by the Historic Landmarks 
Commission or any other discretionary body. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

. Action CUL-1.3 Incorporate the findings of the "Phase ll Historical Resource Evaluation, 
Naval Reserve Annory.~· prepared by Preservation Planning Associates, 
June 20, 1995, into the recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan as 
well as any conditions of approval imposed by the Historic Landmarks 

Commission or any other discretionary body. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Policy FIS-1 Raise adequate revenue to operate and maintain the Harbor, to 
· ~nsure the viability of ocean dependent uses, ocean related uses 
and low cost visitor serving uses and to minimize costs to the 
boating public. 

Action FIS-1.1 Visitor serving uses shall be encouraged to pay market level rents to help 
offset costs, particularly those costs associated with ocean dependent 
uses. 

Action FIS-1.2 Visitor serving uses shall be allowed if they do not preclude 
opportunities for the development and maintenance of ocean dependent 
uses and if they provide substantial revenue to support those high 
priority uses. 

Action FIS-1.3 Sufficient operating revenue from landside buildings and other uses and 
facilities shall be raised in the Harbor and Wharf areas to minimize 
increases in slip fees. Slip fees may be used only as the final balancing 
element of the Waterfront budget. 

Policy FIS-2 Provide an opportunity for nonprofit marine oriented individuals, 
groups and associations to benefit from the physical plant at the 
Harbor, as long as they contribute to the cash cost of their 
operation. 

Action FIS-2.1 The public meeting room in the Naval Reserve Building shall be made 
available on a reservation basis to public groups dealing with Harbor and 
Wharf related issues at a nominal fee to defray costs. 
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OCEAN DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES 

Policy DEP-1 Protect oceanfront areas suited for ocean and water oriented 
recreation. Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters 
shall be encouraged. 

Action DEP-1.1 

Action DEP-1.2 

Action DEP-1.3 

Action DEP-1.4 

Provide a Small Boat Quiet Area/sand trap west of Steams Wharf by 
dredging the beach back to approximately the top of the boat launch 
ramp and maintaining that water area for recreational boating and other 
recreational use. Add minor· facilities for non-motorized water craft. 

Dredge and add approximately 50 large slips (40 feet and greater) within 
the existing Harbor. 

Provide a convenient dock location near the Breakwat~r. such as on the 
Accommodation Dock, for a small number of charter operators. 
Continue to allow brief tie-ups at the Accommodation Dock for loading, 
unloading and rigging of boats. 

Continue to provide and protect the existing surfing area located at the 
end of the Breakwater and adjacent to the sandspit. 

Policy DEP-2 Priority shall be given to ocean dependent uses and facilities 
serving commercial fishing and recreational boating. 

Action DEP-2.1 

Action DEP-2.2 

Enlarge the rock groin near the boat launch ramp to include, but not be 
limited to, the following: 

a. A government boat basin that could include Harbor Patrol boats, 
Coast Guard cutter and Channel Islands National Marine 
Sanctuary's vessel; 

b. The Harbonnaster's office; 
c. Other necessary Harbor operations or facilities; 
d. Existing uses such as Sea Landing, Marine Mammal Center and 

UCSB boats (or their successors); and 
e. Provide for vehicle loading and unloading in association with uses 

on the rock groin. 

Either prior to or when studying the expansion of the rock groin, study 
the need to increase the capacity of the boat launch ramp. 
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OCEAN DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES {cont.) 

Action DEP-2.3 

Action DEP-2.4 

Action DEP-2.5 

Action DEP-2.6 

Action DEP-2.7 

If the Coast Guard cutter and Harbor Patrol boats are relocated 
elsewhere in the Harbor. add approximately five slips to the Navy Pier 
for exclusive use by commercial fishennen. 

Strive to maintain a minimum of 19% of the slips for commercial fishing 
by giving priority for newly created slips to commercial fishennen on the 
then current slip waiting list. Persons currently leasing a mooring off 
Marina One shall have fiiSt right of refusal to lease one of the ~ew slips . 
in Marina One. 

Retain the infonnal gear repair area near the boat launch ramp or in 
another appropriate location near the Harbor. 

In the redesign of Harbor Way (Action SERV-4.1). expanding dry boat 
storage areas shall be an important consideration. If it is not possible to 
expand dry boat storo.ge in the Harbor area, additional area shall be 
encouraged elsewhere in the Waterfront as identified in the Local Coastal 
Plan. 

Funding shall be pursued to upgrade the existing hoists. 

Policy DEP-3 New leases, renewed leases or projects that require a Coastal 
Development Permit shall be found to be consistent with the 
following Harbor Area Policies: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

The first priority is to provide essential supplies and services to the 
boating public to include recreational boaters, commercial fishing, 
industrial shipping and rescue vessels; 
The second priority is to raise optimum revenue to assist in the operation 
and maintenance of the Harbor to preclude all costs having to be borne 
by the boating public; 
The third priority is to provide passive recreational opportunities and an 
aesthetic waterfront for the enjoyment of the general public; 
The fourth priority is to provide an opportunity for non-profit marine 
oriented individuals, groups and associations to benefit from the 
physical plant of the Harbor as long as they pay the incremental cash 
cost of their operation, or the same rental as would be gained if the 
facilities devoted to their operation were leased to a higher priority goal 
function; and 
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OCEAN DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES (cont.) 

e. 

Action DEP-3.1 

Action DEP-3.2 

In any event, the following leases and uses shall be precluded: those 
which provide supplies or services tending towards a carnival 
atmosphere, nonmarine sports, nonmarine oriented business offices, or 
public services which can equally be served outside of the Tidelands 
Area. 

Prior to the Harbor Commission recommending approval of a new or 
renewed lease in the Harbor area, a finding shall be made that the 
Harbor Area Policies listed in Policy DEP-3 have been met. 

Prior to Planning Commission approval of a Coastal Development 
Permit in the Harbor area, a finding shall be made that the Harbor Area 
Policies listed in Policy DEP-3 have been met. 

Policy DEP-4 Continue to explore the feasibility of providing an easterly 
breakwater or other protection from southeast storms. 

Action DEP-4.1 Pursue funding of the necessary studies that will address the southeast 
storm issue. 

Policy DEP-5 Ocean related and visitor serving facilities and uses shall be 
encouraged in order to support ocean dependent uses and 
activities. 

Action DEP-5.1 

Action DEP-5.2 

Once the Naval Reserve Building is acquired and improved by the City, 
it shall be operated in a self supporting manner. 

The following types of uses shall be provided in the Harbor Commercial 
area: 

a. Public offices that relate to the Harbor and Wharf area; 
b. Public meeting room and small offices and storage areas for non

profit marine related groups (relocated from Coast Guard Auxiliary 
Building); 

c. Fishermen's Resource Center; 
d. Maritime museum/exhibits and gift shop; 
e. Laundromat for the use of slip holders and boaters visiting the 

Harbor; 
f. Expanded Harbor Maintenance Facility; and 
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OCEAN DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES (cont.) 

Action DEP-5.3 

Action DEP-5.4 

Action DEP-5.5 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

g. Consider allowing public use of the third floor cupola of the Naval 
Reserve Building. 

The Breakwater Restaurant shall be retained with a new restaurant be 
provided in the Naval Reserve Building. 

Add a small addition to the existing Wharf maintenance building. 

Improve the restrooms adjacent to the Marinas to better serve 
slipholders. 

Policy SERV-1 Public facilities shall be distributed to avoid overcrowding and 
overuse of the Harbor and Wharf area. 

Action SERV -1.1 Provide a secondary access from Steams Wharf connecting to Palm 
Park near the Palm Park Parking Lot. This access shall primarily be for 
recreational use by pedestrians and bicyclists wishing to access the 
Wharf, as well as for use by emergency vehicles. In the future, a shuttle 
or tram may also use the secondary.access. 

Action SERV -1.2 Include short term visitor parking and short term spaces for loading and 
unloading near the rock groin for those doing business with the 
Harbormaster, Sea Landing and other governmental agencies or 
businesses housed on the rock groin. 

Action SERV -1.3 Consider providing approximately 50 to 75 additional parking spaces 
within the Harbor area, including adding short term and 90 minute 
spaces in the new lot adjacent to the Naval Reserve Building and short 
term parking for Marina One slipholders in close proximity to that 
Marina. 

Action SERV -1.4 Reconfigure existing Harbor area parking lots to add approximately fifty 
(50) parking spaces. 

Action SERV-1.5 Additional short term spaces shall be added adjacent to the four Marinas, 
along the Harbor Way cul-de-sac and in the new parking lot near the 
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PUBUC SERVICES (cont.) 

Naval Reserve Building for use by people loading and unloading their 
vehicles. These spaces shall be patrolled by parking enforcement 
personnel to ensure that they are used for short term parking only. 

Action SERV -1.6 The City will work in conjunction with Santa Barbara City College to 
ensure that College and City parking does not have a significant impact 
upon and/or create conflicts with beach parking activity for recreational 
purposes and Harbor related, coastal dependent uses. This sh~l apply . 
to those City beach front lots identified in the Joint Powers Agreement 
between the City and the College (i.e., the Leadbetter and La Playa 
Lots). In implementing this condition, the terms and conditions of the 
Joint Powers Agreement for the City beach front lots wilJ be considered. 
This policy is a counterpart to City College Long Range Development 
Policy 4.1 which the City believes is important and endorses. 

Action SERV-L 7 On summer weekends or other times when vehicles with boats exiting 
the Harbor Parking Lot are causing delays, open the parking lot exit to 
the west of Los Baiios for vehicles. 

Action SERV -1.8 Consider adding a second vehicle entrance near the boat launch ramp in 
the future with consideration to limiting traffic impacts on the existing 
residential neighborhoods in the vicinity of the Harbor. 

Action SERV-1.9 Work with the Santa Barbara Yacht Club to consider complementary use 
of the Yacht Club· s Parking Lot by Yacht Club members and the public. 

Action SERV -1.10 Review parking demand and needs prior to doing any restriping of 
·Harbor area parking lots so that the parking can be used most efficiently. 

Action SERV-1.11 Coordinate large public events with Santa Barbara City College, City 
Parks and Recreation and other event sponsors so that area parking will 
not be overburdened by two or more large events occurring at one time. 
In addition, pursue conjunctive use of parking including using SBCC's 

Policy SERV-2 

·West Campus parking garage for City sponsored public events. 

All necessary intersection and parking improvements to mitigate 
environmental impacts must be in place prior to occupancy or 
completion of major development projects included in the Harbor 
Master Plan. 
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PUBUC SERVICES (cont.) 

Action SERV -2.1 When funding is available, the City shall conunit the necessary resources 
to achieve the public improvements included in the Harbor Master Plan 
and those found to be necessary in the review of development projects 
recommended in the Harbor Commercial area. 

Action SERV -2.2 The restaurant in the Naval Reserve Building shall not be issued a 
Certificate of Occupancy until the Harbor Parking Lot restriping outlined 
in Action SERV-1.4 is completed. 

Policy SERV -3 Encourage alternate modes of travel, including shuttle buses, to 
reduce tramc volume in the Wharf and Harbor areas. 

Action SERV ·3.1 Continue to work with Metropolitan Transit District (MTD) and/or other 
appropriate agencies to provide shuttle bus turnouts and shuttle 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 

routes throughout the Wharf and Harbor areas to meet transportation I 
demand and to encourage people to park and ride. 

Action SERV -3.2 Continue to work with MTD and/or other appropriate agencies to I 
maximize use of shuttles. including addressing future changes that may 
be necessary as ridership increases and changes. I 

Action SERV -3.3 The Waterfront Department shall sponsor an educational campaign to 

1 urge all businesses to voluntarily have their employees and customers 
use alternate modes of transit. As leases are negotiated and renegotiated, 
businesses shall be required to comply with the City's current Trans- ·1 
portation Demand Management Ordinance and/or other TDM measures. 

Action SERV -3.4 When leases are negotiated or renegotiated for tenants in the study area, I 
maximize the use of peripheral parking and shuttles for employees and 
patrons of a business. particularly if vehicles will be parked for several I 
days. 

Policy SERV-4 Improve access to and within the Harbor area. 

Action SERV -4.1 Improve Harbor Way to better accommodate vehicles, pedestrians and 
bicycles, including, but not limited to: 

a. Adding a cul-de-sac or other improvements near the Yacht Club 
which will restrict access around the Marine Center Building to 
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PUBUC SERVICES (cont.) 

vehicles needing access to the Navy Pier and service vehicles for 
local businesses; 

b. Retaining adequate parking on and near the Navy Pier for use by 
commercial fishennen; 

c. Consider a redesign of the area near the Breakwater Restaurant 
between Harbor Way and the Harbor Parking Lot kiosk which · 
retains the proposed number of parking spaces. the Beach way and 
vehicle access to parking; · 

d. Continue to provide for people moving boats from the Yacht Club 
Parking Lot and the Boat Yard to the hoists; and 

e. Consider providing for shuttles and buses on Harbor Way. 
f. A void displays of merchandise and eating areas which impede 

access on public walkways. 
g. Unless it is determined to be physically or legally not possible, 

provide an improved accessway between the walkway and the beach 
between the Yacht Club and the Breakwater. 

h. Study connecting the bikeway from east of Harbor Way to the bike 
lane along Shoreline Park. 

Action SERV -4.2 To minimize congestion at the entrance to the Stearns Wharf, provide 
signs or other means to direct drivers to alternate parking when parking 
on the Wharf is full. 

Policy SERV-5 Water conservation, retrofitting with water efficient fixtures and 
the use of reclaimed water shall be encouraged to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

Action SERV -5.1 The Waterfront Department shall continue to educate its employees and 
the public about water conservation. As leases are negotiated and 
renegotiated, water conservation measures shall be required. 

Action SERV -5.2 Within one year of the adoption of this plan. the Waterfront Department 
shall adopt a Water Conservation Implementation Program that 
implements the recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan Water 
Study (Attachment 11 to Draft Negative Declaration, Appendix G) and 
conditions of the Water Study and ensures that retrofitting occurs prior 
to the implementation of individual projects. 
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PUBUC SERVICES (cont.) 

Policy SERV-6 Continue to maintain and upgrade the sewer and drainage systems, 
particularly in the Harbor area. 

Policy SERV -7 Continue to encourage recycling throughout the Harbor and 
Stearns Wharf' area. 

P~licy SERV -8 Continue to encourage safe disposal of hazardous waste. 

Action SERV-8.1 Provide periodic hazardous waste disposal opportunities for slipholders 
in the Harbor. 

RECREATION 

Policy REC-1 Provide passive and active recreation areas throughout the Wharf 
and Harbor areas, particularly lower cost recreational activities. 

Action REC-1.1 

Action REC-1.2 

Action REC-1.3 

Action REC-1.4 

Action REC-1.5 

Action REC-1.6 

Action REC-1. 7 

Encourage recreational volleyball courts on West Beach. 

Consider adding native dune landscaping and incidental improvements 
such as picnic tables, benches, or boardwalks for passive recreation use 
on West Beach adjacent to the seawall along Cabrillo Boulevard. 

Provide a small visitor information center and additional public seating 
on the Wharf. 

Consider adding an observation area on the rock groin for passive 
·recreation use. 

Support opportunities for Harbor Tours and other low intensity ocean 
dependent recreational uses on the Wharf including adding a small kiosk 
for ticket sales. 

Continue to encourage public activities and events appropriate to the 
area. 

Short term parking shall be provided to the west of the Breakwater 
Restaurant. The public open space adjacent to the parking and the 
Breakwater Restaurant shall be improved. 
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Policy ACC-1 The location, amount and timing of new development shall 
maintain and, where practical, enhance public access to the coast. 

Action ACC-1.1 Within one year of the completion of the extensions of Garden and 
Salsipuedes Streets and the Phase I improvements at Castillo and 
Montecito Streets, or December 31, 1998, whichever comes first, the 
Waterfront Department shall work with City Public Works and other - . 

appropriate agencies and property owners to initiate a comprehensive 
traffic and parking study of the Waterfront. The study and the 
implementation of the recommendations shall be partially funded by the 
Waterfront Dept. This study shall generally include the area from 
Leadbetter Beach ·to the Bird Refuge and from the ocean to the freeway 
and shall include, but not be limited to: 

a. Vehicular and non-vehicular traffic, such as pedestrians, bicyclists, 
rollerskaters, etc.; 

b. Transportation Demand Management; 
c. Parking in the Harbor area, including the Leadbetter and La Playa, 

Harbor and Pershing Park Lots, and parking on the Wharf and in the 
Santa Barbara Street and Palm Park Lots; 

d. The need for future parking in the Lower State Street area and/or 
west of the Harbor. The possibility of adding a parking structure in 
the Pershing Park. area, on the La Playa East or West Parking Lots 
or in other locations near the Harbor should be considered. 

e. The possible development of a tram or shuttle to provide access onto 
the Wharf from. Cabrillo Blvd; 

f. Future known public and private development projects as well as an 
assumed background growth factor; and 

g. Shuttles provided by MTD and/or other agencies to improve bus 
transportation to and within the Harbor area in the future." 

Action ACC-1.2 To the maximum extent possible, construction that may impede access 
shall not be done during Summer months. Minimize impediments to 
public access during construction. 

Policy ACC-2 Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and 
along_ the coast shall be provided • 
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SHOREUNE ACCESS (cont.) 

Action ACC-2.1 

Action ACC-2.2 

Action ACC-2.3 

Action ACC-2.4 

Action ACC-2.5 

When Harbor Way improvements are completed (Action SERV-4.1), 
sidewalks shall be provided from the La Playa East Parking Lot to the 
HarbOr Way/Shoreline Drive intersection and, to the maximum extent 
feasible, along Harbor Way. 

The existing public sidewalk along Cabrillo Boulevard between the 
Wharf and the boat launch ramp shall be improved to encourage more 
pedestrian use. · 

Landscaping or other improvements shall be added along Cabrillo 
Boulevard between the Whmf and the boat launch ramp with 
consideration of view corridors from West Cabrillo Boulevard. 

Consider relocation of the Beach way near the boat launch ramp so that it 
does not bisect the parking lot and consider overall improvements to 
pedestrian access in that area. 

When the City acquires and improves the Naval Reserve Building, add 
pedestrian access adjacent to the Naval Reserve Building from Harbor 

I 
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Way to the Breakwater. I 
Action ACC-2.6 Within one year of approval of the Harbor Master Plan, a sign program 

shall be developed and implemented for the entire Harbor area to better 
inform and regulate pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular traffic. The 
signage should direct vehicles to the Leadbetter and La Playa Parking 
Lots on the west and the Santa Barbara and Palm Park Parking Lots on 
the east. 

VISITOR SERVING USES 

Policy VISIT·l Visitor serving uses shall be subordinate to ocean dependent uses 
but shall be provided in adequate amounts to serve visitors to the 
area. 

Action VISIT-1.1 Modest expansion of visitor serving uses shall be provided, with priority 
given to lower cost visitor serving uses, including, but not limited to: 

a. At least one restaurant will provide breakfast, lunch and dinner at a 
variety and range of prices to serve the needs of the Waterfront 
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VISITOR SERVING USES (cont.) 

community. Said provisions shall be incorporated into the lease 
agreement with the restaurant operator; 

b. Inclusion of a visitor information center in the Naval Reserve 

Building; 
c. Addition of a small deli and public restrooms on the rock groin; and 
d. Addition of public restrooms and a small visitor infonnation center 

on the Wharf. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Policy VIS-1 Protect, preserve and enhance coastal and scenic visual qualities. 

Action VIS-1.1 Screen all parking facilities from public view to the maximum extent 
feasible while considering view corridors along and towards the ocean. 

Policy VIS-2 The architectural theme for the Harbor shall be the Santa Barbara 
regional style of architecture that reflects a Mediterranean 
influence while retaining the variety and diversity of the 
architecture in the Harbor area. Retain the existing Coastal 
Marine architectural theme for the Wharf. 

Action VIS-2.1 Develop design guidelines for the Harbor and Wharf areas. The 
guidelines shall include: 

a. Where applicable, planning concepts, landscaping, street furniture, 
paving textures. lighting and signage shall be consistent with the 
architectural themes of the Harbor and Wharf; 

b. Maintain and create variety of architectural character within the 
Waterfront through the use of architectural style, building massing, 
detailing, color, landscaping and signage to preserve the vitality of 
the area; and 

c. A sign program for businesses as well as directional signs for 

pedestrians and vehicles shall be developed. The signs should also 
be visually coordinated and should utilize visual techniques to 
encourage people to walk throughout the area. The signs should 
maximize the use of international symbols to be understandable to as 
many people as possible. 
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WATER AND MARINE ENVIRONMENTS 

Policy MAR-l Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and, where 
feasible, restored. 

Action MAR-1.1 Continue to monitor water quality and enforce water quality protection 
rules and regulations. 

Action MAR-1.2 Encourage the study and maintenance of the biological diversity and 
health of the Harbor. 

Action MAR-1.3 Continue to educate the public about reducing water pollution; continue 
to maintain pump out facilities in the Harbor. 

Action MAR-1.4 Continue to support and encourage the enforcement of all laws which 
preserve and protect marine resources~ 

Action MAR-1.5 Continue to encourage the use of biodegradable packaging. As leases 
are negotiated and renegotiated, require biOdegradable packaging where 
appropriate. 

Action MAR-1..6 Pursue funding for a biological study of the effects of pollution on 
marine organisms and, when funding is available, implement the 
recommendations of the study. 

Action MAR-1.7 Within one year of the approval of the Harbor Master Plan, an inter
pretive sign program shall be developed to protect and interpret natural 
and historical features in the Harbor, breakwater and sandspit areas. 

Policy MAR-2 Alternatives to construction of breakwaters and other shoreline 
structures and dredging shall be considered and permitted, if 
feasible, to reduce sand deposition in the Harbor. Dredging shall 
be permitted to maintain existing or restore previously dredged 
areas and, dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and 
carried out in accordance with governing agencies' requirements. 
Dredge spoils suitable for beach replenishment shall be used for 
such purposes whenever possible. 

Action MAR-2.1 Continue to dredge the Harbor entrance channel and other areas as 
necessary to provide for high priority uses such as boating and fishing 
and to provide sand replenishment for downcoast beaches. 
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WATER AND MARINE ENVIRONMENTS (cont.) 

Action MAR-2.2 

Action MAR-2.3 

Action MAR-2.4 

Action MAR-2.5 

Action MAR-2.6 

Continue to pursue the purchase of a dredge by the City and adequate 
funding to ensure that dredging can continue to occur as necessary to 
maintain the navigation channel and replenish downcoast beaches. 

Continue the bypassing of dredged sand to replenish downcoast 
beaches . 

Continue support for the BEACON beach management strategy 
including nourishment and sand-bypassing. Continue to participate in 
the BEACON study and implementation; Continue to participate in 
studies with the Army Corps of Engineers and others to solve sand 
accretion problem. 

Carefully review the design of future structures that may affect sand 
movement to avoid negative impacts on the movement of sand. 

Continue to support monitoring of shoreline processes to define existing 
and future erosion rates and sediment and sand budgets. 

Policy MAR-3 The habitats of the Western snowy plover and other sensitive plant 
and animal species of shall be protected and, to the extent 
feasible, enhanced. 

Action MAR-3.1 

CONCLUSION 

Prior to and during the design of the shoreward extension of the wye of 
Steams Wharf, and/or any project that affects the sandspit, the City shall 
consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and other 
authorities about how best to accommodate the plover or other sensitive 
species. Coordinate with the USFWS, Audubon Society and other bird 
experts to gather information about the Western snowy plover's use of 
the area. At a minimum, conduct annual bird counts to detemline the 
population and other information about the species. 

The goals, policies and actions listed above include both physical and administrative changes that affect 
the Harbor Master Plan study area. The recommendations that involve physical changes are 
conceptually shown in the following figures and are briefly described below: 
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Figure 9 Recommendations - Areawide 

This figure shows the addition of spaces in the Harbor Parking Lot (Action SERV-1.4) and 
the addition of slips at the end of Marina One (Action DEP-1.2). Improvements to West 
Beach are also shown including dredging to create a sand trap/Small Boat Quiet Area 
(Action DEP-1.1 ). The addition of landscaping and other incidental improvements for 
passive recreation use along the seawall and recreational volleyball courts (Actions ACC-
2.3, REC-1.2 and REC-1.1 respectively) are also-shown. This figure includes three insets 
that address the Harbor·Commercial Area (Figure 10), the rock groin (Figure 11) and 
Steams Wharf (Figure 12). 

Figure 10 Recommendations· Harbor Area 

This figure highlights the proposed changes to the Harbor Area that focus on ocean 
dependent and ocean related uses. Central to this theme is the conversion of the Naval 
Reserve Building to City ownership with the addition of several public agency offices, a 
public meeting room, a small maritime museum/exhibits, a new restaurant and some retail 
uses (Actions DEP-5.2 and 5-3). Pedestrian access is shown to be added between Harbor 
Way and the Brophy Brothers' Building (Action ACC-2.5). Improvements to Harbor Way 
are shown along with the addition of sidewalks on both sides of Shoreline Drive at Harbor 
Way (Action ACC-2.1) and possibilities for additional parking and boat storage to the west 
of Harbor Way (Action DEP-2.6). Short term parking for Marina One is also shown in this 
figure. The Breakwater Restaurant will be retained. Assuming the Harbormaster is 
relocated to the rock groin (see Figure 7), the Navy Pier is assumed to have five new 
commercial fishing slips and the Accommodation Dock will be used for six passenger 
charter operations and for temporary loa~ng, unloading and rigging of boats (Actions DEP-
2.3 and 1.3). The Harbor Maintenance Shop is shown in its proposed new location in the 
Harbor Maintenance Yard (Action DEP-5.4). 

Figure 11 Recommendations • Rock ·Groin Area 

This figure shows the concept of the proposed straightening and enlargement of the rock 
groin and the relocation of the Harbor Patrol, Coast Guard and other government boats. A 
new Harbormaster' s office is proposed along with a small deli, restrooms and a small 
observation deck. The existing Sea Landing, UCSB boat area and Marine Mammal Center 
would remain (Action DEP-2.1). 

Figure 12 Recommendations - Stearns Wharf 

This figure shows proposed changes to Steams Wharf including the extension of the wye to 
shore near the Paim Park Parking Lot primarily for recreational use by pedestrians and 
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Figure 12 Recommendations - Steams Wharf (continued) 

bicyclists and as well as being used by emergency vehicles (Action SERV-1.1). A tram or 
shuttle could also use the extension in the future. New restrooms are proposed along with a 
small addition to the Wharf maintenance building. The existing dredge power station is 
proposed to be used as a small visitor information center (Action VISIT-1.1). 

Table 23 includes the new square footage and changes of use associated with the Harbor Master Plan 
recommendations discussed above. 
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Table 23 

NEW SQUARE FOOTAGE AND CHANGES OF USE 
ASSOCIATED WITH PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS (a) 

Description Existing Proposed Demo- Net Habitable DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE 
Area (b) Area lition Change SF(c) OF USE OR ADDmONINOTES 

HARBOR AREA 

• Convert Naval Reserve 17,500 17,500 1,875 -1.875 -1,875 Assumes demo of Coast Guard Auxiliary 
Bldg .• add public offices, (Auxiliary demo'd 8-25-92 due to fire damage 
museum, library and No new square footage in Naval Reserve Bldg 
other ocean related uses 

• Relocate maintenance 0 6.400 0 6,400 4,950 1.450 sf to be used as large equipment storage 
to new building 

• Remodel and lease 1,916 1,916 0 () 0 Assumed to be leased to marine related retail 
Harbor Maint. Shop 

• Convert Parking 232 . 232 0 () 0 Convert office to laundromat 
Office to Laundry 

• Remodel and 782 782 0 () 0 Assumed to be leased to marine related office 
lease classroom use 

• Remodel and lease 988 988 0 0 0 No change in use (office) 
Harbormaster's office 

Subtotal 21,418 27,818 1,875 4,525 . 3,075 

(a)- Preliminary Recommendations I, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10 and II do not involve ~ncreases in square footage; all numbers are gross squ.are feel 
(b)- Existing area refers to existing structures or locations where additions or new construction are proposed. 
(c) - See Table 24 for General Plan Allocation Category. 
(d)- 475 sf of existing portable sheds to be removed (not included in calculations) 
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---~-----~--------TABLE 23- NEW SQUARE FOOTAGE AND CHANGE OF USE 
· (continued) 

DESCRIPTION EXIST. PROP. DEMO- NET ·HABIT. NOTES 
AREA(b) AREA LITION CHANGE SF(c) 

ROCK GROIN 

• Relocate Harbor- 0 1,200 0 1,200 1,200 New office 
master's Office 

• Add deli and restrooms 0 500 0 500 500 Assumed to be 250 sf each 

• Relocate dredge 0 400 0 400 0 Relocated from Stearns Wharf 
power station 

Subtotal 0 2,100 0 2,100 1,700 

STEARNS WHARF 

• Add restrooms and 374 1,174 0 800 800 
Wharf maint bldg 

• Add Harbor Tour Kiosk 0 50 0 50 50 

• Convert and lease 150 150 0 0 0 No change in use (office) 
Wharf Office 

• Convert dredge bldg. 400 400 0 0 0 Existing dredge station moves to Rock Groin 
to visitor center 

Subtotal 924 1,774 0 850 850 

Harbor Area 2.1,418 27,818 1,875 4,525 3,075 
Rock Groin 0 2,100 -o 2,100 1,700 
Steams Wharf 924 1,774 0 850 850 
TOTAL 22,342 31,692 1,875 7,475 5,625 -e 
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IX. POLICY CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

The Background Section of this report includes a summary of the policies considered in drafting the 
Harbor Master Plan. The most important policies are included in the Coastal Act, Local Coastal 
Plan, General Plan Elements, City Charter Section 1508 and the adopted Harbor Lease Policies (see 
Appendices A and C for listings of relevant policies). These policies were considered in determining 
the "needs" of the study area (summarized in Section V of this report) and the proposed policies and 
actions of the Harbor Master Plan. 

The following discussion summarizes the relevant policies and will briefly analyze the Harbor Master 
Plan policies and actions based on these policies. Where appropriate, the question of adequacy of 
traffic capacity, parking supply and other important technical issues has been addressed in more 
detail in the Planning and Environmental Issues Section of this report. 

The following section analyzes the policies and actions by subarea. The policies and actions have 
attempted to strike a balance between certain Local Coastal Plan and other existing policies which 
may appear to conflict. For example, policies requiring that ocean dependent uses, which 
traditionally do not pay their own way, be given priority have been balanced against policies which 
favor revenue generating uses such as restaurants that raise considerable revenue. 

Each discussion includes a reference to the policies and actions of the Harbor Master Plan that relate 
to that particular issue. 

A. COASTAL ACT AND LOCAL COASTAL PLAN POLICIES 

1. BackKround 

The Coastal Act includes policies which pertain to and recognize the uniqueness of coastal 
areas. The Act gives priority to "ocean dependent uses" which are dependent on the ocean and 
cannot be located elsewhere (e.g., commercial fishing and recreational boating). "Ocean 
related uses," or those that rely on the ocean but do not have to be located there, and "visitor 
serving uses" such as restaurants, are the second highest priority. Examples of ocean related 
uses include bait and tackle shops, boat storage and offices for marine related businesses. 
Public access to and along the coast is also an important consideration in the development of 
plans and projects in the Coastal Zone. 

The City's Local Coastal Plan (LCP) takes the policies of the Coastal Act and tailors them to 
Santa Barbara. Policy 7.1, in the "Ocean Dependent Activities" section of the LCP, indicates 
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that the study area and its associated recreational facilities are the highest priority land use in the 
Waterfront area. Policy 7.2 requires that an "urban design/development plan" be developed for 
the area, which has resulted in the Harbor Master Plan. 

2 • Coastal Act and LCP Consisteps:y Apalysis 

The following analysis of the proposed Harbor Master Plan policies and actions relative to 

coastal policies is grouped by subarea (Areawide.-Harbor Area and Steams Wharf Area). 
Within each subarea. coastal policies which relate to a category (e.g., "Ocean Dependent 
Activities," ''Visual Resources," etc.) are discussed together. 

In the followi~~ discussion, ocean dependent uses that must be on or next to the ocean {e.g., 
commercial fishing and recreational boating) are the highest priority. "Passive activities" and 
"passive recreation" are assumed to include no cost activities such as strolling. riding bicycles 
and watching boats and commercial fishing activities (such as. loading or off-loading fishing 
vessels, gear repair, etc.) "Low cost recreation" is assumed to be low cost activities such as 
sailing or windsurfing, harbor tours, visits to the Sea Center or Nature Conservancy buildings, 
six passenger charters, etc. 

a. Areawide Policies and Actions 

These policies and actions provide parking and shuttles; improve pedestrian access; and 
include the adoption of design guidelines. 

Ocean Dependent Activities and Ocean Dependent Recreation 

Throughout the study area, several facilities are already provided that serve ocean 
dependent uses such as commercial fishing and recreational boating: 

a. Navy Pier including hoists, fuel dock and ice machine; 
b. Slips including the Fish Floats in a prime location and at a reduced rate; · 
c. California Urchin Divers Association Dock for urchin fishennen; 
d. Accommodation Dock; 
e. Boat launch ramp and adjacent boat trailer parking; and 
f. Sailing rentals and classes. 

There are also numerous facilities and uses provided by the private sector in the Harbor 
including the boat yard, dry boat storage, dry dock, chandlery, sport fishing and diving 
boats, six passenger charters, Harbor Tours, etc. 
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The following is proposed as a part of the Harbor Master Plan: 

g. Relocation of Coast Guard and Harbor Patrol boats, thus reducing congestion 
around the Navy Pier (Action DEP-2.); 

h. Addition of 5 new slips for commercial fishennen on the north side of the Navy Pier 
(Action DEP-2.3); 

i. Priority to commercial fishennen and existing mooring tenants for 50+ new slips at 

the end of Marina One (Action DEP-2.4); 
j. If possible, expanded dry boat storage (Action DEP-2.6); 
k. lmP,x:ovement in access to Navy Pier due to changes in Harbor Way design (Action 

SERV-4.1); 
I. Addition of a Small Boat Quiet Area/sand trap (Ac~on DEP-1.1 ); · 
m. Providing the Accommodation Dock near the Breakwater for a small number of 

charter operators and for short tenn tie ups of boats (Action DEP-1.3); 
n. Provision to protect the existing surfing area at the end of the Breakwater (Action 

DEP-1.4); 
o. Recognition of the infonnal gear repair area near the boat launch ramp (Action DEP-

2.5); 
p. ·More parking, including short tenn parking, near the Marinas (Actions SERV-1.2 

through 1.6); and 
q. Addition of Fishennen • s Resource Center (Action DEP-5.2). 

In the course of developing the Harbor Master Plan, attempts were made to maximize the 
benefits provided to ocean dependent uses. particularly commercial fishing. However, 
many things (e;g., sea processors moving out of the area, statewide gill net ban, etc.) 
were beyond the City's control. 

Coastal Act Sections 30234 and 30255 address the priority of ocean dependent uses and. 
their support facilities in the Coastal Zone. The Ocean Dependent Activities and 
Recreation policies and actions of the Draft Harbor Master Plan directly address these high 
priority uses. Local Coastal Plan Policies 7.1 -7.4 address the need to do a 
comprehensive plan for the Harbor and Wharf areas which includes circulation and 
parking. By providing for necessary street improvements and more parking and allowing 
pedestrians and shuttles to gain increased access to the study area (see Shoreline Access 
and Public Services policies and actions), the proposed policies and actions are consistent 
with these coastal policies. 
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Public Services 

One of the most important concepts in the Coastal Act and LCP relates to access to the 
shoreline and many coastal policies relate to this issue (Section 30252, Policies 2.1 and 
most of the Public Services Policies). The Harbor Master Plan ensures that there is access 
to and within the shoreline area so that people who wish to participate in ocean dependent 
activities have an opportunity to do so. This should be guaranteed by the preparation and 
implementation of the comprehensive traffic and parking study which is recommended as a 
part of this Harbor Master Plan (Action ACC-1.1). 

The Traffic and Circulation Section of this report (Section VIB) found that, assuming the 
Montecito/Castillo intersection is improved prior to completion of the Harbor Commercial 
area recommendations, that area intersections have adequate capacity to handle the increase 
in traffic. The Parking Section (Section VIC) found that the parking supply in the area 
was adequate to serve the existing and proposed future parking demand, even without the 
addition of between 50 and 125 new spaces in the Harbor area. 

The improvements included in the Plan, the proposed addition of parking and shuttles, and 
improved pedestrian and bicycle _access will improve shoreline access making these 
policies and actions consistent with the Coastal Public Services Policies. 

Visitor Servin& Uses 

Coastal Act Sections 30213 and 30250 and LCP Policy 4.3 seek to provide and protect 
public amenities and low cost visitor setving activities. The proposed visitor serving 
policies and actions (Policy VISIT-I and Action VISIT-1.1) are consistent with these 
coastal policies in that they make the study area more accessible and improve the 
aesthetics. thus indirectly making it a nicer place to visit. 

Visual Resources 

Several sections and policies of the Coastal Act and LCP address visual issues including 
views to, from and along the shoreline. the need to screen parking and retain the open 
feeling of the area (Coastal Act Section 30251 and LCP Policies 9.1, 9.5 and 12.2). The 
development and implementation of Design Guidelines (Action VIS-2.1) will help the 
aesthetics of the Waterfront. Any new construction, including parking facilities, will have 
to be screened to avoid visual impacts and will have to consider existing view corridors 
(Action VIS-1.1!. With the guidelines and screening of parking, these policies and actions 
are consistent with the visual policies. 
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b. Harbor Area Policies and Actions 

These policies and actions include the following: the addition of slips; a Small Boat Quiet 
Area/sand trap; an improved rock groin which frees up space around the Navy Pier; 
improvements to the Harbor entrance; space for marine related public agencies and a 
maritime museum/exhibit; and visitor serving uses to provide revenue which will minimize 
the increase in cost to other ocean dependent uses. 

Ocean Dependent Activities and Ocean De.pendent Recreation 

Section 30351 of the Coastal Act states that "Coastal dependent developments shall have 
priority over other developments on or near the shoreline." This concept is refined in 
several policies of the City's Local Coastal Plan (Policies 7.1 -7.4). The Coastal Act and 
LCP policies also speak to facilities or ocean related uses that support the conunercial 
fishing and recreational boating industries (Section 30234 and Policy 7 .2). Most of the 
Harbor Area policies and actions are consistent with these coastal policies as they promote 

ocean dependent uses, ocean dependent recreation and ocean related uses directly or 

indirectly. Some policies and actions, however, are more consistent than others in terms 
of how they serve these high priority uses. 

Action DEP-1.2 includes the addition of 50 slips which maximizes the number of slips that 
can be added within the existing perimeter of the Harbor. This action responds directly to 
Coastal Act Policy 30234 and two LCP policies (Policy 7.2, Action (4) and Policy 7.3 
(2)) that state that additional space within the Harbor shall be utilized to add slips for both 
recreational and conunercial boating with the needs of conunercial fishing being given 
priority (Actions DEP-2.2-2.3 and DEP-1.5). This action is clearly consistent with these 
coastal policies. The five slips proposed for the north side of the Navy Pier are designated 
specifically for conunercial fishing boats, but the other 50 slips are not. 

The improvements to the rock groin (Action DEP-2.1) and the Navy Pier (Action DEP-
2.3) are interrelated and directly promote ocean dependent uses. By providing new slips 
for government boats at the groin, the Harbor Patrol and Coast Guard should be better 
able to serve the boating public. By relocating the Coast Guard cutter and Harbor Patrol 
boats, the congestion in the water and on the Navy Pier should be reduced. The relocation 

of these uses will allow five new conunercial fishing slips to be added as addressed above 
and will also allow more boat access to the south side of the pier. By moving the 
Harbormaster's office (Action DEP-2.1), the Accommodation Dock is freed up to provide 
a loading and staging area for charter operations as well as allowing short term tie ups. 
Upgrading of the existing hoists on the Navy Pier plus the possible addition of a new hoist 
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will assist local fishennen (Action DEP-2.7). These policies and actions directly serve 
ocean dependent uses and are consistent with the Coastal Act and LCP policies mentioned 
above. 

The dredging of West Beach proposed in Actions MAR-2.1 through 2.4 will provide a 
sand trap, will help to replenish downcoast beaches and provide a recreational water area. 
two fundamental coastal policies (Coastal Act Sections 30220, 30224 and 30233 and LCP 

Policies 7.1 - 7 .4). The newly created quiet water~ (Action DEP-1.1) will provide an 
area for recreational boating, especially for young people. The addition of volleyball 
courts on West Beach (Action REC-1.1). while not ocean dependent, also o(fers a new. · 
recreational activity. Overall, these policies and aetions offer several new and expanded 
recreational opportunities. 

Actions ACC-2.1 and SERV-4.1, improvements to the Harbor Entrance, indirectly benefit 
high priority uses by providing better access to and within the Harbor area. Currently the 
Harbor Way/Shoreline Drive intersection can be congested and signage is poor. In 
addition, circulation in the vicinity of the Navy Pier should be improved with the 
relocation of some uses to the rock groin and the addition of the Harbor Way cul-de-sac 
(Action SERV-4.2). The access and parking policies are discussed further under 
"Shoreline Access" below. 

Actions DEP-5-1 to 5-3, relating to the Naval Reserve Building. increase the public use of 
the building including adding offices for marine related public agencies, a maritime 
museum/exhibit, a fishermen's resource center, a laundromat and a new restaurant. The 
improvements to the building under this action add new ocean related uses and add to or 
improve existing visitor serving uses, making it consistent with coastal policies (Section 
30213 and 30250 and Policies 4.3, 7.1- 7.4). Meetings currently held in the Waterfront 
classroom and those formerly held in the Auxiliary Building will be held in the City owned 
Naval Reserve Building. The addition of a laundry (Action DEP-5.2) is also an important 
ocean related use mentioned by many people who were interviewed during the Needs 
Assessment process. All of these are needed support facilities as discussed in Section 
30234 and Policy 7.4. 

The last item relating to ocean dependent uses and the Harbor area is whether the 
appropriate mix of uses will be maintained in the Harbor. Generally. the need to provide 
space and facilities for high priority ocean dependent and ocean related uses must be 
balanced with the need to generate revenue to pay for the services and facilities within the 
area. Typically the highest revenue generating uses are visitor serving uses whereas ocean 
dependent uses sometimes generate little or no direct revenue. As shown in Appendix E. 
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between 1982 and 1992 there has been little change in the uses in the Harbor Commercial 
area. The question is whether the addition of space and new activities in the study area 
will maintain the appropriate mix of uses and continue to give priority to ocean dependent 
uses. 

The Harbor Commercial Zone Ordinance lists the allowed uses in the study area. This 
ordinance establishes ocean dependent uses as the highest priority with ocean related and 
visitor serving uses as second priority. In approving new uses in the area, particularly in 
the Naval Reserve Building, the Harbor Commission and, where approp~ate, the 
Planning Commission will also consider the Harbor Lease Policies. These policies clearly 
spell out appropriate uses in the area, consistent with the Coastal Act and Local Coastal 
Plan. The policies have been included in the Harbor Master Plan policies to ensure that 
both the Harbor and Planning Commissions carefully consider the priorities of uses in 
approving new leases and/or Coastal Development Permits (Policy DEP-3 and Actions 
DEP-3.1 and 3-2). Lastly, the recommended amendments to the Harbor Commercial 
Ordinance will allow for five year reviews of the uses, or more frequerit review if so 
requested by the Harbor Commission or Planning Commission, to ensure the balance is 
maintained. 

Public Services 

Traffic, parking and pedestrian access are important considerations in the Coastal Act and 
LCP. Several policies speak to the need to ensure that there are adequate public services, 
including streets, to serve high priority uses (Section 30254 and all of the Public Services 
Policies in the LCP). 

As discussed under "Shoreline Access" below, traffic, parking and pedestrian access will 
be improved with these Harbor Master Plan policies and actions, therefore they are 
consistent with the coastal access policies. Some areawide traffic improvements may be 
necessary although that cannot be determined until traffic patterns are determined now that 
the Crosstown Freeway is complete. Parking will also have to be adequate to provide for 
ocean dependent and other priority uses. 

Domestic and reclaimed water use will need to be carefully evaluated to ensure that overall 
water demand does not increase (Policy SERV-5). The existing drainage and sewer 
system will have to be continually upgraded (Policy SERV-6). Recycling and safe 
disposal of hazardous materials are also considerations (Policies SERV-7 and -8 

respectively). ~e Harbor Master Plan .policies and actions are consistent with these 
coastal policies. 
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Shoreline Access and Locatin& New Develo,pment 

A basic premise of the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan is that all people who desire 
access to the shoreline should be able to get there (Sections 30210-30212 and 30252 and 
Policy 2.1). Adequate circulation for all modes of tnmsportation within the Waterfront is 
also important (Policy 7 .2). Once within the Waterfront area, priority should be given to 
high priority uses (Section 30255 and Policy 7.1) Public facilities such as parking should 
be distributed to avoid overcrowding and overuse (Section 30212.5 and Policy 11.6). 

The Harbor Master Plan recommends that a comprehensive traffic and parking study be 
done once the Crosstown Freeway is completed (Action ACC-1.1). The intersection and 
other improvements that may be recommended in this study will need to be implemented to 
ensure that adequate access to the Waterfront is possible for all users. Additional parking, 
particularly for uses proposed for the Harbor Commercial area, will have to be carefully 
planned to occur only in conjunction with the new uses in the Harbor area. 

Improvements to the rock groin and West Beach will help distribute traffic, pedestrians 

and activities that are currently concentrated in the Harbor area. Pedestrian access is 
proposed to be improved under Action ACC-2.5 by adding an access between the Naval 
Reserve Building and the Breakwater. Given these considerations, the Harbor Master 
Plan policies and actions are consistent with these coastal policies. 

Visitor Servin& Uses 

Several of the policies and actions under review, particularly Action DEP-5.1 to 5.3 
relating to the Naval Reserve Building, will serve visitors. That building will include a 
maritime museum/exhibit, a new restaurant and visitor facilities. The improvements to the 
rock groin and West Beach will also be visitor serving as well as offering ocean dependent 
and ocean related activities. Coastal Act Policy 30213 speaks to providing lower cost 
visitor and recreational facilities and Policy 30250 (c) encourages visitor serving facilities 
to be placed in existing developed areas or at selected points of attraction for visitors. In 
addition, LCP Policy 4.3 encourages public amenities which provide unique lower cost 
visitor serving experiences. The Harbor Master Plan policies and actions are consistent 
with these coastal policies. 

Visual Resources 

The Visual Policies contained in Section 30251 and LCP Policy 9.1 seek to have all 
development be attractively designed and to minimize view impacts along the shoreline. In 
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order to find the Harbor Master Plan consistent with these policies, all new construction 
associated with the recommendations, particularly the improvements to the rock groin and 
new City maintenance buildings, will have to be very carefully designed according to the 
new Design Guidelines·(Action VIS-2.1). 

c • Stearns Wharf Area Policies and Actions 

These policies provide secondary access and minor enhancements on the Wharf. 

Ocean Dependent Activities and Ocean De.pendent Recreation 

The improvements proposed for the Wharf will enhance its recreational value (Coastal Act 
Section 30222 and 30213 and Local Coastal Plan Policy 4.3). Therefore the Steams 
Wharf policies and actions (Action REC-1.5, SERV-1.1 and VISIT-I. I) are consistent 
with these coastal policies. 

Public Services 

Traffic, parking and pedestrian access are important considerations in planning in the 
Waterfront as discussed under the Areawide discussion above. Section 30254 of the 
Coastal Act and all of the Public Services Policies in the LCP discuss the need to ensure 
that public services are adequate, including street capacity, pedestrian and bicycle access 
and a shuttle bus system in the Waterfront. The addition of a secondary access encourages 
recreational use of the Wharf as well as safe bicycle and pedestrian movement, and could 
eventually lead to a tram or shuttle out to the Wharf. Therefore the Harbor Master Plan 
policies and actions are consistent with these coastal policies. 

Shoreline Access and Locatin& New Development 

The Coastal Act and LCP seek to provide adequate access to and within the Waterfront 
(Sections 30210-30212 and Policies 2.1 and 7.2). The addition of a second access to the 
Wharf (Action SERV -1.1) will help distribute pedestrians and bicycles and therefore 
reduce congestion at the State Street/Cabrillo Boulevard intersection. The Harbor Master 
Plan policies and actions are consistent with these coastal policies. 

Visitor Servin& Uses 

As noted earlier, the Wharf primarily serves as a visitor serving facility. Section 30213 
and 30250( c) speak to providing lower cost visitor serving facilities in existing developed 
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areas and LCP Policy 4.3 encourages unique lower cost visitor serving opportunities. The 
minor improvements proposed, particularly the visitor infonnation center and public 
seating (Action REC-1.3), are consistent with the Visitor Serving Uses Policies. 

Visual Resources 

The new seating, visitor center (Action REC-1.3) and Harbor Tour kiosk (Action REC-
1.5) will have to be carefully designed to avoid conflicts with the Visual Resource Policies 
(Section 30251 and Policy 9.1). These policies seek to have all development be 
attractively designed and they also seek to minimize impacts on views to. from and along 
the shoreline. Assuming that the Wharf improvements are well designed. the Harbor 
Master P~ policies and actions are consistent 

3 • Additional Coastal Act and LCP Policies 

There are several Coastal Act and LCP Policies that were mentioned in the Background 
Section. In some cases, the solutions to the issues or needs are long tenn and beyond the 
scope of this plan. In any event, these issues and solutions need to be acknowledged. 

a. Water and Marine Environment Policies 

These policies relate to the enhancement of marine resources, including water quality. 
and the issues of sand movement and dredging. In terms of marine resources and water 
quality, the status quo appears to be adequate and must be continued. In this light, the 
Harbor Master Plan recommends: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Continue~ monitoring of water quality (Action MAR-1.1); 
Study the biological diversity of the Harbor (Action MAR-1.2); 
Continued education relating to water pollution (Action MAR-1.3); and 
Continued enforcement of water quality rules and regulations (Action MAR-1.4) . 

The issues relating to sand movement and dredging are not so simple. Dredging of the 
Harbor is crucial to the Harbor and downcoast beaches. This is also an important fiscal 
issue as dredging costs approximately $800.000 per year (1992 dollars) and the cost is 
presently being borne by the Army Corps of Engineers. The Harbor Master Plan 
recommends: 

• Continued dredging of the Harbor entrance channel and other areas as necessary to 
provide for high priority uses such as boating and fishing (Action MAR-2.1 ). 
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• Continued bypassing of dredged sand to replenish downcoast beaches (Actions 

MAR-2.3). 

• Continued participation in studies w~th Anny Corps of Engineers and others to 
solve sand accretion problem (Actions MAR-2.3). 

• Continued participation in BEACON studies and implementation (Action MAR-
2.4). 

• Careful review and design of future structures on the sandy beach to consider sand 
movement (Action MAR-2.5). 

With these actions, the Harbor Master Plan is consistent with the Water and Marine 

Environ.ments Policies. 

b • Ocean Dependent Activities and Recreation 

The Ocean Dependent Activities and Recreation Policies have largely been addressed in 
the proposed Harbor Master Plan. There are two long term issues that need to be 
considered in the plan to find the alternatives consistent with these coastal policies: 

1 . Stonn Protection 

The need for better storm protection from southeast storms has been established 

although the appropriate solution to storm protection has not been resolved. The 

concept of an easterly breakwater has been discussed and studied several times over 
the last twenty-five years. Most recently, in March, 1988, the Anny Corps of 
Engineers completed the "Reconnaissance Report for Santa Barbara Harbor, Restudy 
of a Deferred Project." This study investigated the feasibility of Federal 

improvements to the Harbor to improve navigation, reduce shoaling and maintenance 
dredging, reduce stonn damage and expand the Harbor. The study included an 

economic analysis of the fifteen different alternatives that were studied, including the 
concept of an easterly breakwater. 

The easterly breakwater was not recommended for further study primarily because its 
cost-benefit ratio was 0.643 and the Corps seeks a ratio of 1.0 or greater. Policy 7.4 

of the Local Coastal Plan also recognizes the storm protection issue and seeks a 
solution only after careful evaluation of the project's impact on several items 

including the environment, economic feasibility and community acceptance. The 
question of storm protection is addressed in Action DEP-4.1. 
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2. <MD Moorin& Area 

The open mooring area to the east of Stearns Wharf needs to be addressed in 
conjunction with an easterly breakwater or other storm protection. This issue will be 
addressed in conjunction with the study of the easterly breakwater (Action DEP-4.1). 

c • Shoreline Access and Locating New Development 

With respect to the Shoreline Access and Locating New Development Policies, . 
intersection monitoring and possible improvements will be necessary in order for the · 
plan to be found consistent as follows: 

• Intersection improvements, particularly to the Castillo Street/Montecito Street, need 
to be considered (Action SERV-2.1}; and 

• Within one year of the adoption of the Harbor Master Plan, Waterfront intersection 
capacity needs to be reevaluated to determine if additional interseetion improvements 
are necessary (Action ACC-1.1): 

d. Public Service Policies 

The existing water and sewer system is adequate to serve current and anticipated future 
needs. Continued maintenance of the existing system is needed, as well as drainage 
improvements in the Harbor (Policy SERV-6), in order to find the plan consistent with 
these coastal policies. 

A Coastal Development Permit will be required for any of the recommendations of the Harbor 
Master Plan that involve a change or increase in intensity of use of the area. The changes to the 
Naval Reserve Building. for instance, will be reviewed in terms of the net change to the use, 
regardless of the exact square footage or location of particular uses within the building. The · 
analysis of coastal policies in this section has been done at a "program" level, but it appears that 
the individual recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan are consistent with the overall 
policies of the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan. 

B . GENERAL PLAN ELEMENTS 

1 • Backaround 

Many of the policies of the City's Local Coastal Plan are derived from the General Plan 
Elements, including the Conservation, Open Space and Scenic Highways Elements. These 
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policies, which are excerpted in Appendix B of this Harbor Master Plan, generally include 
provisions which require that the scenic character of the City be protected and enhanced. The 
Open Space Element, which identifies the ocean and shoreline as types of open space, notes 
that " .... excessive development ..... could easily_ deprive the community as a whole of the 
shoreline as an open space." 

The Interim Circulation Element was adopted in 1988, subsequent to the adoption of the LCP .. 
The general theme of those policies is that the Waterfront must be kept relatively congestion 
free sti that it can be enjoyed by evezyone who wishes to visit or use the area._ The policies also 
emphasize shuttles and other.mass transit, bicycles and walking as alternate means of transport 
that need to be encouraged. The relevant General Plan Element policies are included in their 
entirety in Appendix C of this Harbor Master Plan. 

2 • General Plan Element Policy Consistency 

a. Conservation Element 

The Conservation Element policies promote the scenic character of the Waterfront. Some 
of the actions that relate directly to that goal are in Action VIS·2.1 which requires the 
development of Design Guidelines for the study area. These guidelines seek to promote 
visual continuity within the area and generally improve its appearance. These actions are 
consistent with the goal to promote the scenic character of the Waterfront. 

b. Open Space Element 

This element generally see~ to protect and provide open space and avoid excessive 
development, especially in the shoreline area. The policies and actions under review in the 
Harbor Master Plan are attempting to utilize existing buildings and facilities and minimize 
new construction. The plan also seeks to move vehicles and pedestrians more efficiently · 
to and within the study area. Assuming these goals of the Harbor Master Plan are being 
met, the Harbor Master Plan policies and actions are consistent with the goals and policies 
of the Open Space Element. 

c. Scenic Highways Element 

Highway 154 is the only designated Scenic Highway in Santa Barbara although Cabrillo 
Boulevard is listed as a potential Scenic Highway. This element, similar to the Open 
Space Element, seeks to avoid excessive development and congestion, especially where it 
may obstruct scenic vistas towards the ocean. The Harbor Master Plan policies and 
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actions under review include measures to reduce congestion at the State Street/Cabrillo 
Boulevard intersection. The policies and actions relating to West Beach, including 
providing a Small Boat Quiet Area, are not expected to obstruct the view of the ocean from 
Cabrillo Boulevard. Some construction is planned for the Harbor Commercial Area which 
will require careful study to avoid obstructing important view conidors. Assuming that 
views are considered and protected, the Harbor Master Plan policies and actions are 

consistent with the policies of the Scenic Highways Element. 

d. Circulation Element 

The overall goal of the Circulation Element is to provide an efficient street circulation 
system that is visually attractive and sensitive to environmental constraints while 
accommodating a reasonable amount of future traffic. Providing adequate parking is also 
a goal of the element, as is providing for alternate modes of transit and safety. 

Of all the policies and actions under review, there are several that do not appear to raise 
traffic or parking issues. These generally relate to Steams Wharf improvements, water 
quality studies, dredging and storm protection studies, visual resource protection, and 
public services. 

There are several policies and actions under review that appear to improve the traffic, 
parking and pedestrian access situation in the study area and the Waterfront: These are: 

• Addition of parking and use of shuttles and buses (Actions of Policies SERV -1 

through -3) 
• Improving pedestrian access (Policy ACC-2 and related actions) 
• Improvements to the. existing Harbor Way entrance (Action SERV -4.1) 

• The addition of a second entrance to the Wharf (Action SERV -1.1) 

There are other policies and actions that could add to congestion and parking problems if 
they are not in balance with the capacity of the road system and parking supply at peak 
periods. These are: 

• Enhance the Harbor Commercial Area (Policy DEP-5) 
• Increased commercial fishing use of the Navy Pier and charter boat use of 

the Accommodation Dock (with the relocation of the Harbor Patrol and Coast Guard 
Boats) (Actions DEP-1.3 and 2.3) 

• Addition of 50 slips (Action DEP-1.2) 
• Additions to rock groin and boat launch ramp area (Action DEP-2.1) 
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• Adding a Small Boat Quiet Area/sand trap to West Beach (Action DEP·l.l) 

Policy SERV ·2 requires that development projects only go forward when all necessary 

intersection and parking improvements to mitigate environmental impacts are done. 

Therefore, the policies and actions are consistent with the Circulation Element. 

The Circulation Element is being updated during 1992-93 and the recommendations of the 
Harbor Master Plan relating to circulation will be incorporated into that document. 

C. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE/CHARTER SECTION 1508 

The City of Santa Barbara worked for over two years on a comprehensive update to the General 

Plan. The commercial growth decisions of the General Plan Update, some of which were 

incorporated into Charter Section 1508 which was approved by the voters in November, 1989, 
provide for 3 million sq. ft. of new nonresidential growth over the next 20 years as follows: 

Approved Projects 
Pending Projects 
Vacant Property 
Small Additions 
Community Priorities 

TOTAL 

900,000 sq. ft. 
700,000 sq. ft. 
500,000 sq. ft. 
600,000 sq. ft. 
300.000 SQ. ft. 

3,000,000 sq. ft. 

There are several ways in which Charter Section 1508 could affect the study area and the 
recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan. New development will be carefully scrutinized and all 
requests for additional square footage must be drawn from one of the categories listed above (minor 
additions of< 1,000 sq. ft. are exempt). The overall increase in area and change of use associated 
with the policies and actions under review is shown in Table 24. 

The new square footage proposed for the study area may meet one or more of the categories listed 
above including Pending Projects, Small Additions and Community Priorities or be exempted from 
the growth cap as Minor Additions. In addition, several years ago the Breakwater Restaurant was 
proposed to be expanded in size by several thousand square feet, although the most recent project 
was for a net addition of 4,200 sq. ft. That proposal is still pending and, under the guidelines 
governing the implementation of Charter Section 1508, that pending project can be revised and the 
square footage can be used elsewhere on the same parcel. Most of the policies and actions under 
review involve the reuse of existing buildings which is also consistent with the goals of Charter 

Section 1508. In addition, completion of the Harbor Master Plan is one of the implementing 
strategies of the update. 
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Table 24 

ESTIMATE OF 
HABITABLE SQ. FOOTAGE AND CONSISTENCY 

WITH CHARTER SECTION 1508 
NET GEN •. PLAN ALLOCATION CATEGORY (b) 

APN DESCRIPI'ION HABIT. Community Pending Exempt Minor/Small 
SF(a) Priority Addition 

45· NAVAL RESERVE 
250- • Add public offices and a 

4 new restaurant and remove 
offices and meeting space 0 0 

.. 
45- HARBOR AREA 

250- • Relocate maintenance 
11 to new building (d) 4,950 450 4,500 

33- ROCK GROIN/ 
120- LAUNCH RAMP 
18 • Relocate Harbor- 1.200 1,200 

master's Office 

• Add deli 250 250 

• Add restrooms 250 250 

• Relocate dredge 400 400 
power station 

33- WHARF IMPS. 
120- • Add restrooms and 800 800 
22 add onto Wharf Maint. 

Building 

• Add Harbor Tour Kiosk 50 5C 

TOTAL 7,900 2,700 4,500 400 300 

a Based on net additions shown in Table 23 (New Square Footage and Change or Use) 

b See discussion or "General Plan Update/Charter Section 1508" for detinition of terms 

c Assumes retention of Breakwater Restaurant and new restaurant in Naval Reserve Bldg. 

e 475 sf of portable sheds will be removed (not factored into this chart) 
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Table 24 includes a preliminary analysis of the new square footage proposed as a part of the Harbor 
Master Plan on a per parcel basis. Some of the new area will come under the category "Revision to 
Pending Project," some will be a minor or small addition (up to 3,000 sq. ft. per parcel) and some 
will need to be allocated square footage from the "Co~unity Priority" category. 

As with all other projects, the merits of the recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan that involve 
new construction will have to be carefully weighed although it appears that the policies and actions 
are consistent with Charter Section 1508. 

D. HARBOR LEASE POLICIES 

In 1984, the City CQuncil adopted policies which relate to Harbor leases. These policies reflect the 
overall goal to have the Waterfront be financially self supporting. The five lease policies can be 

summarized as follows, in declining order of priority: 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

First, the leasing policy shall provide essential supplies and services to the boating public; 
Second, optimum revenue shall be raised to assist in the operation and maintenance of the 
Harbor to preclude all costs having to be borne by the boating public; 
Third, passive recreational opportunities and an aesthetic waterfront shall be provided for the 
enjoyment of the general public; 
Fourth, ari opportunity shall be provided for nonprofit marine oriented individuals and groups 
to benefit from the Harbor as long as they pay a reasonable amount for their operation; and 
Fifth, a negative goal is the preclusion of any lease to an activity which provides supplies or 
services tending towards a carnival atmosphere or nonmarine related businesses or services that 
can be equally served outside the Tidelands Area. 

These policies will be incorporated into the Harbor Master Plan (Policy DEP-3 and Actions DEP-3.1 
and 3.2). 

1. Areawide Recommendations 

Harbor Lease Policy #3 requires that an "aesthetic" Waterfront be provided. The development 
and implementation of Design Guidelines (Action VIS-2.1) will improve the aesthetics of the 
area therefore this action is consistent with this lease policy. 

2 • Harbor Area Recommendations 

These actions add slips; provide a small boat quiet area/sand trap; improve the rock groin which 
frees up space around the Navy Pier; improve the Harbor entrance; provide space for marine 
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related agencies and a maritime museum/exhibits; and add visitor serving uses such as the 
expansion of the Breakwater Restaurant. 

Harbor Lease Policy #1 - This policy requires that essential supplies and services be provided 
for the boating public. The overall addition of slips, the addition of a fish hoist and the 
relocation of government boats and the Harbormaster's office to the groin, the use of the 
Accommodation Dock for six passenger charters and tie ups and increased commercial fishing 
use of the Navy Pier all provide essential services to the boating public. Ocean related uses 
include providing space for marine related public meetings, offices for marine related public 
agencies, the new fishing resource center and formalizing the gear repair area: The actions 
summarized above are consistent with this lease policy. 

Harbor Lease Policy #2 - This policy requires that the optimum amount of revenue be raised to 
assist in operations and maintenance to avoid having all costs be borne by the boating public. 
The two biggest revenue generators proposed are the addition of slips and the Breakwater 
Restaurant which between them account for about 213 of the total revenue associated with the 
Harbor Master Plan (see the Fiscal Section "for further information on revenues). Ocean related 
and/or visitor serving uses such as the gift shop in connection with the maritime museum/ 
exhibit also raise needed revenue. Most of the other Harbor Area recommendations cost much 
more to construct and maintain than the revenue they generate, but they meet other coastal 
policies as discussed earlier in this section. The Harbor Master Plan policies and actions, 
particularly Policy DEP-5 (Enhance Harbor Commercial Area) and Action DEP-1.2 (Slips), are 
consistent with this lease policy. 

Harbor Lease Policy #3 - This policy requires that passive recreation and ail aesthetic 
Waterfront be provided for the enjoyment of the general public. There are several actions that 
are consistent with the policy: the addition of a deli, restroom and observation area on the 
Groin, providing a dock for six passenger charters, a maritime museum/exhibit and 
improvements to West Beach are all recreation oriented. 

Hamor Lease Policy #4 - This policy requires that nonprofit marine oriented individuals and 
groups benefit from the Harbor as long as they pay a reasonable amount for their use. Two 
actions that are consistent with this policy are the addition of a public meeting room in the 
Naval Reserve Building and the new Small Boat Quiet Area/sand trap on West Beach. 

Harbor Lease Policy #5 - This policy states that a carnival atmosphere or nonmarine oriented 
businesses or public services should be precluded if they can be served equally outside the 
Tidelands. None of the policies and actions can be construed as having a carnival atmosphere. 
There are actions that are visitor serving (e.g., the Breakwater Restaurant) which are allowed in 
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the Harbor area to a limited degree. Overall, the reconunendations proposed are consistent 
with this lease policy as they are ocean dependent and related uses. 

3 • Stearps Wharf Recommendatjops 

None of the lease policies deals specifically with Steams Wharf. The LCP and other policy 
documents recognize that the Wharf is primarily tourist oriented and a revenue generator. The 
Harbor Conunercial (HC) Zone indicates that visitor serving uses are appropriate on the Wharf. 
Because no policies address Stearns Wharf leases, the actions within that area are discussed 
briefly here with respect to intent of the Harbor policies. As the Harbor Lease Policies do not 
address the Wharf, no conclusion is drawn regarding consistency and inconsistency. 

Lease Policy #1 relates to providing essential supplies and services to the boating public. With 
the possible exception of a bait and tackle shop and Harbor and other tours and charters. 
essential services are provided elsewhere in the study area. The actions under review will not 
change that situation to any great degree. 

Lease Policy #2 relates to raising optimum revenue. The Wharf is very successful at raising 
revenue for use on the Wharf and elsewhere in the Harbor area. The actions under 
consideration should help in that endeavor. 

Lease Policy #3 states that passive recreation and an aesthetic Waterfront must be provided. 
The Wharf provides passive recreation and is an asset to the aesthetics of the area. The actions 
being considered should only improve that situation. 

Lease Policy #4 relates to nonprofit groups and does not apply to the Wharf. 

Lease Policy #5 rehites to precluding activities or uses that could be located elsewhere. The 
uses allowed on the Wharf are specified in the HC Zone and have been found to be 
appropriate. No change in use is proposed. 
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X. IMPLEMENTATION 

A. ADMINISTRATION 

Section 28.70.030.4 of the Harbor Commercial (HC) Ordinance required an annual review of the 
adequacy of ocean dependent uses (Harbor primary uses) in relation to ocean related and visitor 
.serving uses (Harbor secondary uses) in order to assure that the Harbor remains a working harbor. 
This review is done by the Harbor Commission, with Planning Commission input, with ~opies of the 
relevant materials sent to the Coastal Commission. The review has not occurred every year since the 
ordinance was adopted due partially to workload and because the Harbor Master Plan was being 
developed. Amendments to the HC Ordinance, proposed for adoption with the Harbor Master Plan, 
recommend that that review occur every five years. A Harbor or Planning Commissioner could also 
request a more frequent review of the uses at any time. The change to a review every five years is 
primarily because the mix of uses in the Harbor Commercial area has changed very little over the last 
decade (see Appendix E for a comparison of uses in 1982 and 1992). In addition to the five year or 
more frequent review, the Harbor Commission will be monitoring the implementation of the Harbor 
Master Plan at its monthly meetings 

When the Environmental Review Committee (ERC) reviewed the Harbor Master Plan in June, 1992, 
they included the following in its motion to approve the Draft Negative Declaration (Appendix G): 

Prior to completion of Staff review of environmental issues associated with any proposed 
changes to the Naval Reserve Building (if an Initial Public Hearing will not be held on the 
project), the ERC shall be notified as an informational item of the scope of the project and the 
preliminary Staff recommendation. 

The proposed changes to the Naval Reserve Building are expected to be one of the first recommen
dations of the Plan to be implemented. Additional environmental review will occur as appropriate. 

B. FUNDING AND TIMING OF IMPLEMENTATION 

As the recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan could be designed and implemented any time in 
the next ten years, specific funding strategies cannot be definitively established at this time. The 
following, however, explores timing and priority of projects and possible funding sources. The 
potential funding sources are: 

Current Revenue • These recommendations would be funded through the normal budget 
process. Depending on other major maintenance and capital items in any given fiscal year, 
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certain funds may be available for Harbor Master Plan implementation. In any given fiscal 
year, other one time revenue sources may also be available for implementation. 

State Loan • The State Department of Boating and Waterways bas low interest loans available 
for marina development Interest rates in October, 1991 are 4.7% with a twenty (20) year tenn. 
This or other state loan programs could be used to finance major improvements. 

Federal Funding • For this report, Federal Funding refers to planned expenditures by the 
US Ai.my Corps of Engineers. 

Bond Financing· In 1991, the Waterfront had outstanding Certificates of Participation 
(Debt). The ~aterfront Department was able to restructure this debt without increasing the 
annual debt service, thus gaining additional funds to purchase and refurbish the Naval Reserve 
Building. 

Other • This category refers to funding by sources other than those listed above. 

The following discussion addresses the major recommendations of the Harbor Master Plan in tenns of 
their cost estimate, projected annual revenues and how they might be financed. Table 25 that follows 
summarizes the funding sources and estimated timing of implementation. 

1. Parking 

Parking improvements have been recommended throughout the Harbor area. This project is 
being recommended to ease the present parking situation for Harbor users, not for any 
economic benefit. Ongoing costs for maintenance of parking areas will be included in each 
future year's operating budget as part of the Waterfront Department Pavement Management . . 
Program. 

Cost Estimate: 
Associated Annual Revenue: 
Funding Source: 

2 • Public Access Improvements 

The improvements proposed in this category include: 

• Improved signage; 

$500,000 
Minimal 

Fund Balance or Bond Fund 

• Improved pedestrian movement between the La Playa Parking Lot and the Harbor; 
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• 

• 

Pedestrian walkways to encourage pedestrian movement on sidewalks rather than through 
areas traveled by vehicles; and 
Improvements on Cabrillo Blvd. between the Harbor and Stearns Wharf . 

These projects are being recommended to ease both pedestrian and vehicular movement 
throughout the Harbor area and not for direct economic benefit. Future years' maintenance 
costs will be budgeted in the annual operating budget of the Waterfront Department with the 
exception of those improvements to Cabrillo Blvd. whiCh will be a General Fund obligation. 

Cost Estimate: 
Associated Annual Revenue: 
Fu.nding Source: 

·$100,000* 

None 
Fund Balance or Bond Fund 

*Cabrillo Blvd. Improvements to be funded by the Redeve.opment Agency arid the City General 

Fund. 

3 • Aesthetics 

This recommendation includes the implementation of the Design Guidelines developed as part 
of this Plan (Appendix 1). 

Implementation of Design Guidelines will occur over the life of the Plan. Specific costs 
associated with implementation will become project costs· at the time projects are constructed. 

4 . Harbor Entrance 

This recommendation proposes an improved design of Harbor Way to add parking and smooth 
traffic, pedestrian and bicycle traffic flow. There is no direct revenue associated with this 
recommendation and costs of ongoing maintenance will be part of the Waterfront annual 
operating budget. 

S • Harbor Commercial Area/Naval Reserve Building 

The City Council has desired the return of the Naval Reserve Center to City ownership for a 
number of years. There have been several closed sessions of the City Council in recent years to 
provide direction in negotiations for the building's return. In late 1992 the City and Navy 
agreed on an amount that the City will provide for the construction of a replacement facility for 
the Navy in Port Hueneme. Upon completion of this facility, one site will be traded for the 
other. This has been a very complex transaction requiring approval by the US Congress and 
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the State Lands Commission. Once various details have been resolved between the City and the 
Navy, a formal Memorandum of Agreement will be presented to the City Council for its 
approval. This proposed action went before the City Council in early 1993 and the building 
was fonnally transferred to the City in 1994. 

Assuming City ownership of the Naval Reserve property, the that building will be used for 
various public pwposes. A new restaurant will be added, a public meeting room will be devel
oped for various Waterfront groups to use, a marine museum will be added and ocean related 
public agencies will have offices there as well as some visitor serving and commercial tenants. 

During the development of the Harbor Master Plan, Waterfront staff has had discussions with 
·several ocean related groups and agencies that may be interested in leasing space in the Naval 
Reserve Building. Staff will continue to have discussions with these potential tenants, although 
nothing has been decided at this time. Any new tenant in the building will be evaluated based 
on the existing Harbor Lease Policies and the policies of the Harbor Master Plan. The lease 
policies, summarized below and incorporated into the Harbor Master Plan as Policy DEP-3. 
give guidance for new and renewed leases in the Harbor as follows: 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

The primary goal is to provide s~pplies and services to the boating public, including 
commercial fishermen and recreational boaters; 
The second goal shall be to raise optimum revenue to assist in the operation and 
maintenance of the Harbor to preclude all costs having to be borne by the boating public; 
The third goal is to provide passive recreational opportunities and an aesthetic Waterfront; 
The fourth goal is to provide an opportunity for non profit marine oriented groups; and 
The fifth goal is to avoid activities that are inappropriate in the area. · 

There are non-economic benefits associated with this proposal. The proposed public meeting 
room will benefit many ocean related groups that in the past have used either the Coast Guard 
Auxiliary Building or the Waterfront Classroom. The museum/exhibit area that is being 
proposed will improve the public's understanding of the Harbor and Waterfront. The 
consolidation of certain Waterfront Department functions in offices in the area will improve the 
public's access to these activities, free up office space on Stearns Wharf for commercial 
purposes, free up the current Waterfront Parking office for conversion to a small laundromat 
and avoid either the payment of rent, or costs of construction, for the Waterfront Administrative 
offices. Currently the Waterfront Department administrative function is housed at 321 E. 
Cabrillo Blvd. and, although no rent is charged for this building, it is to be included in the 
proposed Waterfront Park Project which will require the relocation of the Waterfront 
Department office. With the exception of the Waterfront Offices. museum/exhibit area and 
public meeting room. all tenants in this building are .assumed to pay market rent. Moreover, 
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Action DEP-5.1 requires that the Naval Reserve Building be operated in a self supporting 
manner. 

Cost Estimate: 
Associated Annual Revenue: 
Funding Source: 

$3 to 3.4 million 
$186,000* (net) 
Bond Fund 

* Associated annual revenue is the net of maintenance costs and increased debt service. 

6 • Relocation of Harbor Maintenance Shop to New Facility 

This recommendation primarily deals with increased efficiency rather than economics. A certain 
efficiency will be achieved by relocating this activity from the main Harbor commercial center to 
the outskirts of the Harbor. This will also free up approximately 1,700 sq. ft. of existing space 
for commercial purposes. 

The need for the Harbor Maintenance function to be located in the immediate Harbor area has 
been questioned. Due to the variety of activities that are performed by Harbor Maintenance 
personnel it is important for efficiency that this function to be located in close proximity to the 
Harbor. As an example, a maintenance crew may be working on electrical systems, repairing 
plumbing, deck cleats, or floats all in the same day. A variety of tools, repair parts and supplies 
need to be in close proximity to the work sites. Harbor Maintenance personnel also perform all 
mechanical and some structural maintenance on patrol vessels. Due to the very nature of the 
work performed by these vessels (search and rescue and fire suppression) it is of utmost 
importance that this work be performed close to the Harbor. 

Cost Estimate: 
Associated Annual Revenue: 
Funding Source: 

$500,000 
$40,000* 

Annual Operating Budgets 

*Annual revenue will be dependent upon the types of businesses allocated the existing Harbor 

Maintenance Shop space. For the purposes of this estimate, $2.00 per sq. ft. per month was 
assumed. 

7 . Navy Pier and Accommodation Dock 

This recommendation (Action DEP-2.3) proposes to increase the use of the pier by commercial 
fisherman by relocating the Coast Guard Cutter to the rock groin. Assuming the Harbormaster 
is relocated to the rock groin, small charter operators will be allowed to use the Accommodation 
Dock, which is currently used by the Harbormaster, as a central point for the loading and 
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unloading of passengers. Boaters using the Travel Lift will still be able to tie up to this dock to 

load and unload their boats. 

The changes in use of the Navy Pier and Accommodation Dock do not involve any costs nor do 
they represent any revenue. 

7 • Addition of Slips 

This recommendation includes the addition of 54 slips to the end of Marina 1 and 5 slips to the. 
north side of the Navy Pier ("'Fish Float Two"). The addition of the slips to the Navy Pier will. 
be dependent upon the completion of the improvements to the rock groin area and the relocation 
of the Coast Guard Cutter. Annual maintenance cost will be included in the Harbor operating 
budget each year. 

Cost Estimate: 
Associated Annual Revenue: 
Funding Source: 

$1 miiJion 
$265,000 

Fund Balance or Bond Fund 

The addition of slips to Fish Float Two is a high priority but it cannot occur unless the Rock 
Groin is rebuilt and certain government boats are relocated there. The extension of Marina One, 
on the other hand, provides needed slips and generates considerable revenue and it is not 
dependent on other recommendations. Based on these factors. this recommendation should 
move forward at the earliest possible date. 

8 • Rock Groin 

This project is recommended in order to reduce congestion in the central Harbor area, provide a 
quicker response for emergency vessels leaving the Harbor and to free up the entire south side 
of the Navy Pier for commercial fishing use. There is significant cost associated with this 
recommendation and very little revenue. 

Cost Estimate: 
Associated Annual Revenue: 
Funding Source: 

"'Annual revenue associated with small deli. 

$6 million 
$35,000* 

To be determined 

Due to the cost to reconfigure the Rock Groin, this will be a longer range project and dependent 
upon grants or outside funding sources. 
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9. Small Boat Quiet Water Area 

This is being recommended to provide for a quiet water area for nonmotorized watercraft and 
not for economic reasons. The US Anny Corps of Engineers is expected to provide funds for 
the majority of the initial dredging and the Harbor will be required to maintain the area. A small 
grant of$15,000 has been received to fund a portion of the initial dredging. West Beach serves 
as an important sand trap and it is estimated that annual maintenance costs to keep the area free 

of sand will be $50,000. 

Cost Estimate: 
Associated Annual Revenue: 
Funding Sources: 

$500,000 
None 
$450,000 Federal; $15,000 Grant and 
$35,000 Fund Balance 

1 0. Addition to Wye on Stearns Wharf Shoreward Finger 

This is being recommended to provide a second emergency access from Steams Wharf and to 
relieve congestion on the Wharf by encouraging visitors to park in the Palm Park Parking Lot 
and walk onto the Wharf. This proposal should be viewed as an enhancement to the Wharf and 
will not produce any direct revenue. Annual maintenance costs will be included in the Wharf 
operating budget. 

Cost Estimate: 
Associated Annual Revenue: 
Funding Source: 

11. Enhancements on Wharf 

$750,000 
None 
Fund Balance 

This proposal entails the addition of a second public restroom on the Wharf, adding a small 
kiosk for the Harbor tour operator and the addition of more public seating. This proposal 
should be viewed as an enhancement to the wharf and will not produce any direct revenue. 
Annual maintenance costs will be included in the Wharf operating budget. 

Cost Estimate: 
Associated Annual Revenue: 
Funding Source: 
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Table25 
FUNDING AND TIMING OF IMPLEMENTATION 
HARBOR MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 

Action or Estimated 
Recommendation Policy# Funding Source 1995-97 
Areawide 
Add Parking SERV -1.2 to 1.5 Fund Bal./Bond Fund X 
Encourage Shuttles SERV-3 General Fund X 
Improve Cabrillo Bl. sidewalk ACC-2.2 General Fund 
La Playa Pkg Lot Sidewalk ACC-2.1 General Fund X 
Harbor Way Improvement SERV-4.1 Fund balance X 
Aesthetics .. VIS-2.1 Incl. in project costs X 

Harbor Area 
Convert Naval Res. DEP-5.1 to 5.3 Bond Fund X 
Relocate Restaurant DEP-5.3 Bond Fund X 
Convert Parking to laundry DEP-5.2 Fund balance X 
Harbor Maint. Facility DEP-5.4 Fund balance 
Public Meeting Rm. DEP-5.2 Bond Fund X 
Navy Pier Com. Fish Slips DEP-2.3 Fund balance 
Accom. Dock DEP-1.3 nla 
Add Slips to Marina One DEP-1.2 Fund Bal./Bond Fund X 
Dredge MAR-2.2 Fed., Grant & Fund X 

Rock Groin 
Reconfigure Rock Groin DEP-2.1 To be determined 
Relocate Harbormaster DEP-2.1 To be determined 
Add Gov't. Slips DEP-2.1 To be determined 
Add Deli/Restroom/Observ. VISIT-1.1 To be determined 

West Beach 
Dredge West Beach DEP-1.1 Fed., Grant & Fund X 
Small Boat Storagenock box DEP-1.1 Fund balance X 
Add Landscaping and lawn ACC-2.3/REC-1 . .: General Fund 
Add volleyball courts REC-1.1 General Fund X 

Stearns Wharf Area 
Second Wharf Access SERV-1.1 Fund balance 
Wharf Restrooms VISIT-1.1 Fund balance X 
Wharf Seating REC-1.3 Fund balance X 
Wharf Kiosk REC-1.2 Fund balance X 
Wharf Maint. Bldg. Addition DEP-5.4 Fund balance X 

170 

Phasing 
1998-00 

• 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

2001-04 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1-
. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

XI. GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECT· Under O~:dinance 4609 and its successors (the "Long 
Tenn Water Ordinance"), housing which will be rented or sold at rates or prices consistent with the 
City's adopted affordability criteria in effect at the time of application. 

COMMERCIAL FISIDNG. Commercial fishing includes the vessels, facilities and fishemten · 
involved in fishing as a business. For the purposes of this report, nonrecreational commercial boating 
services such as tug boats are considered to be in this category. 

COMMERCIAL ~CREATIONAL BOATING· Commercial Recreational Boating includes boat 
rentals and connuercial ch&1ers for diving, sportfishing, whale watching, cruises, tours, etc. The rentals 
and charters are generally offerred to the public by private companies, nonprofit organizations and by 
governmental agencies (e.g. the National Park Service). 

·HUMAN SERVICES PROJECT- Under Ordinance 4609 and its successors (the "Long Temt 
Water Ordinance"), a project which will deliver a significant social or health care service to the 

community, including but not limited to, shelters for the homeless and conununity health clinics. 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT • An analysis of an issue, a service or an area to evaluate and determine 
requirements for operation. Also, a comparison of that service, area or issue to the relevant goals and 
policies to detennine the adequacy of the existing situation in accomplishing the desired outcome. In 
this report, the determination of needs is based on past and present reports and studies, past and 
present interviews with people who use the Harbor and the Wharf, and on the opinions of the City 
Waterfront staff. The needs were also evaluated by the Harbor Master Plan Overview Conunittee 
before they were included in this repo11. 

OCEAN DEPENDENT USES· Ocean dependent uses are those that are tied to and require water, 
e.g. marinas, boat moolings, maline service stations. boat yard/repair. marine oriented government 
facilities, conunerciaJ fishing suppmt (including net repair, hoists and storage), and other 
ocean-dependent uses deemed appropliate by the Planning Conuuission (based on the definition in the 
Harbor Commercial Ordinance, SBMC 28.70.030.1 ). 

OCEAN RELATED USES· Ocean related uses are those that relate to but do not require water, e.g. 
museums relating to the ocean, bait and tackle shops, boat sales, storage, construction and/or repair, 
diving gear, boat and other ocean-related equipment rental, maline equipment and accessolies sales 
and/or repair, marine storage, ma1ine surveyor, ocean-related offices, public parking lots, sail 
manufacturing and/or repair, seafood sales and processing, and other uses deemed appropriate by the 
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Planning Commission (based on the definition in the Harbor Commercial Ordinance, SBMC 
28. 70.030.2). 

RECREATIONAL BOATING. Recreational boating includes boats that are used primarily for 
recreation, ranging from large sailboats and power boats to small sailboats and dinghies to outriggers. 

STATE TIDELANDS GRANT. ln 1925, the City of Santa Barbara received "title" to the tideland$ 
area from the State of California. The State conveyed " ... all the right, title and interests of the state of 
California, ... in and to all tidelands and submerged lands( whether filled or unfilled), situated i~ or 
upon that portion of the Pacific Ocean known as the Santa Barbara Channel... to be forever held by the 
City of Santa Barbara in trust for the uses and purposes and upon the express conditions ... " (Chapter 

78 of the Statutes of 1925). The grant stated that the City must use the tidelands exclusively for 
Harbor activities, wharves, piers and other structures "necessary or convenient for the promotion of 
commerce and navigation and fisheries." The grant was amended in 1937, 1940 and in 1975 to allow, 
among other things, the Navy's use of the Naval Reserve Building and the consn·uction of La Playa 
Field and Stadium for Santa Barbara City College. The City cannot sell or convey outright any 
portion of the tidelands to a third party under the concept of the "public trust doctrine." Money raised 
in the tideland area must also be spent there for the overall benefit of the area. 

VISITOR • A visitor is a tourist from another city or area. 

VISITOR SERVING USES - Visitor serving uses are restaurants, marine 01iented specialty and gift 
shops and small markets (based on the definition in the Harbor Commercial Ordinance, SBMC 
28. 70.030.2). 
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XII. ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONTACTED 

NOTE: Interviews were conducted in Fall. 1989 with individuals (fishermen,liveaboards, business people, slip holders, 

etc.), associations and agencies that were representative of the intet-ests in the Harbor and Steams Wharf. In addition, 

many people sought out the Waterfront Director and/or Harbor Master Plan consultant to offer input on the Plan 

throughout the Harbor Master Plan process. 

Attlesley, Ed; Santa Barbara Yacht Club 
Barsky, Kristine; California Dept. of Fish and Game 
Brooker, Craig; President, California Urchin Divers Assoc. 
Cardilino, Joan; State Coastal Conservancy 
Compton, Dick, Santa Barbara Yacht Club 
Cota, Gordon; Fishennan 
Crabbe, Gil; Fishennan 
Dougherty, Barbara; Official Liaison, Santa Barbara A11s and Crafts Show 
Fischer, Colette: Waterfront Business Manager, City of Santa Barbara 
Flynn, John; Engineer, Public Works Dept., City of Santa Barbara 
Franks, Kevin; Underwater Spo11S and Harbor Deli 
Fusaro, Craig; Director of the Oil-Fisheries Joint Conunittee 
Gleason, Gary; General Manager, Metropolitan Transit Disuict 
Grandon, Jean; Anny Corps of Engineers 
Grant, Bob, AlA, Santa Barbara Yacht Club 
Gutierrez, Rick; Fishennan 
Harris, Jack; Harbor Conunissioner 
Hauser, Roy; Sea Landing 
Hazard, Julie; Harbor Patrol Supervisor 
Hedden, Don; Captain Don's Harbor Cruise 
Holly, Carol; Recreation Department 
Hopkins, Sally; Liveaboard 
Kieding, Bob; Coast Chandlery 
Kronman, Mick; Fishelies Consultant 
Lara, Ernesto; Small Boat Charter Owner 
Lewis, Steve; Harbonnaster 
Longaburger, Dennis; Seacoast Yacht Sales 

MacDougall, Peter; President, Santa Barbara City College 
Marcus, Leonard; Fisherman 
Marini, Ed; Santa Barbara Yacht Club 
McCorkle, Mike; Fisherman 
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Persons and Organizations Contacted (continued) 

McCrea, Merit; Boat Charter Owner 
. Molloy, Billy; Brophy Brothers Restaurant 
Paxson, ·am; Manager, Santa Barbara Sailing Center 
Osborn, David, Accounting Coordinator, Water Dept., City of Santa Barbara 
Romasanta, Antonio, Local Business Owner 

Roebuck, Bob; Water Resources Manager, City of Santa Barbara 
Santa Barbara Yacht Club; general meeting 
Saxton, Ken; Fonner Harbor Commissioner 
Schiffman, Beth; SB Chamber of Commerce Government Review Conunittee 
Scott, John; Harbor Restaurant 
Shaver, Matt; National Park Service 
Smith, Julian; Fonner Harbor Commissioner 
Stanley, Stephen; Spectra Inc. 

"Sweitzer, Randy; Santa Barbara Sailing Center and Santa Barbara Yacht Club 
Tompkins, Jim; Small Boat Charter Owner 
Turner, Todd; Coast Guard 
Warnock, John; Santa Barbara Yacht Club 
Watson, Charlie; Santa Barbara Yacht Club 
Weinheimer, Kathy; Assistant City Attorney, City of Santa Barbara 
Wiley, Steve; Assistant City Attorney, City of Santa Barbara 
White, Tom; SB Shellfish Co. 

Williams, John; Char West and Great Pacific Ice Cream Co. 
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APPENDICES 

A. COASTAL ACT AND LOCAL COASTAL PLAN POLICIES 

B. HARBOR COMMERCIAL ZONE ORDINANCE and 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO HARBOR COMMERCIAL ORD. 

C. GENERAL PLAN ELEMENT POLICIES 

D. SLIPS, MOORINGS AND PERMITS AND SLIPS BY MARINA 

E. 1992 vs. 1982 HARBOR AREA USES 

F. *COMPARISON OF PHASE II ALTERNATIVES AND DRAFT 
HARBOR MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 

G. NEGATIVE DECLARATION and ADDENDUM, SB-09-91 

H. TRAFFIC AND PARKING STUDIES 
• Naval Reserve Building Study, June 19, 1995 
• *Other Traffic and Parking Studies (Sept. 12, 1991 and October 9, 1991) 

I. DRAFT DESIGN GUIDELINES 

J. HISTORIC STRUCTURES REPORTS 
• Phase II Naval Reserve Building Study, June 20, 1995 
• *Other Historic Structures ReportS 

K. TEN YEAR FINANCIAL FORECASTS (1992·2002) 

L. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY- BREAKWATER RESTAURANT 
FINANCIAL REPORT 

M. * WATER DEPARTMENT FEE RESOLUTION 

*-These appendices are bound separately in the "Harbor Master Plan Technical Appendix" which 
is available for review at the Waterfront Department Office (321 East Cabrillo Blvd., Santa Barbara 
(805/564-5519) or the Planning Division Office (630 Garden St., SB (805/564-5470). 
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COASTAL ACl J>QUClfS 

WATER ANO MARINE ENVIRONMENTS 

Section 30230. Marine resources shall be maintained, 
enhanced. and, where feasible, restored. Special protection 
shall be given to areas and species of special biological or 
economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall 
be carried out in a manner that will sustain the biolo.gical 
productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain 
healthy populations of all species of marine organisms 
adequate for long-term commercial, recreational. scientific. 
and educational purposes. 

Section 30231. The biological productivity and the quality 
ol coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes 
appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine 
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be 
maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among 
other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water 
discharges and entrainment. controlling runoff. preventing 
depletion of ground water supplies and encouraging waste 
water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer 
areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing 
alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30233. (a) The diking, filling, ·or dredging of open 
coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be 
permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of 
this division. where there is no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative. and, where feasible. 
miqgation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects, and shall be limited to the 
following: 

(1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3) 

-

New or expanded port, energy, and coastal
including dependent industrial facilities. 

commercial fishing facilities. 

Maintaining existing, or restoring previously 
dredg~d. depths in existing navigational channels, 
turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, 
and boat launching ramps. 

In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new 
or expand~d bo~t~ng facilities; and in a degraded 
wetland, 1dent1f1ed by the Department of Fish and 
Game pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 30411, 
for boating facilities if, in conjunction with 
such boating facilities, a substantial portion of 
the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as 
a biologically productive wetland; provided, 
however, that in no event shall the size of the 
wetland area used for such boating facility, 
including berthing space~ turning basins. 

- - - - - - -

(b) 

(c} 

(4) 

( 5) 

( 6 ) 

necessary navigation channels, and any necessary 
support service facilities, be qreater than 2S 
percent of the total wetland area to be restored. 

In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, 
including streams, estuaries, and lakes, new or 
expanded boat~ng facilities. 

Incidental public service purposes, including, but 
not limited to, burying cables and pipes 01· 
inspection of piers and maintenance of existing 
intake and outfall lines. · 

Mineral 
beaches, 
a~:eas. 

extraction. including sand fot: res to! inq 
except in environmentally sensit1ve 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture., or si11ilar resource
dependent activities. 

Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and 
carried out to avoid significant disruption to 11arine 
and wildlife habitats and water circulation. Dredge 
spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be 
transported for such purposes to appropriate beaches or 
into su1table longshore current systems. 

In addition to the other proyisions of this secti:on, 
diking, filling, or dredging in existing estuaries and 
wetlands shall maintain or enhance the functional 
capacity of the wetland or estuary. 

Section 30235. Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor 
channels, seawalls, cliff-retaining walls, and other such 
construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall 
be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses 
or to protect existing structures or public beaches in 
dan9er from erosion and when designed to eliminate or 
mi tlgate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. 
Existing marine structures causing water stagnation 
contributing to pollution problems and fishki lls should be 
phased out or upgraded where feasible. 

Section 30236. ·channelizations, dams. or other substantial 
alterat1ons of rivers and streams shall incorporate the best 
mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to ( l) neces
sary water supply projects; (2) flood control projects where 
no other method for protecting existing structures in the 
flood plain is feasible and where such protection is 
necessary for public safety or to protect existing develop
ment, or; (3) developments where the primary function is the 
improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. 

- - - - - - - - - -



- - - - - - - - -
COASIAI ACI I'OIH:II S (continued) 

OCEAN DEPENDENT ACT IV IllES 

Section 30220. coastal areas suited for water-o.riented 
recreational activities that cannot readily be provided at 
inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 

Section 30224. Increased recreational boating use of 
coastal waters shall be encouraged, in accordance with this 
division, by developing dry storage areas, increasing public 
launching facilities, providing additional berthing space in 
existing harbors. limiting non-water-dependent land uses 
that congest access corridors and preclude boating support 
facilities, providing harbors of refuge, and by providing 
for new boating facilities in natural harbors, new protected 
water areas, and in areas dredged from dry land. 

Section 30234. Facilities serving the commercial fishing 
and recreat1onal boating industries shall be protected and, 
where feasible, upgraded. Existing commercial fishing and 
recreational boating harbor space shall not be reduced 
unless the demand for those facilities no longer exists or 
adequate substitute space has been provided. Proposed 

)"' recreational boating facilities shall, where feasible, be 
I designed and located in such a fashion as ·not to interfere 

UJ with the needs of the commercial fishing industry. · 

Section 30255. coastal-dependent developments shall have 
pnonty over other developments on or near the shoreline. 
Except as provided elsewhere in this division, coastal
dependent developments shall not be sited in a wetland. 

VISUAl QUALITY 

Section 30251. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal 
areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of 
public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and 
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land 
forms, to be visually compatible with the character of 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New 
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated 
in the California coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan 
prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by 
local government shall be subordinate to the character of 
its setting. 

- - - - - - - -
PUBLIC SERVICES 

section 30254. New or expanded public works facilities 
shall be designed and limited to accommodate needs generated 
by development of uses permitted consistent with the 
provisions of this division; .•• Special districts shall not 
be formed or expanded except where assessment for, and 
provision of, the service would not induce new development 
inconsistent with this division. Where existing or planned 
public works facilities can accommodate only a limited 
amount of new development, services to coastal-dependent 
land use, essential public services and basic industries 
vital to the economic health of the region, state. or 
nation, public recreation, commercial recreation. and 
visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded by other 
development. 

lOCATING NEW DEVELOPMENT 

Section 30250. (a) New development, except as otherwise 
provided 1n this division. shall be located within, 
contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing 
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas 
are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate 
public services and where it will not. have significant 
adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on 
coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than 
leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed 
areas shall be permitted only-where so percent of the usable 
parcels in the area have been developed and the created 
parcels would be no smaller than the average size of 
surrounding parcels. 

Section 30252. The location and amount of new development 
should ma1ntain and enhance public access to the coast by 
(1} facilitating the provision or extension of transit 
service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or 
adjoining residential development or in other areas that 
will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing 
nonautomobi le circulation within the development, ( 4) 
providing adequate parking facilities or providing 
substitute means of serving the. development with public 
transportation, (S) assuring the potential of public transit 
for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, 
and by ( 6) assuring that the recreational needs of new 
residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas 
by correlating the amount of development with local park 
acquisition and development plans with the provision of 
onsite recreational facilities to se~e the new development. 

- -
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CUASIAL ACI t>UIICifS (eunlinuud) 

section 30253 tie" development shall: 

(J) Be conststent with requirements imposed by an air 
pollution control district or the. State Air Resources 
Control Board as to each particular development. 

14) Ninimi Z•! 

tnvelled 
cncrgy consumption and vehicle miles 

Section Jo;::,~, Coastal-dependent developments shall have 
prioritY o·1ei· <Jthcr developments on or near the shoreline. 
Except as provided in this division, coastal-dependent 
developments shall not be sited in a wetland. 

StiORH INE ACCESS 

Section N110 In c<~rrying out.the requirement of Section 4 
of Article x-of the Callfornia Constitution, maximum access, 
which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational oppor
tunities sha! 1 be provided for all the people consistent 
with public S<l fety needs and the need to protect public 
rights, rights or private property owners, and natural 
resource areas from overuse. 

Section 30211 Development shall not interfere with the 
publ1c' s r tght of access to the sea where acquired through 
use. custom. oc legislative authorization, including, but 
not limtted co. the use of dry sand and coastal beaches to 
the ftrst t t:le oi terrestrial vegetation. 

Section 30.?12 Pub I ic . access from the nearest public 
roadvay to the shoreline and along the coast shall be 
provided tn :~i!'-' development projects except where (1) it is 
inconsistent '-'~th publ1c safety, military security needs, or 
the protection of fragile coastal resources; (2) adequate 
acce~s exists nearby. or (3) agriculture would be adversely 
aCCected. Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be 
opened to public use until a public agency or private 
a-ssociation agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance 
and liability of the accessway. · 

Nothing in this division shall restrict public access nor 
shall it excuse the performance of duties and responsibili
ties of pub! ic agencies which are required by Sections 
664 79. 1-664 '18 _ 14. inc 1 us i ve. of the Government Code and by 
Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. 

Section 30212.S Wherever appropriate and feasible, public 
faclltttes. 1ncluding parking areas or facilities, shall be 
distributed throughout an area Go as to mitigate against the 
impacts, sot;ial and otherwise. of overcrowding or overuse by 
the public of any single area. 

RECREATION 

Section 30212.S. Wherever appropriate and feasible. publtc 
faci 1 i ties, 1ncludin9 parking areas or facilities. s!Hll be 
distributed t.hr·oughout an atea so as to mitigate against the 
impacts. social and otherwise, of over-crowding or o·1etuse 
by the public of any single area. 

secuon 30213. (Part) Lower cost visitor and recie,ltuma! 
i'acll i ties ... shall be protected, encouraged. and wlv.!t~ 
feasible. provided. Developments providing_ publ1c 
recn:ational opportunities are preferred. 

Section 30220. Coastal areas suited £or watei·-c·<tCn~ed 
recreational activities that cannot readily be provtded at 
inland Yater areas shall be. protected for such uses. 

sect1on 30221. Oceanfront land suitable for recreational 
use shall be protected for recreational use and development 
unless present and foreseeable future demand Cor public or 
commercial recreational activities that could he 
accommodated on the property is already adequately provtded 
for in the area. 

section 30222. The use of private lands suitable for 
v1S1tor-serv1ng commercial recreational facilities desiqned 
to enhance public opportunitie& for co.stal recreation shall 
have priority over private residential, general industrial. 
or general commercial development, but not over agriculture 
or coastal-dependent industry. 

section 30223. Upland areas necessary to support coastal 
recreat1onal uses shall be reserved for such uses. where 
feasible 

Section 30250. (c) Visitor-serving facilities that. cannot 
feas1bly be located in existing developed areas shall be 
located in existing isolated developments or at selected 
points of attraction of visitors. 

section 30240. (b) Developlllent in areas adjacent to 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and 
recreation areas shall be sited and designated to prevent 
impacts which would significantly degrade such a reels. and 
shall be compatible with the continuance of such habi t<1t 
areas. 

- - - - - - - - --- - - - .. - - - -
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COASJAl ACl POliCIES (continued) 

VISITOR-SERVING COMMERCIAL USES 

section 30222. The use o{ private lands suitable for 
V1s1tor-serv1ng recreational facilities designed to enhance 
public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have 
priority over private residential, general industrial, or 
general commercial development, but not over agriculture or 
coastal-dependent industry. 

Section 30213. (Part) Lower cost visitor and recreational 
facilities ... shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 
feasible, provided. Developments providing public 
recreational .opportunities are preferred. 

section 30250. (c) Visitor-serving facilities that cannot 
feasibly be located in existing developed areas shall be 
located in existing isolated developments or at selected 
points of attraction of visitors. 

- - - - - - - - -
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WCAL.!:M.5_lAL..P.LAN POLlClES 

RECREATION 

Policy 3. s 
The City of Santa Barbara shall continue to support efforts by 
the Redevelopment Agency to provide people moving systems and 
public parking to meet recreational demand needs, and shall 
continue to coordinate with the Metropolitan Trasit District 
(MTD) in providing bus scheduling and routes to serve recre
ational demand along the waterfront. 

Action: 

• Continue to pursue the provision or· people mover 
systems along Cabrillo Boulevard, and from Stearns 
Wharf up state Street which are routed and scheduled to 
meet recreational demands as called for by the 
Redevelopment Plan. 

VISITOR-SERVING USES 

Policy 4 .J 

Public amenities which provide unique lower cost visitor-serving 
experiences, such as the Arts and Crafts Show, channel and boat 
viewing at the Harbor, and any other special uses shall be 
protected and encouraged. 

WATER AND MARINE ENVIRONMENTS 

Policy 6. 2 

The City will support and encourage the enforcement of all 
laws enacted for the purposes of preserving and protectin<:J 
marine resouces, maintaininq optimum populations of marine 
org~nisms, .and maintaining the quality of the marine 
env1ronment for the protection of human health. 

Policy 6.6 

Revetments. seawalls, bulkheads, groins. _pipelines, outfalls 
and other necessary permitted construction shall be desi~1ed 
to eliminate or mitigate to the maximum extent adverse 
impacts on local shoreline sand supply. 

- - - - - - - - -

/ 

Policy 6. 7 

To avoid the need for future protective devices that could 
impact sand movement and supply. no permanent above-groun~ 
structures shall be permitted on the dry sandy beach except 
facilities necessary for public health and safety, such as 
lifeguard towers and restrooms. · 

OCEAN DEPENDENT ACTIVITIES 

Policy 7.1 

The Harbor/Wharf complex and its associate~ recreational faciliti' 
shall be considered as the highest priority land use in the 
waterfront area. 

Actions 

• 

Policy 7.2 

The waterfront area of the Harbor/Wharf complex shall 
be rezoned to insure that the Harbor/Wharf complex will 
be developed in a manner consistent with the policies 
of the coastal Act regarding visitor-serving uses and 
ocean-dependent activities. The zoning classification 
for this complex shall specify principal permitted uses 
which are ocean-dependent and related to the maritime 
use of the Harbor and secondary permitted uses related 
to visitor-serving recreational activities. 

The Harbor/Wharf complex shall be redesigned and restructured to: 

(1) Protect Har~or/Wharf facilities from southeast storms; 

(2) 

Actions 

• 
(1) 

(2) 

(3, 

(4) 

-

Reduce Harbor/Wharf shoaling; 

The City shall develop a specific urban design/developmeA• 
plan for the Harbor/Wharf complex which will: 

create a breakwater and such other structures as neces
sary to protect the harbor area. 

Delineate location of Harbor dependent facilities and 
uses; · 

Provide adequate circulation for all modes of transpor
tation within the waterfront: 

Provide limited expansion of facilities for both 
recreational and commercial boating, with the needs of 
commercial fishing being given priority; 

- - - -·- - - - -
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LOCAl COASit\1 1•11\N POLICIES (continued) 

(S J Relocate commercial fishing to the proposed easterly 
breakwater; 

(6) 

(7) 

( 8) 

Improve and where necessary increase Harbor/Wharf 
facilities, such as boat hoists, launch ramps, ice 
machines. and fuel stations; 

Establish a design theme for both the Harbor and Wharf 
structures which reflects a historic maritime setting 
for the Wharf and a Mediterranean/Hispanic setting for 
the Harbor; 
A quiet water sailing and recreation area shall be 
provided west of Stearns Wharf. 

Policy 7.3 

Consistent with available land resources and environmental con
straints, additional space created within the restructured harbor 
shall be utilized to: 

(1} Separate commercial fishing and recreational boating 
facilities; 

(2) Provide additional but limited slip accommodations for 
both recreational and commercial boating, with the 
needs of commercial fishing being given priority; 

(3) Insure a visually attractive, people oriented environment: 
and 

(4) Provide a quiet water space between the wharf and the 
existing marinas for open water recreation. 

Actions 
• Dredge West Beach parallel to the existing sea wall as 

,appropriate to create a quiet water area. 

• 

Policy 7.4 

Explore the possibility of creating an Aquatic Park 
from the area designated as "quiet water" . 

The Harbor/Wharf complex redesign and restructuring· shall be 
accomplished only after careful' evaluation of the project's: 

(1) Conformance with all applicable local, state and Federal 
laws and regulations: 

(2) Consistency with all related Coastal· Act policies; 

(3) 
Adequacy of all public services and on-shore support 
facilities; 

- - - - - - - - -
(4) Potential environmental impact of the proposed easterly 

breakwater and interior harbor improvements, including, 
but not limited to 

(5) 

.a. 

b. 

Mission Creek and the Central Storm Drain emptying 
into the Harbor; 

Impact on the littoral drift on sand; 

Economic feasibility and community acceptance. 

Actions 

• 
(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

The specific urban design and development plan must 
address the problems of: 

Mission Creek and the central storm drain emptying into 
the Harbor; 

Impact on the littoral drift of sand; 

Public service capacities; 

(4) Economic feasibility; and 

(5) community acceptance. 

VISUAl QUALITY 

Policy 9.1 

The existing views to, from, and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas shall be protected, preserved, and enhanced. This 
may be accomplished by one or more of the following: 

(a) Acquisition of land for parks and open space; 

(b) Requir-ing view 
developments; 

easements or corridors in new 

(c) 

(d) 

Actions 

• 

Speci fie development restrictions such as addi tiona! 
height limits, building orientation, and setback 
requi~ements for new development; 

Developing a system to evaluate view impairment of new 
development in the review process. 

Explore Federal, State, and local 
park and open space. acquisition. 

funding sources for 
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LOCAL COAS 11\L PIAN I•OUCII:S (continued) 

• Delineate view corridor locations on new construction/ 
deve 1 opmen t p 1 ans by addition a 1 bu il di nq limits , 
building orientation, and setback requirements. 

• Establish standar~s of acceptable view protection to be 
utilized by developers, City staff, and discretionary 
bodies to ascertain a project's height, setback, and 
clustering of buildings. 

Policy 9.3 

All new development in the coastal zone shall provide underground 
utilities and the undergrounding of existing overhead utilities 
shall be considered high priority. 

Action 

• The City will work with the utility companies to hasten 
the under-grounding of utilities in the coastal zone. 

Policy 9.5 

All parking facilities shall be screened from public view in a 
method suggested in the City's Scenic Highways Element of the 
General Plan. · 

Actions 

• Adopt a City parking/landscaping ordinance to reflect 
the above policy. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

Policy 11.3 

The castillo street/Cabrillo Boulevard/Shoreline Drive inter
section shall be improved to increase the handl'ing capacity for 
future levels of traffic. 

Action 

• The City Public Works Department will monitor this 
intersection and implement the necessary improvements 
if traffic queues begin to develop on the approaches to 
the intersection. 

Policy 11.6 

The City shall locate and develop new public and private parking 
· in. larger, multi-use facilities wherever feasible in order to 
minimize street access points, reduce peak parking space require
ments, and improve facility control. 

- - - - - - - - -

Actions· 

• 

• 

As part of the on-going, comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan and in conjunction with the Redevelop
ment Agency, the city shall identify, prioritize, and 
develop additional public parking facilities in the 
waterfront area. 

As part of the discretionary review of new private 
developments in the waterfront area, the City shall 
encourage the development of multi-use parking 
facilities and reciprocal access agreements to achieve 
this policy wherever feasible. 

Policy 11.8 

Parking shall be provided for .the proposed Stearns Wharf 
restoration by: 

(1) The future development of new off-street public parking 
at Santa Barbara Street and Cabrillo Boulevard: and 

(2) New parking on the ·Wharf. subject to a parking 
management plan in order to: 
(a) Prevent queuing or stacking of vehicles on the 

Wharf or at Cabrillo Boulevard: 
(b) Eliminate non-user vehicle circulation on the 

Wharf; and 
(c) Encourage reasonable turnover of vehicles in the 

public parking spaces on the Wharf. 

Policy 11.9 

The City shall investigate the posting of time limits or the 
imposition of pa.rking fees for on-street parking in order to: 

(1) Generate revenues to pay for local transportation
related programs; and 

( 2) Divert drivers into peripheral parking facilities or 
alternative transportation modes. 

Policy 11.11 

The City shall encourage ride-sharing and car-pooling as a means 
of minimizing traffic demands in the waterfront. 

Actions 

-

• Tie into the ride-sharing program the Area Planning 
.Council proposes to establish and operate. Carpool 
applications should be widely distributed aud promo
tional activities performed. Also, a starr member 
should be designated to be responsible for liaison. 

• Assign reserved parkin<) spaces to carpoolers in premium 
parkin<) areas. 

- - - - - - - -
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PoUey 11.12 

Thl!!. City shall, if feasible, implement the development or a 
shuttle bus system in the waterfront area as an altet·native means 
of tranportation. 

Action 

• The following Waterfront Area Transportation Study 
recommendations shall be investigated: 

( 1) Operate a shuttle bus along State street that is an 
extension or the downtown "Peoplemover" that ·connects 
to the end of Stearns Wharf. Operate with 8 minute 
headways (time between buses) during peak periods and 
20 minute headvays during other periods. Operate with 
shorter headways after a freeway undercrossing of State 

(2) 

( 3 , 

. Street is built. · 

Operate a cabrillo Boulevard shuttle bus between City 
College and Milpas Street. On weekdays the route would 
loop around City College, and on weekends it would 

-terminate in the City College parking lot on Shoreline 
Drive. Buses would operate on 8 minute headways during 
peak periods and 20 minute headways during other 
periods. The route would be coordinated with the State 
Street route to provide transfers at the State Street/ 
Cabrillo Boulevard intersection. 

Upon completion of grade-separation of State Street, 
the headways on the Cabri1lo Boulevard route·vould also 
be reduced to provide even better transit service. The 
services should be implemented just prior to the open
ing or a Stearns Wharf development. 

A shuttle system should be purchased for the waterfront 
area to provide these services in concert with the 
transit shuttle bus improvements planned for downtown. 

Policy 11.13 

The City shall cooperate with the Metropolitan Transit District 
in improving bus service to the waterfront area and coordinate 
this service with any future shuttle-bus program. 

Policy 11.14 

The City shall implement the Bikeway Master Plan in ·the water
front area in order to encourage the use of the bicycle as an 
alternative mode of transportation. 

Peller 11.5 

AU new development In the Waterfront area, excepting Steams Wharf, shall provide adequate 
off.l;treet parking to fully meet their peak needs. 

- - - - - - - - -Actions 

• The City shall: 

(I) ·Give first priority to developing bike lanes on State 
Street. 

(2) Design the State Street· and Carden Street freeway 
undercrossings for bicycle movement and amend the 
Bicycle Master Plan appropriately to include these 
extensions. · 

(3) 

( 4 ) 

(S) 

(6) 

( 7) 

If the Castillo Street/U.S. 101 interchange is 
improved, provisions shall be made for bicycle 
movements. 

Consider using State Street as a lower .cost alternative 
to the Master Plan's proposed bike path along Mission 
Creek south of U.S. 101 . 

Develop the bike path in the Master Plan from Cabrillo 
Boulevard through Pershing Park to at least Montecito 
Street to reduce the need for bike riders to use 
Castillo Street. 

Site plans for all developments should be reviewed by 
the City to ensure that 9ood bicycle access is provided 
to existing and future b1ke routes. 

As an extension of the recommended bike rack inventory/ 
installation program for doWntown, provide additional 
public bike racks in the waterfront area. A total of 
at least 300 bike rack spaces should be provided in the 
beach and commercial areas. 

(8) A City-wide bicycle parking ordinance should be 
adopted. 

Policy 11.1 S 

Pedestrian movement and safety should be encouraged and provided 
for throughout the area. 

Action 

• Review individual projects or capital improvement 
projects within the waterfront area to incorporate safe 
pedestrian movement. 

LOCATING NEW DEVELOPMENT 

Policy 12.2 

New developments within the City's Waterfront Area shall be 
evaluated as to a project's impact upon the area's: 

(1) Openness; 
(2) Lack of Congestion; 
(3) Naturalness; and 
(4) Rhythm. 
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APPENDIX B 

Chapter 28.70 

HC' • HARBOR COMMERCIAL ZONE 

Sections: 
28.70.001 In General 28.70.050 Building Height Standards 

28.70.090 Coastal Zone Review. 
28.70.131 Development Potential. · 

·28. 70.030 Uses Permitted in 
the Harbor and 
Shoreline Area. 

28.70.001 In General. 

The regulations contained in the Chapter shall apply in the Harbor Commercial Zone unless 
othetwise provided in the Title. The Zone strives to assure that the harbor will remain primarily a 
working harbor with visitor-serving and ocean-related uses secondary to ocean-dependent uses, 
and that Steams Wharf will consist of a mixture of visitor-serving, and ocean-dependent and ocean
related uses. In addition, this zone is intended tQ provide a desirable environment by preserving 
and protecting surrounding land uses in terms of light, air and existing visual amenities. (Ord. 
4428, 1986; ord. 4170, 1982.) 

28.70.030 Uses Permitted in the Harbor and Shoreline Area. 

In all areas of the Harbor Commercial Zone the following uses are pennitted provided that 
such operations, manufacturing, processing or treatment of products are not obnoxious or 
offensive by reason of emission of odor, dust, gas, fumes, smoke, liquids, waste, noise, 
vibrations, disturbances or other similar causes which may impose a hazard to life and property. 
Within the Harbor Commercial Zone the primary uses listed below shall be the predominant uses 
for the harbor and shoreline area. 

1. Primary harbor uses: 

2. 

a. Marinas, boat moorings, marine service stations, boat yard/repair facilities 
and related activities. 

b. Marine-oriented government facilities. 
c Seafood processing. 
d. Services necessary for commercial fishing activities, including such 

facilities as net repair ares, hoists and ice machines and storage areas. 
e. Other ocean-dependent uses as deemed appropriate by the Planning 

Commission. 

Secondary harbor uses: 
a. Museums and other cultural displays relating to the ocean. Such museums 

and displays shall not exceed 575 square feet in gross floor area until such 
time as a Specific Plan for the Harbor area is reviewed and certified by the 
Commission. 

b. Bait and tackle shops. 

B-1 
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3. 

c. Boat sales, storage, construction and/or repair. 
d. Diving gear, boat, surfing and other ocean-related equipment rental. 
e. Fast food restaurants, other restaurants, and restaurants with entertainment 

and meeting facilities used in conjunction with the restaurant. 
f. · Marine equipment and accessories sales and/or repair. 
g. Marine storage. 
h. Marine surveyor. 
i. Offices of businesses or persons engages exclusively in ocean-related 

activities. Such offices shall not exceed 1500 square feet in gross floor area 
until such time as a Specific Plan for the Harbor area is reviewed and 
certified by the Commission. 

J. Public parking lots. 
k. Sail manufacturing and/or repair. 
I. Seafood sales and processing. 
m. Marine oriented specialty and gift shops. Such shops shall not exceed 575 

square feet in gross floor area until such time as a Specific Plan for the 
Harbor area is reviewed and certified by the Commission. 

n. Stores which sell liquor, groceries and food which do not exceed 2,500 
square feet in gross floor area. 

o. . Other ocean-related uses as deemed appropriate by the Planning 
Commission. 

Steams Wharf uses: 
a. Art galleries. 
b. Bait and tackle shops. 
c. Boat sales, storage, construction and/or repair. 
d. Diving gear, boat, surfing and other ocean-related equipment rental. 
e. Fast food restaurants, other restaurants and restaurants with entertainment 

facilities used in conjunction with the restaurant. 
f. Marine equipment and accessories sales and/or repair. 
g. Marine service stations. 
h. Marine storage. 
i. Marine surveyors. 
j. Museums and other cultural displays relating to the ocean. 
k. Offices of businesses or persons engages in ocean-related activities. 
I. Sail manufacturing and/or repair. 
m. Seafood sales and processing. 
n. Sprcialty and gift shops. 
o. Stores which sell liquor, groceries and food which do not exceed 2,500 

square feet in gross floor area. 
p. Other ocean-dependent, ocean-related and visitor-serving uses as deemed 

appropriate by the Planning Commission. 

B-2 
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Appendix B - HC Ordinance Page 3 

4. Annual review of uses: 
Once each year, the Board of Harbor Commissioners shall review the extent and 

nature of the uses existing in the harbor and shoreline area of the HC Zone and make a 
recommendation to the Planning Commission regarding the adequacy of ocean-dependent uses 
(Harbor primary uses) in relation to Ocean-related and visitor-serving uses (Harbor secondary 
uses) in order to assure that the harbor remains a working harbor. The Coastal Commission shall 
receive a copy of the recommendation and accompanying background materials. (Ord. 4428, 
1986; Ord. 4170, 1982.) 

28.70.050 Builc;ling Height Standards. 

Two (2) stories not to exceed thirty (30) fee.t (Ord. 4428, 1986; Ord. 4170, 1982.) 

28. 70~090 Coastal Zone Review. 

All development in the Coastal Overlay Zone S-D-3, is subject to review pursuant to 
Section 28.45.009 of this Code. (Ord. 4428, 1986; Ord 4170, 1982.) 

2 8. 7 0.131 Development Potential. 

Notwithstanding any provision of law to the contrary, no application for a land use permit 
for a nonresidential construction project will be accepted or approved on or after December 6, 1989 
unless the project complies with the provisions outlined in General Provisions, Development Plan 
Approval, Section 28.87.300. (Ord. 4670, 1991.) 

B-3 



ORDINANCE NO.---

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA AMENDING THE 
MUNICIPAL CODE BY AMENDING SECTION 
28.70.030 PERTAINING TO THE HARBOR 
COMMERCIAL ZONE 

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. Section 28.70.030 of Chapter 28.70 of Title 28 of the Santa Barbara 

Municipal Code is amended to read as follows: 

28.70.030 Uses Permitted in the Harbor and Shoreline Area. 

In all areas of the Harbor Commercial Zone the following uses are permitted provided that 

such operations, manufacturing, processing or treatment of products are not obnoxious or offensive 

by reason of emission of odor, dust, gas, fumes, smoke, liquids, waste, noise, vibrations, 

disturbances or other similar causes which may impose a hazard to life and property. Within the 

Harbor Commercial Zone the primary uses listed below shall be the predominant uses for the 

harbor and shoreline area. 

1. 

2. 

Primary harbor uses: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Marinas, boat moorings, marine service stations, boat yard/repair 

facilities and related activities. 

Marine-oriented government facilities. 

Seafood processing. 

Services necessary for commercial fishing activities, including such 

facilities as net repair ares, hoists and ice machines and storage areas. 

e. Other ocean-dependent uses as deemed appropriate by the Planning 

Commission. 

Secondary harbor uses: 
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Proposed Amendment to HC Ordinance January 26, 1993 

a. Museums and other cultural displays relating to the ocean. ~ 

&utsewms Bftel Elispl~·s shell Bet eJieeeel §7§ SEfHHe feet in grass 

A:eer &rea HRtil sweh time as a SpesiMs 'Plaa fer the Warl:ter aFea is 

re'vieweel aael serti!ieell:Jy tfte CeHlHlissiea. 

b. Bait and tackle shops. 

c. Boat sales, storage, construction and/or repair. 

d. Diving gear, boat, surfing and other ocean-related equipment rental. 

e. Fast food restaurants, other restaurants, and restaurants with 

entertainment and meeting facilities used in conjunction with the 

restaurant. 

f. Marine equipment and accessories sales and/or repair. 

g. Marine storage. 

h. Marine surveyor. 

i. Offices of businesses or persons engages exclusively in ocean

related activities. SYsh efiises shall Ret eKseeel 1 §QQ SEfYare feet iR 

gress A:eer area YRtil sweh time as a Spesi!is 'Piaa fer the Warl:Jer 

area is rez,~eweel aael eerti!ieell:Jy the CeHllllissiea. 

j. Public parking lots. 

k. Sail manufacturing and/or repair. 

I. Seafood sales and processing. 

m. Marine oriented specialty and gift shops. SYeh sheps shall aet 

eKeeeel §7§ SEfYare feet ia gress Aeer area YRtil SYeh time as a 

Speeif.ie Plan fer the Wareer area is revieweEI aael eertif.ieel ey tRe 

CeAmtissiea. 

n. Stores which sell liquor, groceries and food which do not exceed 

2,500 square feet in gross floor area. 

o. Other ocean-related uses as deemed appropriate by the Planning 

Commission. 

3. Steams Wharf uses: 

a. Art galleries. 

b. Bait and tackle shops. 

c. Boat sales, storage, construction and/or repair. 

d. Diving gear, boat, surfing and other ocean-related equipment rental. 

B-5 



Proposed Amendment to HC Ordinance January 26. 1993 

4. 

[HCOrdAmeudmcul] 

e. 

f. 

g. 
h. 
i. 

j. 

k. 
1. 

m. 

n. 

0. 

Fast food restaurants, other restaurants and restaurants with 

entertainment facilities used in conjunction with the restaurant. 

Marine equipment and accessories sales and/or repair. 

Marine service stations. 

Marine storage. 

Marine surveyors. 

Museums and other cultural di~plays relating to the ocean .. 

Offices of businesses or persons engages in ocean-related activities. 

Sail manufacturing and/or repair. 

Seafood sales and processing. 

Specialty and gift shops. 

Stores which sell liquor, groceries and food which do not exceed 

2,500 square feet in gross floor area. 

p. Other ocean-dependent, ocean-related and visitor-serving uses as 

deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission. 

Five Year Review of Uses ARRY&l HIYiSW 8f H8i&: 

Once evezy five £5) years from the elate of adoption of this ordinauce.-eae& 

~he Board of Harbor Commissioners shall review the extent and nature 

of the uses existing in the harbor and shoreline area of the HC Zone and 

make a recommendation to the Planning Commission regarding the 

adequacy of ocean-dependent uses (Harbor primary uses) in relation to 

Qocean-related and visitor-serving uses (Harbor secondary uses) in order to 

assure that the harbor remains a working harbor. A review of the mix of 
uses may occur at any otber time at the direction of the Board of Harbor 

Commissioners or Plannin& Commission. Subseguent reviews shall be at 

five (5> year intervals tbereafter. The Coastal Commission shall receive a 

copy of the recommendation and accompanying background materials 

associated with each review. (Ord. _ 1993, Ord. 4428, 1986; Ord. 4170, 

1982.) 
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GENERAL PlAN POLICIES 

CONSERVATION ELEMENT 

rine Resources 

·al 

Maintain, protect, and enhance marine resources within the 
City boundaries. 

·licy 

Intertidal and marine resources shall be maintained or 
enhanced. 

1plementation Strategies 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Post Fish and Game laws on the takinq of intertidal 
organisms at beach access points and encourage vigorous 
enforcement of those laws by the appropriate agency. 

Prohibit of!-shore dumping of sediments near. kelp beds or reefs. 

Conduct a study to determine disposal sites for dredged 
material such that the material can aid in beach 
replenishment without significantly impacting major 
marine resources. 

Continue monitoring of organisms at the sewage outfall 
in conjunction with the Coastal Water Research Project. 
Such monitoring will be used to determine the environ
mental impact of Santa Barbara's sewage outfall over a 
long term. 

• Conduct a feasibility study on the construction of 
wastewater reclamation facilities, provided this can be 
accomplished without significant degradation of the 
groundwater basin. 

licx 

The biotic resources of the Harbor shall be maintained, so 
far as possible within the framework of the LCP and other 
Harbor Restoration plans. 

>lementation Strategies 

• Construction which would. substantially decrease the 
current rate of tidal flushing in the Harbor should be 
avoided if feasible alternatives are available. 

- -
• 

• 

• 

- - --- - - -
Continue the study of littoral sand drift with the 
objective of developing feasible alternatives to 
additional breakwater construction to reduce sand 
deposition in harbor channels. 

Evaluate the feasibility of onshore boat storage and 
pull-out facilities as an alternative to harbor expansion. 

Provide for onshore disposal 
shipyard facilities. of toxic wastes from 

VISUAL QUALITY 

22!1.! 

Restore where feasible, maintain, enhance and manage 
the creekside environments within the City as visual 
amenities, where consistent with sound flood control 
management and soil conservation techniques. 

Prevent the scarring of hillside areas by inappropriate 
development. 

Protect and enhance the scenic character of the city. 

Maintain the scenic character of the City by preventing 
unnecessary removal of significant trees and 
encouraging cultivation of new trees. 

Protect significant open space areas from the type of 
development which would degrade the City's visual 
resources. 

Policies and Implementing Actions 

1. 

3. 

Development adjacent to creeks shall not degrade the creeks 
or their riparian environments. 

Hew development shall not obstruct scenic view corridors, 
including those of the ocean and lower elevations or the 
City viewed respectively from the shoreline and upper 
foothills, and of the upper foothills and mountains viewed 
respectively from the beach and lower elevations of the 
City. 

• When the Local Coastal Program is finalized, this 
element should be revised, as needed to preserve and 
enhance the Harbor, shoreline, and other coastal resources. 

-



OENERAL PLAN POLICIES (continued) 

5. Significant open space areas should be protected to preserve 
the City's visual resources from degradation. 

0 
I 
w 

• 

-

Parks and other public lands which provide panoramic 
views or scenic vistas, especially those at higher 
elevations, shall be protected and maintained for the 
enjoyment by the public. 

- - - - - - - -

OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

DJ& 

There are 11111ny ovec laps between open space and other co-unltr 
features ~bleb share the goal of conserving the Santa Barbara character 
The protection of .ature tceee on prlvate property, the landeeaplnt 
of .. jor develop .. nts, the pollclea on architectural and altn control. 
and 111111ny oth!!'r subjects ln the C.neral Plan !lilrve a function parallel 
vlth that elf open space. only those ee,..nta of open apace Netlnt 
the crlterla of city-wlde significance are ~lacaaaed here. 

'ftU(;QitJES Of OPEN IP!c:l 

The open apace a.,_nta fall Into aewaral cate,orlea ~~. 
ol the dUiarene .. in their natuea, 111111nner of ... ,.. •lntenanee 
aad Mthode of 111ple .. ntatlon. 'De "'c:•n• and "MMU'fttaln• cete,orlaa 
are poi'hapa 10 obvious •• to lie taltan for granted aad eaeapa apoelUe 
notice; To oweclook the• .. how•"'• w.ald be •·•latake. lor they eoold 
lie altnlllcantly c~conlaed. 

-

The ·ocean 

Aa an opltn space, the ocean has a profoull\t effect on SllftU 
aarbara all\t on all coastal c-nitln. *ch of Santa aartHira•a 
aotlwltlee are oriented to it. It hal a~eadJ beea partlallr 
despoiled bf oll exploratlo.. drllllnt and extraetlon. 

It !IU•t be fh•ly r .. olved and an po .. u ••• actlona tall:en 
l»f the Cl.t[ to t•l• ttle r,aveulon of tha ooean to lta arltlnal ateta 
and to U• t vies of the ocean to thoaa ut•al to u. Cftlda •• 
llahlng all\t boatlmJ, • 

b an open apace c:at.,orr the ocean utell\ts frOII the horlaon 
la to the avrf and to the har~. rr011 there •••~•• the •orr, 
baaeh and qulet Yater areas are c:cnoared la tha a-allM c:ate,..:r. 

Shor eiine 

The Shorell11e conalsts of the 1urt, the harbor. harbor facllltlee 
beaches, blulls a11d adjacent park areal. The ahorellae eoeplex II an 
actively used open ,.,. ... b•at: h dso.l•portant vhuallr to the c
•unlty. The protection and dcvelo,.ent of the shoreline area Ia 
covered ln the Marbor and Shoreline •ectlon. The preservation of 
the shoreline ae a11 open space wlll rtqalre care ln the trpea of 
s-,ro~~~•nts that are allowed to be •sure that the nataral qualltlea 
are not destrored or obscured. The ~rbor and Shoreline dl1cusalon 
aote1 that e•cesstve developaenc for 0111 partlc•lar 910-. of •••r• 
could ea1llr depliv• the c~•nll)' •• a whole of the 1horellne •• 
art open apJce. 

- - - - - - - - -
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I tU'Lf.HF.!'ITll T lOll 

2n!!i 
1. Continua efforts to prohibit n~ oll exploration, drllllng 

and production ln the channel and to causa the terelnstlon 
of axlstlng leases and the reeoval ot platfor• atructuraa. 
Perelt tha continuation of drlllln9 or prod~tlon OalJ •• 
proved neeaa1arr for reaecU.al purposea. · · 

2. Bstabllab and enforce a hlgb water qualltr atandarcl. 

l. Problblt the uae of. the .channel •• a ahlpplng lane for oll 
tankarl and other vesaela vhlch present a potential threat 
of pollution fro• accident• or other caeaes. 

Sl!otelins 

I. Deter•ina need for ace••• to the ahorellne. Aequlra neeeaaarr 
ri9hta-of-vay by ~anuary 1, ltlS. 

2. Improve all access routs• to the Shoreline by ~ulr l, 1977. 

l. Prohlblt the lnstallaUon of any t.prcrn·-nts vbleh voulcl Chaft'l• 
th~ nstu1e of the Udal beach .. at the bus of the Hua bluU. 

4. Exa•lne aet~a of p1eventl09 cliff eroalon and lnatltata •nr 
progra .. found to ba effective. 

5. PeUn .. te ah public b .. ch ar~tu and. dedicate thee for publlc 
open apace and recreation purpoaes bf Jwlr 1. lt7J. 

() 
I 
·~ 

- - - - - - - - - - -
SCENIC HIGHWAYS ELEMENT 

Potential State Scenic Highways 

Two highway routes within the City, one urban and one semi-rura 
have potential for the st•te scenic highway program. However, beeau 
·~eh ls a secondary state highway, neither is presently listed on th 
~ster plan of eligible state highways. Because bOth routes meet th 
6tandar4s of the State Scenic Highways Advisory Committee for eligit 
state highways, eliglbllit1 can be established by requesting that tt 
committee con~ider and include both in the .aster plan. A descrlpti 
of these routes, with a discussion of land use controls, and plannlr 
design, and .alntenance standards followsz · 

I. cabrlllo Boulevard (225) from lOl.to Castillo Street. 

•• pescrlptiont 

East Cabr Ulo Boulevard b6glns at the 101 
Freeway near the Montecito border. The road 
curves past the bird refuge and Child's Bstate 
on the north, and the Santa Barbara Cemetery 
and Clark Bstate on the eouth. A .separated 
bikeway parallels the boulevard, win~ing 
around the bird refuge. At Rlno• Drive, 
CabJ!'Ulo 'l!fidens to nlnoty feet. On the 
north aide are tho East Beach condominium 
complex,. the Mar Monto notal,· and other 
similar hotel and motel development. on· 
the south, Cabrillo Boul~vard borders East 
Beach, Palm Park, and the ~anta 'Barbara 
Channel. The expansive vieW of the beach 
and water through the tall palm h,ees looks 
west toward Stearns Wharf and the harbor. 
T~~s panorama is one of Santa Barbara's 
most treasured scenic resource.. 

~t Punta Gorda Street, Cabrillo Boule
vard passes the Southern Pacific Round House,
a bUilding of historic value which may be 
pr~served. ·Beyond the Round House to Santa 
Barbara Street, the Boulevard offers a con
tinuing view of the channel to the south. 
Shrubbery screens an undeveloped area to 
the north along this port,ion, creating a 
naturally landscaped offect until the more 
developed portion of Cabrillo begins. ~t· 
Santa Barbara Street, the Chart House Res
taurant on the north initiates the urbanized 
area of Cabiillo. Both the Chart nouse 
anc;t another restaurant, th.e Espana, are of spe
cial interest because they contribute to the 

-
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attract ivo urbttn scene. on tho south, Stearns 
Wharf extends out from the shoreline opposite 
State Street. Cabrillo Boulevard's inter
section with State Street is the center of 
the tour iot vicinity, which continues on · 
with restaurants and motels on.the nor~hern 
side until castillo Street. West beach and 
the harbor are visible to the south, pro
viding a scene of sailboats and docks, as 
Cabrillo Boulevard ends. 

L&nd Use Controls• 

Along ~lth other points of interest in 
the City, Cabrlllo Boulevard is a major t~ur
ist attraction and should be preserved for 
visitors and residents as an urban scenic 
highway. 

Land use regulations consistent with 
the policies of the General Plan should be 
ln effect over the entire corridor. There 
are two areas on Cabrillo Boulevard, how
ever, which are not in conformance at the 
present time. The first is an area north 
ol Cabrillo Boulevard from Chapala Street 
to approximately Saftta Barbara Street. 
designated in the General Plan for ·hotel 
and related c~rce, which is presently 
zoned for commercial and manufacturing 
uses. Under the c-2 and e-M aonin9, in
appropriate land uses such as auto repair 
or retail and wholesale service activities 
could occur. The second is an adjacent 
area. also north of Cabrillo Boulevard, 
from Santa Barbara to Punta Gorda Street, 
designated in the General Plan for hotel 
and residential developnent. It is pres-. 
ently coned M-1 for manufacturing uses and 
should bo rezoned to enable proper develop
.. nt to take place. These areas are within 
the Central city Redevelopment Project study 
area and ~ny be rezoned upon specific land 
use recommend,tions resultin9 fro• the study. 

Although there are hei9ht restrictions 
for hotel and motel development, setback re
quirements are minimal. Because the second 
area ts a prime site for some type of hotel 

- - - - - - - -

faclllty, lt is recommended that appropriate 
setback requirements be established, and that 
a hel9ht-setback relationship be created in 
such a manner that any future development 
doas not obstruct views of scenic resources· 
or infringe on the open quality of the cor
ridor. In addition to setbacks, it is rec
ommended that building ••Farationa be re
quired to provide significant open spa~es 
and to control the intensity of development. 
Excellence in·landscap~, architectural, and 
construction designs should be encouraged 
for this hotel site, ae well as for the 
proposed redevelopment of Stearns Wharf •. 
Both facilities •ust be considered visu
ally l•port~nt ele•ents within the high-
way corridor, and should therefore be ~n 
keeping with the cityscape and akyline. 
Along with any other ca..erclal dl!lvelop-
.. nt on Cabrillo Boulevard, these facil
ities should reflect the density, tempo, 
and activities of the population. 

~he sise, height, n~r and type of 
on-pre&ise restaurant, aotel and other 
commercial advertising signs allowed on 
Cabrillo Boulevard should be the mini•a. 
necessary for identification. Both on
premise and off-lite signs should be 
atrictly controlled by the Architectural 
Board of Review in the scenic highway cor
ridor. 'l'heir design and location should 
relate to the surrounding environment. 
The Architectural Board of Review's con
trol over building colora should be ex
panded to cover 'repainting• not only 
within the scenic highway corridor but 
throughout the entire city. 

2be public right-of-way·should be 
landscaped, where appropr late. Mission 
creek, paaaing under cabrillo Boulevard 
near State Street, la presently an eye
sore. The creek should be improved and 
landttcaped· • 

c. Planning. Qesign. and Maintenance Standards• 

-

. 'rho essence of cabr Ulo Boulevard as a 
scenic drive is its'proxlmity and exposure 
to the shoreline. The City is considering 
enhancing the shoreline through the expan
elon of Palr Park in order to provide rec
reational foatu~es such as bikeway•. walk
way~, picnic areas and parking areas with-

- - - -·- - - - -
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. OENERAL PLAN POLICIES (continued) 

in uncrowded, generous spaces. The park 
is heavily used on the weekends, and ad
ditional space is necessary to reduce the 
density. 

In order to accomplish this expansion, 
it has been suggested that the beach area 
beyond Palm Park te widened. Methods t~ 
expand oceanward. to the south, should 
therefore be investigated. Such an expan-
sion could also be accomplished by widening 

-

the Park northward. This latter type of.ex
pansion requires the realignment of Cabrillo 
Boulevard. The designation of a scenic high
way is based on that which can be seen bf the 
traveler in relation to the corridor adjac·ent 
to the highway. Therefore, adequate standards 
for the planning, location, and design of the 
Cabrillo Boulevard realignment, if that occurs, 
should be applied in order to take advantage of 
the be~t scenic values within the corridor. 

Toward this end, planning and design for 
Cabrillo Boulevard should provide for roadside 
parking areas and lookouts wherever scenic 
vistas arc warranted. Parking areas on the 
ocean side whould be designed and treated in 
such a way as to preserve the view of the 
shoreline from the highway. A good example 
of such design can be found in Shoreline 
Park, where lots are depressed and land
scaped so that their impact on the scenic 
vista is minimized. On-street parking should 
be prohibited on Cabrillo Boulevard east of 
State Street. West of State Street, to cas
tillo Street,on-stteet parking should be re~ 
.aved on the ocean side of Cabrillo. The 

.varied needs of. parkers in the area between 
State Street and the Bllri:Jor ·S'resently conflict; 
and need to be studied as part of an overall 
shoreline plan already recommended in the Gen
eral Plan. 

Hight views from Cabrillo Boulevard are 
also treasured as scenic resources by resi
dents and visitors alike, and should be pro
tected. If Cabrillo Boulevard is realigned, 
the street lighting installed should be .are 

- - - - - - -
traditional. Lighting standards in keeping 
with the image of the City should replace 
those existing, which now lend a "freeway• 
feeling to the drive. 

Finally, Senate Bill 1467 states that 
the Depart~ent of Transportation shall giv~ 
speclal attention to the highway's visual 
appearance. Therefore, in·.addition to im
proved planning and design standards, a 
scenic highway designation insures that 
Cabrillo Boulevard will receive a superior 
mai~tenance prograa. 

- - - -
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CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

GOALS OF THE COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 

All future transportation progr .. s shall be geared toward 
providing a coordinated, congestion-free, safe, convenient and 
aesthetically pleasing circulation syst .. for the movement of 
people and goods. To acco-plish this oVerall goal and avoid 
additional congestion of streets caused by increases in traffic, 
emphasis shall be placed on alternative transportation modes and 
efforts to u~e aore efficiently the existing facilities through 
street improvements. 

The implementation of this overall goal shall be through the 
adoption of the following specific goals for the Circulation 
Element: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Street circulation syst .. - To develop an efficient street 
circulation syst .. that is capable of accommodating a reason
able level of increase in future traffic, with priority given 
to providing a visually attractive street system sensitive to 
environmental constraints. 

Parking - To ensure the provision of an adequate supply of 
private and public offstreet parking to Meet local needs and 
minimize congestion on arterial streets. 

Alternative transportation aodea - To encourage, and where 
appropriate require the use of alternative transportation 
modes, including non-motorized modes, through every means 
available and with equal .-phasla to that accorded street 
circulation t.provementa. 

Safety - To aaximize the safety of the transportation system. 

The goals and policies of the Circulation Element shall be 
iwple-anted in coordination with other agencies. 

POLICIES OF THE COMPJtaiZMSIVJ: 'fiUUfSPOR'l'A'liOH PROGRAM 

The following policies and impl ... ntaticm strategies shall·be 
pursued by the City to ensure that the transportation program is 
supportive of the goals of this Circulation Element: 

Street Circulation Sxstem Policies 

1.3 

-

Maintenance of acceptable levels of service at City inter
sections shall be the key criterion for evaluation of new 
developeent proposals. The upper li•it of the level of 
service "C" range (maximum volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.80 
or no more than 25.0 seconds average stopped delay per 
vehicle) 1• defined as the maxi~ acceptable operating 
conditions during peak hours at signalixed intersections. 

- - - - - - - -

Hew developments are only appropriate where they can be 
implemented without degrading operating conditions at any 
intersection to below level "C", or where reasonable and 
enforceable •itigation .. asures can be impl .. ented by the 
development to •eet these level of service goals. 

1.5 Street widenings shall only be considered as a •echanism to 
increase capacity when all alternative .. ana for increasing 
capacity within the existing roadway cross-section. such as 
parking prohibitions, have been exhausted. 

1.6 The City shall ensure that the street system is.viaually and 
aesthetically pleasing. 

1.6-1 Improvement plana requiring Architectural Board·ot Review 
or Landaarka co.mittee consideration shall be reviewed as 
to the following: 

• 

• 

The addition of street trees shall be included in all 
improvement projects, where feasible. 

Whenever bridges or culverts are proposed, said facil
ities shall be designed with consideration to their 
appearance and to compatibility with the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

1.9 The City shall work cooperatively with caltrans and other 
agencies to achieve the Street Circulation System Policies, 
particularl7 where it relates to Earl Warren Sbowgrounda, th· 
Airport, UCS8 and Santa Barbara Community College. 

Parking Policies 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

-

The City shall ensure that new developments, including those 
projects that involve a change of use, provide for adequate 
offstreet parking to satisfy their parking deaanda that ere 
unmet by other parking progr .. s. In reviewing parking 
requir .. enta, structures designated as Lana-arks or 
Structures of Merit ~11 be given special consideration and 
individualised Transportation S~atem Management programs 
shall be an option. The Cit~ shall also ensure that the 
developmen~a provide for ~he implemen-tation of programs to 
encoarage the use of alternative modes of transportation. 

The City shall continue to pursue the develo,.ent of public 
parking facilities. 

Onstreet parking shall be r .. oved from all pri .. ry ar~ertals 
when deter.lned necessary by the City Transportation and 
Parking Manager to eli•inete aafet7 conflicts, increase 
capacity or further the lmpl ... ntatlon of other policies 
contained in this Element. On pri•ary arteriala, the 
-ava.ent of traffic !a of higher priority than the provision 
of onstreet parking. 

- - - - - - - -
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OENERAI. Pl.AN POUCilS (t'Onllnued) 

2.4 

2.5 

For atreeta other than pri•ary arteriala, parking may also be 
removed when neceasary to further the i•plementation of other 
policiea contained in the Element. The removal of onstreet 
parking ahall be evaluated in teras of its usage by adjacent 
properties and the availability of alternative nearby 
offatreet parking facilities. All •odea of transportation 
ahall be afforded equal weight when evaluating the use of an 
exiating parking lane for an alternative use, such as for a 
through travel lane, a bicycle lane or transit stop. 

The City ahall develop comprehensive parking .. nagement plana 
for areas of the City where there are existing or anticipated 
parking proble•s, or where there is a need to control parking 
and/or travel. 

Alternative Transportation Policies 

3.1 

3.2 

3.3 

3.4 

3.5 

The City shall facilitate the use of the bicycle as a 
significant mode of transportation in the City. 

The City shall provide for a safe and convenient circulati'on 
syste• for pedestrians which is also accessible to 
handicapped, elderly and blind individuals. 

The City shall encourage the coordination of public and 
private transportation modes in a coordinated and efficient 
transportation system. 

The City ahall encourage an aggressive ride sharing prograa 
and other mechanis•s to reduce dependence on single-occupant 
automobiles as a primary transportation mode. 

The City ahall work co-operatively with other agencies to 
increase the uae of alternative transportation modes. 

- - -· - - - - -
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Appendix D 

SLIPS, MOORINGS AND PERMITS 

Revised 6/2/92 

>.·. o.· > > 

20' 72 

25' 243 

28' (1.) 161 

30' (2.) 128 

35' 220 

40' 73 

43' 30 

45' 18 

so• 14 

51' 19 

60' 14 

End Ties (58'-108') 21 

Side Ties {varied len~hs) {3.) 25 

Fish Floats (Fi•hin,) 24 

Fish Float (Brokers) ( 4.) 2 

SUB-TOTAL - SLIPS IN MARINAS• (5.) 1064 

\i/ ..... · ......•..•••....••.•••.•• < >· ••. ••. / • ••••••••••••·••••· ·••·•••••••••• • .. ··.••.: •• • < -Moorings 12 

60 

Skiff row permits 50 

··: n .. •·•·····.·. ..................... .... ... ....•••.•... ... ••··. c·.:.· ·. '·ialiii···1 

Includes visicors slips held by Che Barbor.mascer (#varies). Does ·noc include 
commercial operacor slips: boac rencals, C.U.D.A. lease, sporcfishingjcharcers 
(Sea Landing), s. B. rouch Foundacion, s. B. brydock, Maripro, Marine Mammal 
cencer, ecc. 

Noces: 
!. A slip was misclassed as 30' when accually 2B' (confir.mlng measuremenc 

made 6/2/92). 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

Decreased by one slip. Hismeasured a 2B' slip (see above). 
( 1) 18 ' side cie creaced in previously unused corner of marina 3. Assigned 
designacion of 3ST2. Since Che rebuilding of marina 3, Che new dock 
layouc alcered cbe original designacions. 
Broker slips creaced from unused area (previously sklffs would tie there) 
of Fish Float 2. This done effeccive 9/1/90 by s. ~ewis. 
This sub-total differs from the previous count due to 4 end ties with (2) 
accounts. 

D-1 



SANTA BARBARA HARBOR 
Slips by Marina 
June 24, 1992 

21' 148 

30' 128 

•• 1ae 

40' 73 

so· 14 

10' 14 

1& 

20' 72 

21' • 
•• 20 

,. 
End TiM 2 

7 

TOTAL MARINA 2 187 

21' 27 

28' 181 

End TiM 3 

10 

TOTAL MARINA 3 201 

'}>.·. . ,,,,,,,,.,,,,., .. ,, ....... ,,,, . ,.,· , .. , .. , .. ,,,,,,,,,,,, ..... , ....... ,.,,.·'.:ti±1i@·m··.··±• 

36' M 

43' 

&1' ,. 
End TIM , 
SW.TiM , 
TOTAL. MARINA 4 11& 

.• ,,, \.<, .. ,.,.,,,,,.,, ·.·•·•··•·•·•, <.')>:;::,';:; ,,..;;:::;:;.;:::::·,:;,,,:,:;:/•· .• ,.... ''''· .. :::::;:)::,:·,,:·;':\•:,'L'::::..::,.:c~ 
,,..,.,.,,.,·::·.·. · ..••.•. ,,,,,,, .. ,: • .:::·';:,,.>:.:.:,,,,.,,,.,,,,:, .. , •• ,,,., .. ,.' .,,,::;·:':';::·•·,:: . .: .... 

SW.Tia 7 

FilhFINh 24 

2 

TOTAL, MARINA 0 33 

........ .,, .. ....,·~o+·"~)··,·,···,. ,,.•,>··•'•·:>.·••••/·•,··••,}: l·•••?i.·•···,•·•>·'····•,.,,, ...... ,.. ., ••••...• , .• ~ 
,..,_., :':'>''''''':':':,:·:·:::·:::::•:,:•· 
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1992Use 

Name 
City Offices/Maintenance 

Marine Mammal Center 

Boatyard 

SB Boat Rentals 

SB Drydock 

SB Sailing Club 

SB Yacht Club 

SB Youth Foundation 

Science Applic./Maripro 

Sea Landing 

Seashells, catamarans, outriggers 

Union Service Station 

· UCSB Sailing Facility 

SUBTOTAL 

1992 Use 

Name 

Argonaut Yacht Sales 

Private Office (author) 

Carter's Sportfishing 

Classroom 

Coast Chandlery 

Marine Surveyor 

Marina Mail Center 

Oceanaire Elect. 

Offshore Support Services 

Offshore Tanker Service 

SB Abalone (processor) 

Emporium 

Seacoast Yacht Sales 

SB Sailmakers 

Transpac Marine 

AppendixE 

1992 vs. 1982 HARBOR AREA USES 

OCEAN DEPENDENT 

Sq. Ft. 1982Use 

Bldg. Lease Change in Use? Comments/Notes 

3,612 No 1 Harbormaster s office and Harbor 
maintenance shop 

2,500 -- Nothing there before 1985 
1,320 25,305 No 

8,721 No ) 

2,964 No 

7,425 No Dry boat storage yard 

6,789 67,875 No 1 :some of this may be considered 
ocean related 

2,500 No 

11,063 No 

1,000 20,857 No 

4,500 No Storage on the beach 
4,456 No 

5,100 No 

12,721 163,266 

Ol ~F.A.N R F. I .A. TED 

Sq. Ft. 1982 Use 

Bldg. Lease Change m Use? Comments/Notes 
572 No 

202 No Was law offices 
729 No 

782 Yes (to more ocean 
related use) Was law offices 

4,300 No Small addition 
169 No 

156 Yes (still ocean rei.) Was Pacific States Seafood Office 
520 No 

338 No (same types of uses Was Educational Sailing Yacht 
previously) Maintenance Co. 

1,079 No Had 169 sf downstairs and 741 sf 
upstairs plus 338 sf for Metson 
Marine Alaska 

600 Yes (still ocean rei.) Commercial Fishing Storage 
936 Yes Was sail maker 
521 No 

936 No 

438 Yes (still ocean rei.) Was Comm. Fishing Storage 

E-1 continued ..... 



1992Use 

Name 
USCG Auxiliary 

Underwater Sports ' 
SUBTOTAL 

.. 
1992Use 

INamoe 

Breakwater Restaurant 

BropJty Bros Restaurant 

Galley Shop 

Harbor Market 
"• 

Minnow Cafe 

Shirts, Inc. 

Fish Market 

SUBTOTAL 

1992Use 

Namoe 

Naval Reserve Bldg. 

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL 

Ocean Dependent 

Ocean Related 

Visitor Serving 

Other 

TOTAL 

Attachment E (cont.) 

1992 vs. 1982 HARBOR AREA USES 

OCEAN RELATED (eontiDued) 

Sq. Ft. 1982Use 

Bldg. Lease r ill Use? 

- -
865 

13,143 0 

VlSl'fOR S~K V IN\i 

Sq. Ft. 1982Use 

Bldg. Lease I -.... mUse? 

1,390 1,849 No 

2,038 No 

522 No 

676 No 

228 No 

480 Yes 

228 No 

5,562 1,849 

OTHER USES 

Sq. Ft. 1982Use 

Bldg. Other Change in Use? 
17,500 No 

17,500 0 

Sq. Ft. 

Bldg. Other 

12,721 163,266 

13,143 0 

5,.562 1,849 

17,500 0 

48,926 165,115 

E-2 

()ommmoen~otes 

Building burned down in August 
1992 

Comomoen~otes 

Was John Dory Restaurant; bad 
small addition 

Was Transpac Marine 

Comomoents/Notes 

[82vs92Uses) 
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APPENDIX E (cont.) 

DEFINITIONS 

OCEAN DEPENDENT USES are marinas, boat moorings, marine service stations, boat yard 
/repair, marine oriented gov't facilities, commercial fishing support (including net 
repair, hoists and storage), and other ocean-dependent uses deemed appropriate by the 
Planning Commission (SBMC 28.70.030.1). For the purposes of this report, boat rentals 
are considered ocean dependent as they lease water and dock area and boatyard and 
repairs are listed as primary and secondary uses, so assumed to ~e ocean dependent also. 

OCEAN RELATED USES are museums relating to the ocean, bait and tackle shops, boat 
sales, storage, construction and/or repair, diving gear, boat and other ocean-related 
equipment rental, marine equipment and accessories sales and/or repair, marine storage 
marine surveyor, ocean-related offices, public parking lots, sail manufacturing and/or repair, 
seafood sales and processing, and other uses deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission. 
For the puq)oses of this report, fish processors are listed as primary and secondary uses, and 
are. assumed to be ocean related. The Mail Center is also assumed to be ocean related. 

VISITOR SERVING USES are restaurants, marine oriented specialty and gift shops and smaiJ 
markets. 
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Appendix G 

HARBOR MASTER· PLAN 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

AND ADDENDUM 

SB-09-91 

Prepared by: 

City of Santa Barbara 
Planning Division 

PO Box 1990 
Santa Barbara, CA 93102 

(805) 564-5470 
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<Uitg of ~anta ~arhara 
Qlalifo r11 ia 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 31, 1995 

TO: All Interested Parties 

FROM: Planning Division 

SUBJECT: ADDENDUM TO NEGATIVE DECLARATION: HARBOR MASTER PLAN 
(SB-09-91) 

BACKGROUND: 

On March 23, 1993, the City Council adopted the Negative Declaration prepared to address the 
Harbor Master Plan. The Negative Declaration assumed that the improvements included in the 
Harbor Master Plan would be carried out during the planning period of 1993 through 2002. Since 
that time, several changes have occurred that need to be incorporated into the Plan: 

Coastal Commission Approval: The Harbor Master Plan was reviewed by the California 
Coastal Commission on August 10, 1994 and approved subject to several minor changes. 
These changes relate primarily to adding interpretive signage, keeping walkways clear of 
tables and displays and the type of vegetation which may be placed along the seawall near 
Cabrillo Boulevard. Several policies and actions of the Harbor Master Plan need to be 
amended to incorporate these required changes. 

City Acquisition of the Naval Reserve Building: During the drafting of the Harbor 
Master Plan, the City and Navy were negotiating the City's acquisition of the Naval 
Reserve Building. On August 17, 1994, the City officially acquired the building. To 
simplify and clarify the Harbor Master Plan, all references to the building should state that 
it is owned by the City. 

Size and Uses in the Naval Reserve Building: The Naval Reserve Building was originally 
proposed to have an addition of 6.500 sq. ft., to bring the total to 24,000 sq. ft. After a 
public workshop held on December 12, 1994, and further study, the addition to the building 
is no longer proposed. The proposed uses will include a restaurant of approximately 7,500 
sq. ft. (including 2,600 sq. ft. of existing exterior decks), a maritime museum, ocean 
related offices (NOAA, etc.), public meeting rooms and a small amount of retail. The 
Waterfront offices that were originally planned to he in the building will be located 
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elsewhere in the Harbor Commercial area. The change in the uses have been reviewed by 
a traffic and parking consultant and the results of that study are incorporated into the 
revised Plan. 

Naval Reserve Building designation as a Landmark Structure: The Naval Reserve 
Building was officially designated a Landmark Structure by the City Council on May 9. 
1995. Changes proposed to the Naval Reserve Building have been evaluated by an 
architectural historian and the Historic Landmarks Commission. The fmdings of the 
historical evaluation and ·the Landmarks Commission are incorporated into the Plan. 

Delay in Waterfront-wide TraffiC and Parking Study: Action ACC-1.1 currently 
requires that a Waterfront-wide traffic and parking study be initiated within one year of 
approval of the Harbor Master Plan. Several major improvements are planned in the 
Waterfront between now and 1997, including changes to the Castillo/Montecito intersection 
and the extensions of Garden and Salsipuedes Streets. Until the improvements are 
complete, the fmdings of a areawide traffic and parking study would be based on forecasts 
of probable distribution, rather than on what traffic patterns actually emerge. Therefore, it 
is proposed that the study be initiated within one year of completing those three 
improvements or by December 31, 1998, whichever comes fJISt. This information must be 
incorporated into Action ACC-1.1 of the Plan. 

Change in 10 Year Planning Period to 1995- 2004: As the Harbor Master Plan has not 
received fmal approval, the planning period has been extended to cover the 10 year period 
following the Plan's fmal approval. 

DISCUSSION: 

An Addendum to the Harbor Master Plan Negative Declaration has been prepared as allowed 
under Section 15164 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. The 
relevant ponions of Section 15164 read as follows: 

(b) An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor 
technical changes or additions are necessary. 

(c) An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or 
attached to the final EIR or adopted negative declaration. 

(d) The decision-making body shall consider the addendum with the final EIR or adopted 
negative declaration prior to making a decision on the project. 

The Environmental Analyst has concluded that an Addendum to the Harbor Master Plan Negative 
Declaration is the appropriate document to recognize the proposed changes in the Plan pursuant to 
Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines. This conclusion is based on the following: 
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The most imponant change to the Harbor Master Plan in terms of potential environmental 
impacts is the size and uses proposed for the Naval Reserve Building. The potential traffic 
and parking impacts have been analyzed by Associated Transportation Engineers and City 
Transportation and Planning Staff and, while the number of peak hour trips is expected to 
increase, the level of traffic and parking impact will not change. The Negative Declaration 
already recognizes that the Plan's impact on the Castillo/Montecito intersection will be 
significant until programmed improvements are completed. These improvements are 
expected to occur by May 1996, thus significant traffic impacts should not occur. 

Preservation Planning Associates has evaluated the proposed exterior changes to the Naval 
Reserve Building and found these to be acceptable, subject to some minor conditions. The 
Historic Landmarks Commission has concurred with that fmding. 

The circumstances under which the Harbor Master Plan is being undertaken have not 
changed significantly in that the environmental setting remains substantially unchanged. As 
noted above, the Negative Declaration already recognizes the Plan's impacts on the 
Castillo/Montecito intersection. 

The only change to the "environment" relates to the May 3, 1993 listing of the Western 
Snowy Plover as a Threatened Species under the Endangered Species Act. The Negative 
Declaration recognized that this action was possible and states that any proposed project in · · 
the area should be reviewed for potential impacts to the plover population. As a candidate 
for listing and now a listed species, projects may impact the plover are subject to review by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The USFWS may require mitigation 
measures to be imposed on any project to reduce impacts on the bird to acceptable levels. 

The proposed change in the time period covered by the Plan from 1993 - 2002 to 1995 -
2004 will not result in new significant effects that were not previously discussed. 
Transportation Staff has reviewed the updated traffic and parking report and found that it 
covers the 2002 to 2004 period. The impacts will not be substantially more severe and the 
feasibility of mitigation measures has not changed. In addition, there are no new mitigation 
measures that could reduce the impacts. 

CONCLUSION: 

The Addendum includes changes to the Project Description and additions to three sections of the 
Negative Declaration: Archaeological Resources, Biological Resources and Traffic, Circulation and 
Parking. These changes are shown in the following Negative Declaration Addendum. 

[J:\ ... \JH\HMP\HMP-ND.MEM] 

G-3 



ADDENDUM PROJECT DESCRIPI10N CHANGES· 

There are several changes to the Harbor Master Plan that are being proposed to meet the 
requirements of the California Coastal Commission and at the request of the City of Santa Barbara. 
These changes are: 

• Coastal Commission Approval: 

The Harbor Master Plan was reviewed by the California Coastal Commission on August 
10, 1994 and certified subject to several minor changes. These changes relate ·primarily to. 
adding interpretive signage, keeping walkways clear of tables and displays and the type of 
vegetation which may be placed along the seawall near Cabrillo Boulevard. The following 
changes to policies and actions are proposed to address the requirements imposed by the 
Coastal Commission: 

. Policy SERV -4 Improve access to the Harbor area • 

Action SERV-4.1 Improve Harbor Way to better accommodate vehicles, 
pedestrians and bicycles, including, but not limited to: 

Policy REC-1 

t. A void displays of merchandise and eating areas which 
impede access on public walkways. 

g. Unless it is detennined to be physically or leplly not 
possible. provide an improved accessway between the 
walkway and the beach between the Yacht Club and the 
Breakwater. 

Provide passive and active recreation areas throughout the Wharf 
and Harbor areas, particularly lower cost recreational activities. 

Action REC-1.2 Consider adding native dune landscaping and incidenplJ 
improvements such as picnic tables. benches. or Wooden 
boardwalks lawft for passive recreation use on West Beach 
adjacent to the seawall along Cabrillo Boulevard. 

Policy MAR-l Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and, where 
feasible, restored. 

Action MAR-l. 7 Within one year of the a,pproval of the Harbor Master Plan. an 
interoretive sign program shall be develqped to protect and 
interpret natural and historical feamres in the Harbor. 
breakwater and sandspit areas. 

Policy MAR-2 Alternatives to construction of bJDkwaters and other shoreline 
structures and dredging shall be consictered and permitted. if 
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Harbor Master Plan Negative Declaration Addendum Page 2 

feasible. to reduce sand deposition in the Harbor. Dredging shall 
be permitted to maintain existing or restore previously dredged 
areas and, dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and 
carried out in accordance with governing agencies' requirements. 
Dredge spoils suitable for beach replenishment shall be used for 
such purposes whenever possible. 

Action MAR-2.4 Continue support for the BEACON beach management strategy 
including nourisbment and sand bypassing. Continue to 
participate in the BEACON study and implementation; 
Continue to participate in studies with the Army Corps of 
Engineers and others to solve sand accretion problem. 

Action MAR-2.6 Continue to support monitoring of shoreline processes to defme 
existing and future erosion rates and sediment and sand 
budgets. 

City Acquisition of Naval Reserve Building: 

During the drafting of the Harbor Master Plan, the City and Navy were negotiating the 
City's acquisition of the Naval Reserve Building. On August 17, 1994, the City officially 
acquired the building. To simplify and clarify the Harbor Master Plan, all references to the 
building should state that it is owned by the City as follows: 

Policy DEP-5 Ocean related facilities and uses shall be encouraged in order to 
support ocean dependent uses and activities. 

Action DEP-5.1 

Action DEP-5.2 

Action DEP-5.3 

Once Y the Naval Reserve Building is acquired and improved 
by the City, it shall be operated in a self supporting manner. 

If the ~tll\'al Reserve Bailaiftg is ae<il:iifea ey the City, tThe 
following types of uses shall be provided in the Harbor 
Commercial area: 

If toae ~laval Reserve Bailamg is ae~aifea ey tlie City, t The 
Breakwater Restaurant shall be retained with a new restaurant 
(wiili 3,500 S~. ft. ef iftterieF Sf3!lee liftS 8 1,000 S~. ft. Seek) 
to be provided in the Naval Reserve Building. 
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Harbor Master Plan Negative Declaration Addendum Pace 3 

Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and 
along the coast shall be pro'fided. 

Action ACC-2.5 If Ylllm the City acquires and improves the Naval Reserve 
Building, add pedestrian access a4iacent to tfte se1Hft ef the. 
Naval Reserve Building from Harbor Way to the Breakwater. 

Size and Uses in Naval Reserve Building: 

The Naval Reserve Building was originally proposed to have an addition of 6,500 sq. ft., to 
·bring the to~ to 24,000 sq. ft. After a public workshop held on December 12, 1994 and 
further study, the addition to the building is no longer proposed. The proposed uses will 
include a restaurant of approximately 7,500 sq. ft. (including 2,600 sq. ft. of existing 
exterior decks}, a maritime museum, ocean related offiCeS (NOAA, etc.}, public meeting 
rooms and a small amount of retail. The Waterfront offices that were originally planned to 
be in the building will be located elsewhere in the Harbor Commercial area. Action DEP-
5 .2 lists the type of uses that should be allowed in the Harbor Commercial area, including 
in the Naval Reserve Building. No change to this action is needed since the proposed uses 
are basically unchanged. However, office space will be substantially reduced and the total 
restaurant square footage will be increased from 4,500 sq. ft. to 7,500 sq. ft .. One action 
has been changed to reflect the proposed changes to the restaurant in the Naval Reserve 
Building: 

Policy DEP-5 Ocean related facilities and uses shall be encouraged in order to 
support ocean dependent uses and activities. 

Action DEP-5.3 If Hie N1wel R-eseFYe BtlildiBg i5 eeEftiifed ey die Ci*Y, t .Ihe 
Breakwater Restaurant shall be retained with a new restaurant 
('>viHi 3,500 Sfl. ft. ef intefier &f3eee tlBEl a l,QOO &fl. ft. tieek) 
to be provided in the Naval Reserve Building. 

Naval Reserve Building designation as a Landmark Structure: " 

The Naval Reserve Building was officially designated a Landmark Structure by the City 
Council on May 9, 1995. Changes proposed to the Naval Reserve Building have been 
evaluated by an architectural historian and the Historic Landmarks Commission. The 
fmdings of the historical evaluation and the Commission are incorporated into the Plan 
through the following new action: 

Policy CUL-l Activities and developments· in the Harbor that may have an effect 
on significant cultural or historic resources shall undergo 
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Harbor Master Plan Negative Declaration Mdendum fage 4 

environmental review as outlined in the Cultural Resources 
Section of the City's Master Environmental Assessment. 

Action CVL-1.3 Incomorate the fmdings of the •Phase II Historical Resource 
Evaluation. Naval Reserve ArmOQ'." pre,pared by Preservation 
Planning Associates. June 20. 1995. into the·recommendations 
of the Harbor Master Plan as well as any conditions of 
a1mroval imposed by the Historic Landmarks Commission or 
any other discretionazy body. 

Delay in Waterfront-wide Traffic and Parking Study: 

Action ACC-1.1 currently requires that a Waterfront-wide traffic and parking study be 
initiated within one year of approval of the Harbor Master Plan. Several major 
improvements are planned in the Waterfront between now and 1997, including 
improvements to the Castillo/Montecito intersection and the extensions of Garden and 
Salsipuedes Streets. Until the improvement are complete, the fmdings of a areawide traffic 
and parking study would be based on forecasts of probable distribution, rather than on what 
traffic patterns actually emerge. Therefore. it is proposed that the study be initiated within 
one year of completing those three improvements or by December 31, 1998, whichever 
comes first. This information must be incorporated into Action ACC-1.1 of the Plan as 
follows: 

Policy ACC-1 The location, amount and timing of new development shall 
maintain and, where practical, enhance public access to the coast. 

Action ACC-1.1 Within one year of the completion of the extensions of Garden 
and Salsipuedes Streets and the Phase I improvements at 
Castillo and Montecito Streets &f'Jn•evel ef t:fte H&fBer Mester 
Pl:a:H, or December 31. 1998. whichever comes fU'St. the 
Waterfront Department shall work with City Public Works and 
other appropriate agencies and property owners to initiate a 
comprehensive traffic and parking study of the 
Waterfront ....... . 

Change in 10 Year Planning Period to 1995- 2004: 

Because of the proposed changes and delays in adopting the Harbor Master Plan, Staff has 
suggested that the life of the Plan be shifted from a 1993-2002 timetable to a 1995-2004 
timetable. This allows the Plan to remain a ten year plan and to stretch out the 
improvements in a bener relationship to the available revenues. There are several 
references to the time period in the text that will be changed, including Table 25, Funding 
and Timing of Implementation of Harbor Master Plan Recommendations, on page 166. 
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Minor Changes and Clariftcations: 

Actions CUL-1.1 and ·1.2 reflect the correct name of the Historic I andmark:s 
Commission. 
Mi.D.or clarification in Policy FIS-1, Action DEP-S.2e, Action SERV-1.4 and -1.8, 
Policy SERV-2, Action SERV-2.2 and -4.lc, REC-1.4 and Action VISIT-1.1. . 
Addition of a action item under Action SERV-4.1 (relating to improving Harbor 
Way) to require that the connection from the bikeway east of Harbor Way to the. 
bike lane on Shoreline Drive be studied. 
All references to square footage have been removed from the actions (e.g., Action 
DEP-S.3 re the new restaurant in the Naval Reserve Building) because the size of 
the various uses and buildings is discussed elsewhere in the Harbor Master Plan. 
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Harbor Master Plan Negative Declaration Acldendum Pue 6 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
ADDmONAL DISCUSSION 

Since the adoption of this Negative Declaration, the Western snowy plover, a small shorebird, bas 
been listed as threatened pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, .as amended. 
The birds have been reported to use the area for foraging and post rearing of their young, although 
not a lot is known of their activities near the Harbor. Any proposed project in the Harbor area· 
will be reviewed for potential impacts to the snowy plover population. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service is doing the studies necessary to designate Critical Habitat for the snowy plover. An 
initial determination has been made that the Harbor area does not provide a breeding habitat for 
the snowy plover. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 
ADDmONAL DISCUSSION 

On May 9, 1995, the City Council designated the Naval Reserve Building as City l.andmark. The 
Historic Strucn.tres Ordinance (SBMC Chapter 22.22) requires that any proposed exterior change to 
a Landmark be evaluated by a qualified architectural historian with the Historic I .andmarks . 
Commission reviewing the results of that report. A "Phase 2 Historical Resource Evaluation of 
the Naval Reserve Armory" was prepared by Preservation Planning Associates (dated June 20, 
1995) and is incorporated herein by· reference. This report addresses the specific changes proposed 
for the exterior of the Naval Reserve Building. On July 5, 1995, the Commission accepted the 
report subject to fmal approval of the design. These studies and their findings are discussed 
below. · · 

The June 1995 report prepared to assess the proposed changes to the Naval Reserve Building 
concludes that all exterior changes can be accomplished without compromising the historic fabric· 
of the building. The report addresses changes including: 

• Handicap ramps 
• Addition of an elevator 
• Raised terraces 
• New door on the east elevation 
• Railing ·addition to side roof decks 
• Deck extension at the rear entrance and access ramps. 

All of these changes have been found to be acceptable if four measures are incorporated: 

1./2. Scrape the existing fmish to see what the original building color was and renun the 
building to that color if possible. Do the same for the window sash. 

3. Remove the paint from the copper downsp_outs. 
4. Remove the paint from the bronze seals on the front balconies. 

These four requirements will be incorporated into the approved architectural drawings. In 
addition, the City is recommending that the Harbor Master Plan include an action (Action CUL-
1.3) which requires the fmdings of the architectural history report be incorporated into the building 
plans. 
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Harbor Master Plan Negative Declaration Addendum Page 8 

TRAFFIC, CIRCULATION AND PARKING 
ADDmONAL DISCUSSION 

Traffic: Because of the changes to the Naval Reserve Building, another traffic and parking 
analysis was completed on June 19, 1995 to address the proposed changes to the Naval Reserve 
Building. The revised fmdings are presented below. 

The study area identified for the traffic and parking analysiS is larger than the Harbor Master Plan 
study area and is shown in Figure 1 of the Traffic and Parking Study. 

In terms of existing traffic volumes and levels of service, Table 5 in the 1995 Traffic Study shows 
that Castillo St./Montecito St. operates at LOS D (VIC 0.84) and LOS C (VIC 0.74) during the 
Friday and Sunday peak hours respectively. Existing traffic volumes for the Castillo St./ 
Montecito St. intersection were provided by City staff, while cumulative volumes were obtained 
from Penfield & Smith Engineers, the fmn that recently updated the cumulative level of service 

··forecast for the City. According to Table 5 of the 1995 report, the revised Harbor Master Plan 
project::-added VIC at that intersection is 0.017 on Friday and 0.015 on Sunday. 

Table 6 in the 1995 report indicates that the Castillo St./Montecito St. intersection will have a 
cumulative plus_ project VIC of 0.88 and an LOS of Don Fridays and a VIC of 0.79 and LOS C 
on Sundays. The revised Harbor Master Plan, including changes to the Naval Reserve Building, 
will result in 30 additional trips on Fridays and 25 on Sundays. The report concludes that the 
traffic generated by the revised HMP would contribute to a significant cumulative impact at this 
intersection. The proposed Phase I improvement project, scheduled to be completed by May 1996, 
is projected to result in a VIC of 0.65 and LOS B with existing traffic and 0.741C with cumulative 
volumes on Fridays. Operations on Sunday would also improve to acceptable conditions, given 
that peak hour Sunday volumes at the intersections are lower than peak hour Friday volumes. 

Table 4 in the 1995 Traffic Study indicates that there will be a net increase of 2 Friday PM and 10 
Sunday PM peak hour trips with the revised Naval Reserve Building project. The total increase in 
trips associated with the proposed revised Harbor Master Plan is 42 Friday PM and 40 Sunday PM 
peak hour trips. 

The Harbor Master Plan recommends the initiation of a comprehensive traffic and parking study 
within one year of completion of major traffic improvements in the Waterfront. These 
improvements include the Castillo St./Montecito St. Phase I improvements discussed above, as 
well as extensions of Salsipuedes and Garden Streets to Cabrillo Blvd. The Harbor Master Plan 
recommends that the areawide traffic and parking study not be initiated until these major 
improvements are complete and traffic patterns have been established. If one or more of the 
improvements are not pursued as planned, the study would be initiated by December 31, 1998. 
This study will identify existing and projected traffic levels with buildout as well as including 
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needed intersection and other improvements. The Waterfront Department will participate in this 
study that should confirm or revise the traffic projections contained in the Traffic Study. 

Parmg~ In order to assess the significance of parking impacts generated by the implementation of 
the Harbor Master Plan, a constraints analysis was performed. The available capacity (85% of. 
total spaces minus the number of occupied spaces) in the study area parking systems was 
determined for high demand periods. Table 20 in the Harbor Master Plan Administrative Final #3 ' 
indicates that reserve capacity in the study area parking system varies between 39 available spaces 
on Fall weekday mornings and 893 available spaces on summer weekday evenings. Table 20 
compares the revised Harbor Master Plan parking demand to reserve capacity and, in all cases, 
there is excess park:iJ;lg capacity available. 

The June 19, 1995 Traffic and Parking Study discussed above included an assesSJDent of parking 
demand with the proposed changes to the Naval Reserve Building. Table 7 of the 1995 Parking 
Study indicates that weekday parking demand associated with the revised Harbor Master Plan 
recommendations, including the changes to the Naval Reserve Building. varies ·from a low of 39 
spaces on weekday mornings to a high of 177 spaces on weekend mornings. The report concludes 
that as more than adequate parking is available in the Waterfront area to accommodate parking 
generated by the HMP and additional parking is proposed, therefore significam parking impacts 
should not occur as a result of the change to the Project Description. 

(J:\ •.. \JH\HMP\HMP·ND.ADD) 
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DATE: June 16, 1992 

SUBJECT: CEQA NEGATIVE DECLARATION, PROJECT NUMBER SB-09-91 

Pursuant to the State of California Pu]::)lic Resources Code and the 
"Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality 
Act of 1970," as amended to date, a Draft Negative Declaration is hereby 
made on the project listed below: 

A proposal by the City of Santa Barbara Waterfront Department to prepare 
a Draft Harbor Master Plan which covers a ten (10) year period through 
2002. The plan will address 250 acres of land and water south of 
cabrillo Boulevard extending from west of the Harbor near Lama Alta Drive 
east to Palm Park Parking Lot. Preliminary recommendations under 
consideration for inclusion in the Draft Harbor Master Plan are outlined 
in the Harbor .Master Plan Phase II Alternatives Report and include: 

• The addition of parking. 
• Improvements to Harbor Way. 
• The addition of slips. 
• Dredging and improvements to West Beach to create a Small Boat Quiet 

Area. 
• Reversion of the Naval Reserve Building to City ownership with 

government offices and other public uses located there including a 
Marine Museum, Fisherman's Library and the relocation of the Break
water Restaurant. 

• Improvements to the rock groin and the relocation of the Harbor 
Patrol and coast Guard vessels to the groin. 

• Minor enhancements to Strearns Wharf including the addition of 
secondary access. 

• The demolition of the existing Breakwater Restaurant and old Coast 
Guard Auxiliary. 

The reason for the determination that a Negative Declaration is 
appropriate: 

The Environmental Review Committee found that there 
substantial evidence that there will be significant 
environmental impacts associated with this project. 

is no 
adverse 

Attached is the Initial Study prepared for the project. Documents used 
in preparation of the Initial Study can be reviewed at 630 Garden Street. 
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INITIAL S11JDY SB-09-91 

APPLICANT ANP PROPERTY OWNER NAME AND ADDRESS 

I Agent: Pat Saley and Associates, for Richard Bouma, City W aterfrom Director 
Owner: City of Santa Barbara 

I PROJECT ADDRESS AND LOCATION (See Vicinity Map.) 

·I Santa Barbara Harbor Area 

I 
PROJECT DESCRJniON 

The City has undertaken the development of a Harbor Master Plan as a comprehensive approach to identifying appropriate 
improvements and establishing specific policies to guide activities and development in the Harbor and Wharf area over the 

I coming ten years. A phased approach was taken to the preparation of the Harbor Master Plan beginning with the drafting 
of a Background and Needs Assessment Phase I report. The second step was completion of the Harbor Master Plan Phase 
II Alternatives Report. This Phase II Report identified thirteen alternatives that were developed to address the "needs" of 

I 
the study area that were identified in the Phase I Report. The alternatives are described in Section IV of the Phase II Report 
(pages 13 - 33). As noted in the Introduction of the Phase II Report, the alternatives have been clarified and are now called 
"Preliminary Recommendations" which are expected to be the basis of the goals, policies and actions of the Draft Harbor 
Master Plan. It has always been the intent of the Harbor Master Plan Overview Committee that after the Preliminary I Recommendations of the Phase II report were publicly presented, an environmental assessment of the recommendations would 
be conducted. This assessment would be done to ensure that the recommendations which are ultimately incorporated into 

I 
the Harbor Master Plan are environmentally sound and that significant environmental impaas would not occur when the 
recommendations of the Plan are implemented. 

An Initial Study has been prepared for the Harbor Master Plan Phase II Alternatives Report in order to identify any 

I environmental concerns related to implementation of the Plan. This approach was taken prior to drafting the Harbor Master 
Plan to allow any environmental issues to be considered during preparation of the draft Plan and result in a Plan which is 
responsive to these concerns. The Master Plan Recommendations will undergo environmental assessment. Applicable I environmental documents will be prepared when they are proposed during the ten ( l 0) year life of the plan. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Based on ERC concerns regarding the Naval Reserve Building, Staff recommends that a policy be incorporated into the 
Master Plan which states that prior to completion of environmental review of any proposed changes to the Building, the ERC 
shall be notified as an informational item of the scope of the project and the preliminary Staff recommendation (if a Negative 
Declaration or EIR is not necessary). 
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I 
Attachments 2 and 3 to this Initial Study contain a more detailed discussion of the recommendations and a breakdown of :J 
proposed new square footage and any chan1es of use associated with them. Attachment 4 shows the existin1 buildinp in th 
Harbor Area aloq with their area. use and ownership. Fipres 2 throup S depict the recommendations that are includ 
in the Phase n Repon and analyzed in this Initial Study. . 

One of the recommendations (#10, Dred1in1 of West Beach} is currently permiued throuJh the Army Corps of EnJineeJ 
(ACOE) and the State of California State ~ Commission and is not subject to any type of local discrecionary permit. 
This recommendation is included in the Plan because the dred1in1 takes places within the study area. lbis Initial Study dot 
not include environmental assessment of this action. . 

The PJ'eliminary Recommendations are separated into three cateJories: "Areawide" meanin.g they relate to the entire studl· 
area. "Harbor Area" and "Steams Wharf Area" meanin1 the recommendations relate specifically.to those two areas. 1b 
recommendations are JeDerally listed staninJ from the west side of the study area and movinJ eastWard. . 

As noted in the Introduction, the Harbor Master Plan is a ten year plan (1992 throup 2002). Implementation of mJ. 
individual projects would take place within the next ten years. Two projects, the Breakwater Restaurant (pan of 
Recommendation #S) and the addition of slips (#8), are in the preliminary desip phase and would be submitted fol 
development review within the first year after adoption of the plan. 

The twelve Preliminary Recommendations are. summarized below. 

AREA WIDE PRELIMINARY RECOMI\fENDATIONS 

#I · PARKING (see Figures 2 and 4) 

Add apprwtma.rely 50 spaces in the Harbor area; 

PEDF.STRIAN ACCESS (see Fipre 2) 

Provide a sidewalk between the La Playa Parking Lots and the Harbor. 

#3 AES111ETICS AND DESIGN GUIDELINES 

Develop design guidelines. 

HARBOR AREA PRELIMINARY RECOI\11\1ENDATIONS 

#4 HARBOR ENTRANCE (see Figure 2) 

Improve Harbor Way Design 

G-15 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 

I 
I 



I I 
I 15 
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I 
119 

I 
I 
1/110 

ENHANCE HARBOR COMMERCIAL AREA/CITY OWNS NAVAL RESERVE CENTER (see Figure 3)1 

City and MariM Rtlaled Public Agencies Offices. Maritime Museum. Fishermen's Library, 
BreDkwtzrer RestQIII'tml and Visitor Cemer/Gift Shop in NaWJJ Reserve Building; 
New City mo.imenance building: 
Lease Harbormo.srer's office and Wa~erjrom classroom; and 
Add laundromDI. " 

COAST GUARD AUXILIARY BUILDING (see Figures 3 and 4) 

Add Public Open Space and Parking (assumes demolition of Coast GUIUd Auxiliary and BreDkwtzrer Rut.). 

NAVY PIER AND ACCOMMODATION DOCK (see Figure 3) 

Increase Commercial Fuhing Use of Navy Pier; 
Provide Six Passenger Chaner Loca~ion on Accommodation Dock. 

SLIPS 

Add 54 slips averaging 50 jeer in length within the existing Harbor and add 5 slips for commercial jishing boats on 
. the north side of the Navy Pier. 

ROCK GROIN/BOAT LAUNCH RAMP AREA 

Reloca1e Harbormaster 's Office,· 
Reloca1e Harbor Pa1rol, Coast Guard and possibly NOM Boals; 
Add fish hoist for commercial fishing (urchin) use; 
Add small dell and resrroom.s; 
Add obse1'W1lion area.· 
Relocate Dredge Power Station from Wharf: and 
Retain Sea Landing, Marine Mammal Center and UCSB boars. 

WEST BEACH 

Dredge West Beach ro 17U1.ke a Small Boar Quiet Area: I Add lock boxes; 
Add landscaping (e.g., native palms) along seawall and volleyball MIS for recrea1ional use only (i.e. no rournamems 
thai may attract large crowds). 

I STEARNS WHARF AREA PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

I #11 SECONDARY ACCESS 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Complete the extension ojrhe shoreward finger ro the beach for pedestrians, bicyclists and emergency vehicles (and 
possibly trams in the future). 

The Phase II Rc::pon included a scc:ond alternative I#Sb) which addrcucd the Naval Reserve Buildin& if the Navy 
were to retain ownership. As the City and Navy an: negotiating for the City to Like back ownc:rahip, this Initial 
Study only addresses the City's ownership of the building. 
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#12 MINOR ENHANCEMENTS 

Add outdoor public setUing. public resrrooms and smtlll visitor iliformtlliDn cenrer.· 
Additions to WhtJtf MainrtiiiJIICI Bldldlng and Harbor Tour Botll Kiosk. 

I 
I 
I 

For the purposes of this Initial Study. J,he following recommendations are usumed to have no environmental impacts 
and therefore are not studied any further: _ I 
12 - Pedestrian Access 
#3 - Aesthetics and Design Guidelines 
#6 - Coast Guard Auxiliary BuUding 
#7 - Navy Pier and Accommodation Dock 
#10- West Beach 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETIING 

Assessor's Parcel Number: 

Parcel Size: 

Current Zon~g: 

General Plan Designation: 

Existing Use: 

Proposed Use:. 

Slope: 

Surrounding Land Uses 
North: 
South: 
-East: 
West: 

33-120.15.-16.-18.-22 
45-250=94.-11.-12 

253.2 acres of land and water area 

HC- Harbor Commercial 

Harbor/Beach 

Harbor. Stearn's Wharf, Chase Palm Park 

Enhancements of the existing uses. 

Flat 

Cabrillo Boulevard. Hotels. Restaurants 
Santa Barbara Channel 
Chase Palm Park 
Leadbener Beach 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The Harbor Master Plan study area includes approximately 253 acres located south of CabrilJo -Boulevard between Stearns I 
Wharf and the west end of the Harbor (see Figure 1). The entire study area is under the ownership and authority of the City 
of Santa Barbara Waterfront Department, with one exception as noted below. The study area includes approxbnacely 167 
acres of water and 83 acres of land and 3.8 acres attributed to Stearns Wharf. I 
The study area is developed with several buildings which are described in Attachment 4. The western study area is the 
"Harbor Commercial" area. This area includes the three existing "ocean dependent uses•; Marinas, the City-owned Navy I 
Pier and the Accommodation Dock. There are several buildings with offices and retail uses geared to ocean dependent and 
ocean related uses as well as visitor serving facilities. All of these buildings are in City ownership and contrOl with the 
exception of the Naval Reserve Building which was originally owned by the City but is now owned by the Navy. The City I' 

The traffic and parkinc demand cencratcd by these five rcc:ommcnda1iona ia addrcued ib this Initial Study. 
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I 
I and the Navy have agreed to return that building to City ownership as soon as the terms of the transfer can be worked out. 

The west end of the study area also includes the Harbor Way/Shoreline Drive intersection as weU as shon term and long tenn 
parking. 

I To the east of this commercial area. the rock groin and boat launch ramp are the next major improvements. The boat launch 
ramp was rehabilitated in Spring, 1991. Los iaiios Pool, a facility that is operated by the Parks and Recreation Depanment. 

I is located near the rock groin. The pool and adjacent wading pool area are not a part of the Harbor Master Plan study area. 
Further to the east is West Beach, a large sandy beach that has slowly accreted over the last decade or so .. The Coastal 
Commission has issued a Coastal Development Permit to dredge 250.000 cubic yards of material from West Beach to I approximately half the width of the existing beach. · 

Stearns Wharf, a major tourist attraction in Santa Barbara, is on the east end of the study area. The Wharf includes primarily 

I visitor serving uses including restaurants, marine~riented stores. the Sea Center and Nature Conservancy Building. Parking 
for approximately 127 cars is provided on the Wharf. In 1991, a new passenger loading ramp was recently completed on 
the east side of the Wharf. The State Street/Cabrillo Boulevard intersection, located at the base of the Wharf, is heavilv I utilized by vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists. · · 

The west end of Palm Park, which features the Arts and Crafts Show on Sundays and some holidays, is included in the study 

I 
area. The Mission Creek Outfall, located at the extreme east end of the study area in Palm Park, is outside the Harbor Master 
Plan study area. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
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INTRODUCTION 

This checklist is to be completed for all projectS which are not exempt from environmental review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The information, analysis and conclusions contained in the checklist is the basis for 
deciding whether an Environmental Impact Repon (EIR) or Negative Declaration (ND) is to be prepared. Additionally, 
the checklist shall be used to focus an EIR on the effects determined to be potentially significant. 

'f1:1e following checklist indicates the potential level of impact and is abbreviated as follows: 

1· Known Sjg.: Known significant environmental impacts. 

Unknown Poten. Sjg.: Unknown,potendally significant impacts which need funher review to determine significance level. 

I Paten. Sig. and Mitig.: Potentially significant impacts which can be mitigated to less than significant levels. 

I Not Sjg.: Impacts which are not considered significant or no impact. 

AIR QUALITY: 

Will the proposal result in: 

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

I 
I ROC .l:l£A_lbs/day NOX .l:l£A_Ibs/day 

The creation of objectionable smoke, ash or odors? 

Dust generation? 

I 
Impag Discussion: 

Known Unknown Pot.eft. tf21 ~i&. 
1iL.. pocen. Si&. 

li&.._ and 

MiliL.. 

lne assessment of potential air quality effects associated with the Harbor Master Plan includes the generation of air 
emissions and deterioration of local or regional ambient air quality .. With regard to the increase in number of slips, 

I G-25 
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Unknown 
paten. 

~ 

Npt Sjg. I 
I 

Recommendation 18 represents approximllely a five percent increase in slips. It is not andcipated that the SO+ new slipsl 
proposed in Recommendation 18 will contribute significantly to the deterioration of local or regional ambient air quality. 

The Traffic and 'Parking Study prepared by A~ (Attachment S) indicates that significant project specific and cumulative I 
traffic impacts could occur at the Castillo St./Montecito St. intersection. With the planned intersection improvements, the 
Level of Service and Volume to Capacity ratio will be improved to acceptable levels. lbe study recommends that the I· 
implementation of major ·recommendations of the Harbor· Master Plan. specifically the Breakwater Restaurant and the · 
Naval Reserve Center (Recommendation #4), be delayed umil the intersection improvemems are completed. Given that 
the implementation of the Plan will not occur until the intersection is operating at acceptable levels. traffic relateCl air I 
quality impacts are not expected to occur. 

Shan-term air quality impacts, including an increase in paniculate emissions, could result from construction activities. 
However, because the construction activities are expected to be spread out over the ten year life of the plan and 
appropriate dust control measures would be placed on individual projects if necessary, no significant impacu should 
occur .. 

Mjtiption and Residua] Impact: 

Recommended Monitorine: 

2. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: 

Describe existing plant and animal communities/conditions: 

wm the prqaosa] result ip: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

A loss or disturbance to a unique. rare or threatened plant 
or animal community? 

A reduction in the numbers or restriction in the range of 
any unique. rare or threatened species of plants or 
animals? 

A reduction in the extent, diversity, or quality of native 
vegetation (including brush removal for tire prevention 
and flood control improvements)? 

An impact on non-native vegetation whether naturalized or 
honicultural? 

The loss of healthy specimen trees? 
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f. 

I 
.I g. 

I 
h. 

I 
I i. 

I 
j. 

I 
I k. 

I 

Introduction of herbicides. pesticides, animal life, human 
habitation, non-native plants, or other" factors that would 
change or hamper an existing habitat? 

A reduction in the numbers, a restriction in the range, or 
an impact to the critical habitat of any unique, rare, 
threatened, or endangered species of animals? 

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

A deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat (for 
foraging. breeding, roosting, nesting, etc.)? · 

Introduction of barriers to movement of any- resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species? 

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

Not Sig; 

Impact Djscussjon: . 

I Potential impacts associated with plant and animal life include changes in the diversity and habitat of marine plant and 
animal species. 

I The MEA identifies the study areas near Leadbetter Beach, the sandspit, West Beach and east of Steams Wharf as coastal 
strand and beach. Although not specified on the MEA maps, marine life is present within the water portions of the study I area. 

The Harbor Master Plan Phase I Report included a Harbor Water Quality section. This section indicated that the County 

I of Santa Barbara's Division of Health Care Services regularly checks the ocean water in the Harbor to determine if it 
meets water quality standards. The primary concern is coliform contamination associated with sewage from holding tanks 
or other sources. The County has indicated that existing water quality continues to be exemplary within the Harbor and 

I efforts to maintain and enhance that quality should be continued. Continued protection and enhancement of the Harbor 
water quality will result in protection of the marine environs. The policies oudined in Appendix A of the Phase H Report 
that will be included in the Harbor Master Plan are: 

I 
I 



• 

• 

Ngt Sjg, 

Water Quality- Continue to monitor water quality as needed and continue to enforce Water quality proteCtion 
rules and regulations. 

Water Pollution • Continue to educate the public relating to Water pollution; continue to maintain pump out 
facilities in the Harbor. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Implementation of these. policies will result in effons which will continue to maintain and/or enbance tbe -~ qual.ity in I 
.. tbe harbor area. Continued water quality sampling and testing, as scheduled and performed by the Santa Barbara County · · 
Health Care Services. will identify possible water quality degradation and provide an early opportunity to remediate the I 
condition. 

The MEA does not identif{any threatened, endangered or rare plants or animals species, babitals or breediJJ& areas for I 
the Harbor area. However. western snowy plovers, small, pale.colored shorebirds witb ~patches on either side of the 
breast, have recently been observed breeding in the Harbor area. This species is currently a candidate for desipalion as 
threatened pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Action on this proposed SWill is expected to I 
occur in January of 1993. Any proposed project in the Harbor area should be reviewed for potential impacts to the 
snowy plover population. 

Mjtigatjoo and Resjduallmpas:ts: 

Recommended Monitoring: 

3. CULTURAL RESOURCES: 

wm the proposal result jn: 

a. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Disruption. alteration, destruction, or adverse effect on a 
recorded prehistoric or historic archaeological site (note 
site number below)? 

Distribution or removal of human remains? 

Increased potential for trespassing, vandalizing, or 
sabotaging archaeological resources? 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

4. 

b. 

1. 

2.· 

3. 

c. 

1. 

2. 

Ground disturbances in an area wil:h potential cultural 
resource sensitivity based on the loca1ion of lalown · · 
historic or prehistoric sites? " 

ETHNIC RESOURCES: 

Disruption of or adverse effects upon a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site or propeny of historic or 
cultural significance to a community or ethnic group? 

Increased potential for trespassing, vandalizing, or 
sabotaging ethnic, sacred, or ceremonial places? 

The potential to conflict with or restrict existing religious, 
sacred, or educational uses of the area? 

. HISTORIC RESOURCES: 

Disruption of or adverse effects upon a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site or propeny of historic or 
cultural significance to a community or ethnic group? 

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

I Impact Djscussjon: 

Unknowa Pocaa. Not Sjg. 
po1A. Sic. 
~ aad 

M.iil...' 

_L_ . 

I The Cultural Resources Section of the MEA indicates that the Harbor area has the potential for prehlstoric or historic 
archaeological significance as well as potentially significant historic buildings, structUres or objecu. The Phase I 
Archaeological Repon completed for the proposed Harbor Master Plan revealed a number of Native American and 

I 
historic archaeological resources that may be affected by the improvements proposed in the Plan. (Attachment 6, 
Archaeological Study prepared in September. 1991 by Dames and Moore). A Phase II Historic StructUres Evaluation 
Repon was also completed for the area. A supplement to this repon was subsequently prepared to address concerns with 

1 
regard to the potential historical significance of the Coast Guard Axillary building and the Breakwater Restaurant. 

I 
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Unknown PoleD. 
potcn. Sic. 

Not Sjg. I 
~ and 

MilL 

I 
(Attachment 7, Historic Structures Evaluation prepared in August, 1991 and February, 1992, by Preservation Planning I 
Associates). Both of these repons took a •programmatic" approach to cultural resource issues, i.e. they identified 
potentially sipificant and sensitive areas that will require further study if and when individual projects are proposed in 
those areas. These studies and their findings -are discussed below'. I 
Hismric Stnlcrures Evaluation: The Historic Structures Evaluation analyzed the existing buildings and structures in the 

1 Harbor and Wharf area to determine potential historical significance. There were three buildings or suuctures that might 
be changed which could result in significant adverse impacts: __ . · 

• 
• 
• 

The Naval Reserve Armory Building (which could be changed as a result of Recommerid•ion 15); 

The existing seawall that runs along the Breakwater; and 

The tWo pylons which are located at the end of the Breakwater near the Harbor Parking Lot kiosk • 

I 
I 

The latter two structures could potentially be affected by Recommendation #1, chantes to the Harbor Parking I 
Lot. if either structure were changed as ·a result of improvements iO the lot. 

Adverse (although not significant) impacts identified in the repon include those resulting from the development of I 
secondary access to Sterns Wharf {I 11) and from the demolition of the Coast Guard Auxiliary Building 8lld Breakwater 
Restaurant. These two buildings were the subject of an additional Phase II Historical Structures lllllysis and reviewed by 
Landmarks on February 26, 1992 (see minutes, Attachment 8). Although the repon does not idemify these as significant. I 
the Landmarks Committee felt that these were potentially significant but could be mitigated by the recommendations 
outlined in the repon. · 

I 
Arcbaeoloc Repon: This study analyzed the thineen recommendations from the Phase II Repon in terms of their-· 
potential impact on Native American. Spanish Colonial/Mexican, Anglo-Mexican, American Period and Early 20th I 
Century archaeological resources in the study area. This was accomplished by identifying each MEA Cultural Sensitive 
area within the Harbor area. Table 3 of the study includes an outline of each sensitivity zone and the proposed project 
activities which may affect that zone. The table also includes "procedures .. or mitigation measures for minor and major I 
types of projects. A summary of the findings of the study are [Note: There are confidential maps accompanying the 
study that more specifically identify where the recommendations are proposed to be carried out as compared to .the 
sensitivity zones]: 

1 • Native American: Recommendation 11 (Parking) affects both "'high" and •moderate" seositivity zo•. Shovel 

• 

test pits, limited backhoe testing and construction monitoring are among the mitigations necessary to mitigate 
significant impacts. 

Spanish Colonial-Mexican: None of the recommendations are expected to affect this sensitivity zone. If 
resources are discovered during construction, the mitigations found in the MEA would apply .. 

These studies also addressed Pedestrian Access across West Beach (pan of 12); a second Harbor cnuancc a1 

Cutillo Street (an option' of'") and the Mission Creek outfall (113). AD three project cJcmcntl have been clclctcd 
and arc not discussed further . 
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Anglo-Mexican: Recommendations #3 (Design Guidelines) may impact this sensitivity zone. Mitigation includes 
limited backhoe testing, constrUction monitoring and background study if resources are discovered. 

" 
American Period: Recommendations #I (Parking) and possibly #9 (Rock Groin/Boat Launch Ramp). In order to 
mitigate potentially significant impactS, limited backhoe testing and background study may be necessary. 

Early 20th Century: Recommendations #11 (Secondary Entrance to the Wharf) and #13 (Mission Creek. Outfall) 
are potentially significant. Mitigation includes limited backhoe testing and background study. · 

Mitigation and Residua} IrqpaC(: I 
I 1. 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

The development and implementation of Design Guidelines for any new structures (Recommendation 13). The 
guidelines shaJJ provide for the following: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Compatibility with existing historic features such as the concrete wall, the pylons, and the lamp posts; 

Compatibility with historic structures such as the formal Spanish-Colonial Revival Naval Reserve Building 
and the more utilitarian wood frame clapboard buildings such as the Breakwater Restaurant and the Coast 
Guard Auxiliary building; and 

Reference to historical uses and events. 

Mitigation of visual concerns, including view corridors towards and along the ocean. 

e. The design of lighting which provides for the safety of the area while tying the area together visually 
through the use of consistent light standards and fixtures. 

The design of the extension of the shoreward finger of the Wharf should take into consideration its connection to 
the shore and how it interfaces with Chase Palm Park and Cabrillo Boulevard. 

Although the Historic Structures Evaluation report does not identify the demolition of the Coast Guard Auxiliary 
Building and Breakwater Restaurant as significant, the Landmarks Committee felt that these were potentially 
significant but could be mitigated by the following measures: Demolition of the Coast Guard Auxiliary Building 
and Breakwater Restaurant shall not be approved until drawings are prepared and photographs taken of the two 
buildings and an interpretive plan is developed identifying the historic significance of the area. 

Shovel test pits, limited backhoe testing and construction monitoring shall be required prior to any ground 
disturbing activities in those areas of the Harbor Study area designated in the MEA as a Culturally Sensitive Zone 
for Native American Settlement prior to 1780. as Anglo·Mexican Period. as American Period. and as Early 
Twentieth Century Settlement. 

With the incorporation of these mitigation measures and/or avoidance of these cultural resources, significant 
impactS to historic resources outlined above should be avoided. 

Recommended Monitoring: 
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4. ENERGY: 

Will the Proposal result in: 

a. Substantial increase in demand, especially during peak · 
periods, upon existing sources of energy? 

b. Requirement for the development of new sources of 
energy or expansion of t"-1stinJ facilities? 

Impact Djscuasjon: 

Mjtiqtion and Residual Impag: 

S. GEOLOGIC PROCESSES: 

Will tbe prqposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

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

Disruptions, displacemeri..!i. compaction or overcovering of" 
the soil by cuts, fills, or extensive grading? 

Permanent changes in topography? 

The destrUction, covering or modification of any unique 
geologic, paleontologic, or physical features? 

Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils. either on 
or off the site? 
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I f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands or dunes, 
or changes in siltation,· deposition or erosion which may 

I 
modify the channel of a river. or stream, or the bed of the 
ocean, or any bay, inlet or lake? 

_£__ 

I· g. Excessive grading on slopes of over 20 percent? 

I 
h. Sand or gravel removal or loss of topsoil? 

I _£__ 

i. Vibrations, from short-term construction or long-term 

I operation, which may affect adjoining areas? 

I 
j. Excessive spoils, tailings or over-burden? 

./ -. 

1 
Impact Djscussjon: 

In terms of new structures, potential impacts in this area primarily relate to: liquefaction; disruptions, displacementS and 

I 
compaction of soils; deposition or erosion of beach sands and exposure of people and property to earthquakes and ground 
failures. 

The eastern half of the study area has been determined to be "Presettlement Estero" and therefore is underlain with I alluvium which has high liquefaction potential. Some of the area sits on sand that accreted once the Breakwater was built 
. in 1927. There is an earthquake fault which crosses the southern part of the study area and terminates near West Beach. 
These factOrs contribute to the possibility of damage from local or distant fault movements. 

I The Waterfront Department, in conjunction with the Army Corps of Engineers. regularly dredges tbe navigation channel 
leading into the Harbor as well as within the Harbor itself. In addition. periodic dredging of West Beach also occurs. 

I The average amount of dredging is from 250,000 cubic yards (cy) to 300.000 cy. The Waterfront Department currently 
has Coastal Development Permits to dredge 250,000 cy from West Beach, to narrow it to approximately half its current 
width. and maintenance dredging permits to dredge within the Harbor itself. These permits (issued by the State Lands ·1 Commission, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the State Coastal Commission) are issued based on a thorough analysis 
that has determined that no significant impacts will occur. 

I The Master Environmental Assessment (MEA) indicates that an engineering geologist and structural engineer should 
prepare a seismic analysis for any new structures in an area such as the Harbor. All necessary studies will be done when 
the individual buildings or improvements contemplated in the Harbor Master Plan are proposed. 

I Mitiiatjon and Residual Impact: 

·1 Recommended Monjtorini: 
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6. HOUSING: 

Will the proposal result jn: 

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

b. Displacement of current residents? 

c. An effect on existing housing or create an additional 
demand for additional housing? 

Impact Discussion: 

NOS Sig. 

-

I 
I 
I 
I 
.I 
I 
I 
I 

At this time, assessing housing impacts associated with implementation of the recommendations of the Master Plan would 
be too speculative. Each development which neeessitates a Development Plan approval (any project over 1,000 square I 
feet of habitable space) will be assessed as to its impact on regional low and moderate housing. At the time of 
application, these projects will have to comply with the City's Housing Mitigation Ordinance (SBMC §28.87.300.1). 

Mjtiption and Resjdual lmpag: 

Recommended Monitorjna: 

7. LAND USE: 

WiJJ the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Structures and/or land-use incompatible with existing land
use? 

The induction of substantial growth or concentration of 
population? 

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

I e. 

The loss of a substantial amount of open space? 

Establishment of a use w";tch would substantially diminish 
or impair long term productivity of the environment . 

. I 
I Impact Djscussjon: 

I 
I 

The entire study area is zoned HC or Harbor Commercial Zone. The HC Zone "strives to assure that the Harbor will 
remain primarily a working Harbor with visitor serving and ocean related uses secondary to ocean dependent uses, and 
that Stearns Wharf will consist of a mixture of visitor serving and ocean dependent and ocean related uses ••. " This zone 
and the Harbor Master Plan are both based on the City's Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and the Coastal Act. The uses and 
improvements proposed as pan of the Alternatives Report appear to be consistent with the priorities for activities in the 
Harbor as established in the Zoning Ordinance and Local Coastal Plan. 

I In developing. the Harbor Master Plan and identifying the recommendations in the Alternatives Report. in addition to 
considering the LCP and the Coastal Act, the City's Water policies, Charter Section 1S08 and elements of the General 
Plan have been considered. All nonresidential development which occurs must draw square footage from one of the 

I 
General Plan Allocation categori~. The categories which appear to relate to the recommendations in the Alternatives 
Report include Pending Projects. Small Additions, and Community Priority. Specific findings must be made by the 
Council for a project to qualify for Community Priority square footage, and some projects may need to be designated as 
Community Priority to be found wnsistent with Charter Section 1S08. The initial analysis in the Phase U Report I indicates that the recommendations under review are "potentially cor-:isteitt" with the Community Priority designation. 
That analysis will be refined in the Draft Harbor Master Plan itself once the draft recommendations have been 
determined. 

I The development proposals contained in the Alternative Report involve an increase in intensity of uses in the Harbor (the 
addition of the reconstructed Breakwater Restaurant and the addition of the Waterfront Offices in the Naval Reserve 

I Building). However, this intensification would not occur in newly constructed buildings. Instead, the recommendations 
call for ~e demolition of some of the existing buildings (the existing Breakwater Restaurant and the existing Coast Guard 
Auxiliary Building) and the reuse of existing structures (the Naval Reserve Building). This renovation and reuse of 

I existing structures, in lieu of the construction of new buildings, is consistent with the one of the goals of the General Plan 
Update. to encourage the creative reuse of the existing buildings, rather than the construction of new buildings. 

I Mjtiiation and Resjduaj Impact: 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Recommended Monitoring: 
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8. NOISE: 

WUJ the proposal result in: 

a. Long-temi exposure of people to noise levels exceeding 
City thresholds? 

b. 

c. 

Shon-term exposure of people to noise levels exceeding 
City thresholds? 

.Project-generated substantial increase in the ambient noise 
levels for adjoini~g areas (either day or night)? 

lmpaq Discussion: 

Nos Sjc. 

The Harbor Plan does not include any recommendations which would expand the Harbor area and/or uses wbicb would 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1-
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

result in noise levels beyond current levels. I 
Mjtiptjon and Residual Impact: 

Recommended Monjrorjng: 

9. PUBLIC SERVICES: 

wm the proposa} result jn: 

a. DRAINAGE 

l. Substantial increase in storm water runoff? 

2. Aggravation of an identified drainage problem or creation 
of a new one? 
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b. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

c. 

1. 

d. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

e. 

l. 

2. 

FIRE PROTECTION 

Establishment or expansion of a pem(anent use in high fire 
hazard area. 

Substantial increase of expenditures for fire protection? 

Exposure of people to hazardous wastes/materials? 

POUCE PROTECTION 

Substantial increase in expenditures for police protection? 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

Addition of a substantial number of people to an area 
where existing parks and recreation facilities are 
inadequate? 

Conflict with established recreation uses of the area? 

Conflict with biking, equestrian and/or hiking trails? 

SCHOOLS 

Substantial increase in the number of school children in 
the attendance area? 

Aggravation of an existing facilities overcrowding 
problem? 
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3 .. 

f. 

A D1Jadve impact on student access routes co or from 
school property during normal workinl hours? 

SEWERS 

Npt Sjg. I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I. 

1. Substantial increase in sewase generacion? 
gal/day. 

N/A .I 

2. 

I· 

Auravadon of an identified sewer syscem proble~ or 
creation of a new one? 

SOLID WASTE 

1. SubsWltial increase in solid waste generation? 

Impact Discussion: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

In terms of Public Services, there are potential impacts to the sewer system. fire protection, parks aad other recreational 
facilities. The potential exists for significant fire protection impacts because the MEA identifies the study area as having I 
inadequate fire flow. According co a recent lener from the Fire Marshall (Attachmem 9), this situation has been 
corrected and significant fire flow impactS are not expected. 

In terms of recreation impactS, the addition of recreational volleyball courts and the creation of a ·small Boat Quiet 
Area" on West Beach 110) would result in greater ocean oriented recreational use of that area. No conflicts are 

anticipated with other established recreation uses in the harbor area. This has the potential co result in the need for more 
maintenance of the area with its associated costs. These costs will be considered in the fiscal analysis of the plan and do 
not represem an environmental impact. 

Mitirration and Residua] lmpaq: 

Recommendecl Monjtorinrr: 
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10. 

a. 

b. 

RISK OF UPSET/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: 

In the known history of this property" have there been any 
past uses, storage, or discharge of hazardous materials? 
(Examples of hazardous materials include, but are not 
limited to, fuel or oil stored in underground tanks, 
pesticides, solvents, or other chemicals.) 

Yes_L_ Maybe_ No_ 

Will the proposed project involve the use, storage, or 
distribution of hazardous or toxic materials? 

Yes_ Maybe_ ··No_L_ 

Discussion: 

Currently, in the Marina area there exists fuel tanks for harbor 
users which includes gas and diesel fuels. Additionally, there are 
oil recycling tanks for boat oil. The project does not include the 
expansion of these facilities. 

I Will the proposal result jn: 

I 
I 

I 
.I 

I 

c. 

d. 

A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous 
substances (including, but not limited to oil, gas, biocides, 
bacteria, pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in the event of 
an accident or upset conditions? 

Possible interference with an emergency response plan or 
an emergency evacuation plan? 

The creation of a potential public health hazard? 

Public safety hazards from oil or gas pipelines or oil well 
facilities? 
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I· Exposure to hazards from oil or ps pipelines or oil well 
facilities? 

h. The contamiaation of a public water supply? 

'Impact Djscugjon: 

Mitiption and ResidUal lmpag: 

Recommended Monitoring: 

11. TRANSPORTAIION/CIBCULATIQN: 

wm tbe propgsal result jn: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement 
(daily, peak-hour. etc.) in relation to existing traffic load 
and capacity of the street system? 

N/A ADT~Pealc Hour 

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

Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new 
parking? 

Zoning Requirement .li£A_ Demand .li£A_ 

Substamial impact upon existing transit systems (e.g. bus 
service) or alteration of present patterns of circulation or 
movement of people and/or goods? 

Alteration to waterborne. rail or air traffic? 
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f. 

g. 

Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or 
pedestrians (including shon-term constrUction and long
term operational)?. 

Inadequate: 

sight distance? 

ingress/egress? 

general road capacity? 

emergency access? 

Unknown 
pot.en. 

~ 

NOS Sjg. 

I Impact Discussion: 

Potential traffic. circulation and parking impacts relate to the generation of traffic trips and associated impiCtS to the I existing and post-freeway street system; alteration of cir.culation patterns and potential impact on parking supply. 

With respect to the West Beach area (Recommendation #1), and the potential conflicts that may result between vehicles, 

I 
bicyclists and pedestrians, Figure No.4 indicates the Beachway will be relocated as pan of the project. Additionally, to 
avoid conflicts construction is contemplated for an off-high-season construction schedule. 

I 
A Traffic and Parking Study has been prepared on the Draft Harbor Master Plan Alternatives by Associated 
Transponation Engineers (Attachment 5). That study focussed on five alternatives or recommendations from the PhaseD 
Report that the traffic consultants and City Transportation Staff assume would be likely to affect traffic and parking: 

I 
I 
I 

Recommendation #Sa -
Recommendation #Sb -

Recommendation #6 • 

Recommendation #9 • 
Recommendation # 12 -

Harbor Commercial Area (if the City owns the Naval Reserve Building) 
Harbor Commercial Area (if the Navy retains ownership of the Naval Reserve 
Building) [Note: This option has since been dropped from consideration and will 
not be discussed further in the Initial Study.] . 
Coast Guard Auxiliary Building [Note: This building is now proposed to be 
demolished with the uses relocated to the Naval Reserve Building.) 
Rock Groin/Boat Launch Ramp Area 
Stearns Wharf Enhancements 

Le study area identified for the traffic and parking analysis is larger than the Harbor Master Plan s~y area and is 
shown in Figure 1 of the Traffic and Parking Study. 

lrraffic and Circulation: One of the challenges in preparing the Traffic Study was the detennination of what baseline 
conditions to use given that the Crosstown Freeway has been under construction for about two years and is expected to be 

tmpleted in 1992. Since the Harbor Master Plan is not expected to be approved by both the City and Coastal 
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Commission until mid 1992. ancl therefore will not begin implementation until late 1992 or early 1993, the post·freewa~ 
condition was used as baseline. The Fiesta Part EIR (SB-110-87) offers the only pre-freeway Level of Service (LOS) 
and volume to capacity (V /C) fipres for major intersections in the vicinity of the Harbor prior to the beginning of the I 
Crosstown Freeway Project. Peat hour conditions for 1992 were approximated based on the Fiesta Park EIR's 1987 
volumes assumin& a 1.5 percent per year &rowth rate and modelling studies of the Waterfront area. For Harbor area 
intersections that had not been included in the Fiesta Park EIR (Harbor Way/Shoreline Drive, Loma Alta Drive1Shoreli1' 
Drive, Loma Alta Drive/Cliff Drive}, new traffic councs were done on Fridays and Sundays during May, 1991. . . . 

In terms of existing traffic volumes and levels of service at the time the Fiesta Park EIR was certified (1987), Table 1 in I 
the Traffic Study shows that Castillo St./Montecito St. operated at LOS D (VIC 0.87) and LOS C (VIC 0.78) during the 
Friclay and Sunday peak hours respectively. The Castillo St./Haley St. intersection openuld at LOS C (VIC 0.78) during 
the Friclay peak hour. All other interSections were operatin& better than LOS B at that time. I 
The adjusted 1992 peak hour intersection LOS is shown in Table 2 of the Traffic Study. That table indicates that qain 
Castillo St./Montecito St. indicates that it is operatin& at an unacceptable LOS durin& the Friclay peak hour (LOS F, V /C I 
1.04) and Sunday peak hour (LOS D. VIC 0.84). In addition, while the Castillo St./Haley St. intersection is expected to 
be operatin& at an acceptable LOS durin& the Friday peak hour (LOS C. VIC 0.72), the Castillo St./US 101 SB ramps 
are expected to be o~ing at LOS D (VIC 0.81). 

I 
Table 3 (Friclay P.M.) and Table 5 (Sunday P.M.) of the Traffic Study estimates peat hour trip generation for the 
recommendations noted above (#6, 9 and 12). The Study concluded that the traffic generated by implimemation of these I 
recommendations would not result in the addition of one full peat hour trip through the Montecito/Castillo Streets 
intersection. Recommendation #5 is expected to generate the most traffic of all the recommendations: 32 Friday and 16 
Sunday P.M. peat hour trips. 

In terms of traffic impacrs associated wid! die Draft Harbor Master Plaa altel'llllives (projoct specific impacrs), Table S ial 
the Traffic Study indicates that the majority of the critical intersections in the study area will operate within acceptable 
levels of service (LOS A-C) under 1992 post-Crosstown Fr'eeway conditions. One exception is the Castillo St./Montecito~ 
St. interSection which is expected to operate in the LOS D range (VIC 0.83) during the Friday P.M. This representS a . 
significant impact. 

In terms of cumulative traffic impaccs, Tables 11 and 12 from the Traffic Study indicate that the project as proposed. I 
alone with cumulative traffic in the area, would cause significant cumulative traffic impaccs because more than one peak 
hour trip would be added to the Castillo St./Montecito St. intersection. That intersection would operate at LOS D (V /C I 
0.87) in the Friclay ancl Sunday P.M. peale hour with cumulative plus Harbor Master Plan project traffic. 

Improvemencs to the Castillo St./Montecito St. intersection have been planned for some time. The improvemencs, which I 
include some land acquisition and the addition of new lanes. are programmed to be underway in early 1994. Table 17 in 
the Traffic Study indicates that with the planned improvemencs. the intersection will operate at LOS A and B durin& the 
Sunday and Friday P.M. peak hour. The Traffic Study recommends that. in order to avoid creating significant impacu. I 
the development of the entire Harbor Master Plan should not go forward until completion of the Castillo St./Montecito 
St. improvemencs. The study goes on to state that. as most of the recommendations are expected to result in 
inconsequential traffic increases, consideration should be given to allowing the less intense Harbor Master Plan I · 
recommendations to move forward prior to completion of the improvemencs. The recommendations relating to the 
Harbor Commercial Area (#5) would generate the majority of the new traffic and therefore, to avoid significant impacts. 
shall not obtain a buildin& permit until the identified traffic improvements at Castillo/Montecito Streets have been funded. I 
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approved, scheduled and appropriate permits obtained. Funhermore, the Harbor Commercial Area (IS) would not be 
able to obtain occupancy clearance until the Castillo/Montecito Streets improvements are in place. 

; 

I If the Harbor Commercial Area improvements are delayed until the Castillo St./MonteCito St. intersection improvements 
are complete, there is not expected to be any traffic impacts associated with the Harbor Master Plan. In their memo of 
March 25, 1992 (Attachment 10), Transportation Staff indicated that LOS may have already begun improving at the 

I Castillo/Montecito intersection with the removal of the freeway traffic lights. Transportation Staff expectS to recount this 
. intersection after the final completion of the Crosstown Freeway to verify projections and to determine the extent of the 
improvements that are necessary at the Castillo/Montecito intersection. At that time. the contribution of the Harbor 

I Commercial Area improvements will also be reassessed to determine if they contribute to a significant traffic impact that 
must be mitigated before the project gets a Certificate of Occupancy. In either case. The Harbor Coaunercial Area 
improvements should not b'e completed until either the intersection is improved as eurrendy pl11111ed or it is reassessed I and whatever necessary improvements are completed to ensure that significant traffic impa~ will not occur. 

I 
I 

In terms of construction related traffic and circulation impacts, generally large construction projects are pl11111ed for other 
than summer months because that is the busiest time in the Harbor and Wharf area. 

The Phase n Report recommends the preparation of a comprehensive traffic and parking study once the Crosstown 
Freeway Project is complete. This study will identify existing and projected traffic levels with buildout as well as 
including needed interSection and other improvements. The Waterfront Department will participate in this study that 
should confirm or revise the traffic projections contained in the Traffic Study.· 

I Parkin&: In terms of potential parking impacts. the Harbor and Cabrillo Blvd. are shown in the MEA to be parking 
deticit areas. The Phase I and II Reports, however, have indicated that parking is not a major problem except possibly 

I 
during peak summer holiday weekends, particularly in the Harbor Parking Lot. The City uses an 85" occupancy 
threshold to determine parking impacts. Table 15 in the Traffic and Parking Study indicates that the highest weekday 
demand for parking in the study area occurs during the mornings in the summer months (1.233 vehicles). The highest 
weekend demand for parking in the study area occurs during the afternoons in the summer months (1,181 vehicles). The I parking supply in the area is 2.053 spaces if the Pershing Parking Lot is included; 1,857 if that lot is not included. The 
parking analysis includes the Harbor. Leadbener East and West. and La Playa Lots, all of which are located in close 

1 
proximity to the Harbor. and excludes Pershing Par~ (although realistic.ally that lot does offer parking tor Harbor usen). 

The Leadbener and La Playa Parking Lots are subject to a Joint Powers Agreement with Santa Barbara City College. 
This agreement is outlined in the Phase I Repon and will be summarized in the Draft Harbor Master Plan. The 

I agreement provides for the complementary use of the parking lots with City College. Students primarily use the lots 
·during weekdays during the school year and other public uses them during afternoons, evenings and weekends year 
round. City College has included a policy in their adopted Public Works Plan requiring annual coordination with the 

I City as it relates to parking utilization and availability. A similarly worded policy is proposed to be added to the Harbor 
Master Plan. 

I In order to assess the significance of parking impacts generated by the implementation of the Harbor Master Plan, a 
constraints analysis was performed. The available capacity (85% of total spaces minus the number of occupied spaces) in 
the study area parking systems was determined for high demand periods. Table 16 in the Traffic and Parking Study 

I indicates that reserve capacity in the study area parking system varies between 262 available spaces on Fall weekday 
mornings and 913 available spaces on summer weekday evenings. The parking demand for the Harbor Master Plan 
recommendations would have to exceed 262 spaces to as many as 9 I 3 spaces before a significant impact would result. I According to the study, considering the low-intensity land uses and moderate building increases proposed. it is apparent 

I 
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that the ex.istina reserve parkina is more .than adequate. lt is imponant to note that the parkina analysis did aot include I 
the SO parkiDa spaces that are proposed to be added. Therefore, aiven that there is currently an excess of partiq spaces 
available, the low intensity nature of the new JlSts and the proposed addidon of parkina, sipificam PartiDa impacts 

1 should not occur. 

Parkina availability is aenerally perceived as beina inadequate, especially durina summer weekends and holidays, but the 
issue is really one of the location of the parkina relative to where the person parkina wants to ao. For example, now ri-:.11. 
the Leadbetter East/Harbor West Lot has been rebuilt, resultina in a net increase of 194 spaces, the Leadbear and La--. 
Playa Lots rarely, if ever, fill. The Harbor Parkina Lot may fill on busy summer weekends, but there is adequre 
parkina available nearby, particularly in the Leadbetter and La Playa Lots. Lookina at an aerial or areawide map shows I 
that the distance from the existinJ Breakwater Restaurant to the Leadbetter West Lot near Sa. Cove Restaurant is ac&uall,ll · 
less than the distance from the restaurant to the east end of the Harbor Parkina Lot near West Beach. Tbe two La Playa 
Lots are rouJhly equidistant from the Breakwater Restaurant to the parkiq near West Beach. While that may be 'the I 
case, people still perceive that the Harbor Lot is the most convenient. Tbe redesign of the Harbor Way enii'IIICe (14) 
will include improved siJDIIe that will direct parkers to the lots at the West end of dle Harbor. 

The Harbor Master Plan Needs Assessment identified additional parkin~ which offeis support to ocean depeadent . I 
activities in the Harbor Area as a hiJb priority. The neect for additional short-term parkin~ to allow people the ability to 
load/unload aear and boars, then return to repark their car in lona-tenn parkinalors is one way this can be provid'!f. A I 
mitiaation bas been added to require that additional short-term spaces be added adjacent to Marinas 2, 3 and 4 ad in the 
new lot near the Naval Reserve Buildin& (and/or along the new Harbor Way cul-4e-sac). These spaces shall be patrolled 
by parking enforcement personnel to ensure that the spaces are used for short-term parking only. The new parking lot I 
proposed where the Breakwater Restaurant and Old Coast Guard Auxiliary are currently located will also be for abort· 
term parking only. This will help address the need for short-term spaces close to the Harbor. 

Mitigation and Resjdua] Impact: 

1. ln order to avoid creating significant. impactS, the development of the Harbor Commercial Area (Preliminary 
Recommendation #S) portion of the Harbor Master Plan shall comply with the following: 

·I 
I 

2. 

3. 

A study shall be performed which recounts the Castillo/M~ntecito Streets intersection once the Crosstown 

1 Freeway is complete, to determine the .extent of the improvements that are necessary for the intersection to 
function at an acceptable level. If it is determined that the Harbor Commercial Area improvements CODUibute to 
a significant traffic impact at that intersection, the intersection improvements must be funded, approved, 
scheduled and appropriate permits obtained prior to obtaining building permits for the Harbor Commercial Area. I 
Furthermore, the improvements associated with Recommendation IS would not be able to obtain occupacy 
clearance until the Castillo/Montecito Streets improvements are in place. 

Within one year of the completion of the Crosstown Freeway, the Waterfront Department shall work with City I 
Public Works and other appropriate agencies and property owners to initiate a comprehensive traffic and parking 
study of the Waterfront. The study shall include, but not be limited to, vehicular and non-vehicular traffic, I 
Transportation Demand Manqement, parking. future tram or shuttles onto the Wharf and future known 
development projects. 

Additional short-term spaces shall be added to serve each of the Marinas, in the new lot n• the Naval Reserve I 
Building and/or along the new Harbor Way cul-de-sac. as can be provided in the revised parking and circulation 

I 
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plan. These spaces shall be patrolled by parking enforcement personnel to ensure that the spaces are used for 
shon-tenn parking only .. 

" 
With the incorporation of this mitigation measure and the policy mentioned above relating to coordination with 
SBCC, the existing parking in the area, plus the proposed addition of parking, indicates that parking is and. will 
continue to be adequate in the Harbor area and significant parking impacts should not occur. 

Construction of recommendations which may cause a conflict with vehicle, bicycle or .pedestrian circulation of the 
Harbor area shall be scheduled for off-high-season time periods. 

Recommended Monitorjnz: 

12. VISUAL: 

I Will the proposal result in: 

I 
a. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the 

public, or will the proposal result in the creation of an 
aesthetically offensive site open to public view? 

I 
....L 

b. Change to the visual character of an area? 

I 
_L_ 

I c. Glare or nightlighting which may affect adjoining areas? 
....L 

I 
d. Visually incompatible strucrures? _L_ 

I Impact Djscussjon: 

·I There are potential visual impacts associated with the project relating to the obstruction of scenic vistas or views open to 
the public. The MEA identifies the entire srudy area as being an area of visual sensitivity (coastal bluffs and shoreline). 

I 
The potential impacts would relate primarily to the addition of the Harbor Master's office and a small restroom/deli 
building on the rock groin (#9). The recommendations under review also include the addition of a Harbor Maimenance 
Building in place of the existing storage containers in the Maintenance Yard. Minor building additions to the Wharf are 

I 
also proposed {#12). In the Harbor Commercial area, two buildings are proposed for removal (the Breakwater Restaurant 
and Old Coast Guard Auxiliary) which will provide a combination of additional parking spaces and more open space. 
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lbe Pbase U Report recommends that Desip Guidelines be developed. These pidelines will require careful 
consideration of the location of new suucmres. landscapin&, lighting and oth« architecmral fealures. An outline of the 
guidelines is included in Appendix C of the Phase II Report. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Ljgbt/QJare - The proposed Design Guidelines. which will be developed along with the Harbor Mau« Pta will address 
new liahtin& for the study area. The new liptina may result in increaied lipt and &lare if not carefully ·dtsiped ~ · I 
placed. One of the coals of the Desip Guidelines is to provide for safety throup liahtin& while tyina the area topdl«. 
visually throup- the use of consistent lipt standards and fixtures thro~pouc the study area. ne new liJbtilia Would. 
raplace old. inefficient fixtures and should reduce overall lipt and &lare in the study area. Sipificant impacts should not I 
occur. 

Mjtiprion and Residual Img&Ct: 

\Ibe following measure is also found in the Cultural Resource section.) 

1. lbe development and implementation of Design Guidelines for any new suuetures (Recommendation 13). lbe 
. guidelines shall provide for the followina: 

a. Compatibility with existing historic features such as the concrete wall, the pylons, aad the lamp posu; 

I 
I 
I 

b. Compatibility with historic structures such as the formal Spanish-Colonial Revival Naval Reserve BuDdin& 
and the .more utilitarian wood frame clapboard buildings such as the Breakwat« Restaurant llld the Coast I 
Guard Auxiliary buildinc; and 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Reference to historical uses and events. 

Mitigation of visual concerns, including view corridors towards and· along the ocean. 

The design of lighting which provides for the safety of the area while tying the area together visually 
through the use of consistent light standards and fixtures. 

Recommendecl Monjtorin&: 
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1 13. WATER RESOURCES/fLOODING: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Will the proposal result in: 

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

b. Changes in percolation rates. drainage patterns or the rate 
and amount or surface water runoffl 

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

d. Discharge into surface waters, or alteration of surface 
w~ quality, including but not limited to temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, turbidity, or thermal water pollution 
(e.g .• eutrophication)? 

e. Alterations to the course or flow of flood waters. or need 
for private or public flood control projects? 

f. Exposure of people or propeny to water related hazards 
such as flooding (placement of project in 100 year flood 
plain), accelerated runoff or tsunamis? 

g. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of 
ground waters? 

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

i. Overdraft or overcommitment of any groundwater basin? 
Or, a substantial increase in the existing overdraft or 
overcomminnent of any groundwater basin? 

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

I 
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k. l.The use of substantial quantities of water? 

2.Substantial reduction in aquifer recharge? 

3.Substantial water quality degradation? 

lmpa;t Discussion: 

NIA AFY 

Unknown 
poaca. 
&... 

Npt Sja. 

Potential impacts associated wim water relate to the alteration of drainage patterns and/or d.le flow of flood watm; the 
exposure of people or property to storm damage, flooding or tsunamis; tbe potential for a reduction in·tbe IIIIOUIIt of 
public water supplies; and discharje into surface waters associated with dredJing activities. 

floocljng and Tsunami: Much of me study area. particularly Leadbetter Beacb below HODdo Creek, may be subject to 
imtndation in the event of a 100 year flood. The entire study are could also be inundated by a tsuumi. Present 
COnstrUction codes minimize the possibility of tsunami and flood damage to me maximum degree possible, thnfore 
significant impacts should not occur. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Drajna1e: Drainage bas been a problem in the past in the Harbor and major improvements have improved the situation. I 
There is the possibility that drainage patterns would be altered with the constrUction of new structures. A policy bas been 
recommended for inclusion in the Harbor Master Plan that requires continued maintenance and uppading of tbe drainage 

1 system in the study area (This policy bas been included as a mitigation measure). In addition, the Division of Lud Use 
Controls requires engineered drainage plans, where appropriate. therefore drainage should not result in significaDt 
impactS. 

I 
Dreciginl: The Preliminary Recommendations under review include the dredging of West Beach to create a "Sma11 Boat 

1 Quiet Area" (#10). The CoastaJ Commission has issued a CoastaJ Development Permit relating to the proposed dredging 
of 250.000 cy of material to reduce the width of West Beach by approximately one-half to crear.e the quiet area. This 
dredging occurs about once every ten years. depending on funding and storm activity. The Phase II R.epon also 
recommended lhat continued Harbor dredging be maintained as it is vitaJ to people who use the Harbor itself as well as I 
being necessary for me replenishment of downc:oast beaches. The CoastaJ Commission has found that the dredging, if 
done when grunion are not spawning and wim c:enain other requirements, does not result in sipificant environmental 
impactS. 

Storm Daman and Protection: The question of storm protection and possible storm damaae is an importaM one. In the 
winter of 1982/83, the South Coast experienced a 100 year storm and several other serious storms that did considerable 
damage and closed the Harbor for about two months. Since that time. while the applicant's intent has not been to 
provide complete protection for the Waterfront from 100 year storms. several improvements have been made in the area 
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I to reduce future storm damage. These improvements include the construction of a wave run up wall between the 
Breakwater and the boat yard, improvements to the drainage of Harbor Way, and the 240 foot extension of the sandbar 
Breakwater. In addition, the proposed dredging of West Beach will help deflect wave energy as it approaches the 

I Harbor. There are three major improvements that will assist in storm protection: the addition of slips to Marina One 
· (#8), the improvements to the rock groin (#9) and the extension of the wye to the shore from Steams Wharf (#11). 

Assuming these improvements are included in the adopted Harbor Master Plan, when each is proposed for· . I implementation, detailed project specific studies will be required which address the storm protection issue. 

I Domestic Water: A detailed water study has been prepared (Attachment 11) which indicates that the current water use 
(6/1/90 to S/31/91) is 54.55 acre-feet per year (AFY) as compared to the one year historical average of78.22 AFY (the 
average of the Historic Water Period which ran from June 1984 through May 1986). Much of the water savings that bas 

I occurred is due to reuofitting some Harbor and Wharf fixtures and facilities and changes in water use patterns throughout 
the study area. As shown in Table 7 of the Water Study, current water use (which includes a factor of ISS to account 
for the low water use during the drought) plus the additional Water use associated with the Draft Harbor Master Plan 

I 
Recommendations (7. 72 AFY) minus additional water savings through rettofitting result in a revised water use figure of 
59.75 AFY. The revised water use figure is approximately 18 AFY less than the historical water use figure, therefore 
significant water impacts should not occur. This figure is also about 3 AFY less than the most recent water year water 

1 
use. 

· Watet Study Inconsistencies: A preliminary Water Study was prepared on the Draft Harbor Master Plan in October, 
1991. This study underwent major revision in early 1992 with a much more complete study (dated March 26, 1992) I being reviewed by the ERC in May, 1992. Table 4 of the October. 1991 study, tided "Historic aDd Current Water Use-
- HMP Study Area," included historic water use for 15 water meters in the study area. At that time, that was thought to 

I 
be the total number of meters that were the Waterfront Department's responsibility in the study area. Table 1 in the 
March, 1992 study, tided "Historical and Current Water Use Figures- Harbor Master Plan Study Area," includes more 
than twice the number of meters (32) listed in the first version of the study. In the intervening months, more research 
had been done on the water meters in the study area and a number of main and sub-meters that bad been overlooked were 

I found. The total two-year historic water use from the first study (75.56 AFY) more than doubled in the later·.study 
(156.44 AFY). Table 1 in the updated version of the study, which is now dated June, 1992, is an accurate reflection of 
the historic water use data. 

I Mitigation and Residual l.mpaa: 

11. Continue to maintain and upgrade the sewer and drainage systems, particularly in the Harbor area. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Recommended Monjtorine: 
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c. 

d. 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANT 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFfECT. 

, 
Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality 
of the environmeiu, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 

· to drop below self sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate 
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal 
or eliminare important examples of major periods of 
California's history or prehistory? 

Does the project have the potential to achieve shon-term, 
· to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? 

Does the project have environmental effectS which are 
individually limited but cumulatively considerable? 

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

Alternatives to the Proposed Action. Does the project require the 
discussion and evaluation of a range of reasonable alternatives 
which could feasibly main the basic objectives of the project? 
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RECO:MMENDATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYST: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

...:L 

I find the proposed project will NQT .. have a significant adverse environmental effect, and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION should be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant adverse environmental effect, there would not be 
a significant effect in this case if the mitigation measures described herein are implemented. A NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION should be prepared. · . 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant adverse environmental effect. and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT should be prepared. 

I fmd that the project MAY have a significant adverse environmental effect and the impact is described in the I 
I . 
• ~~::... 
I 

Brem Paniels. Associate Planner 

1 
Initial Study Preparer 

A ITACHMENTS: I 1. Harbor Master Plan Phase II Report (under separate cover) 
2. Project Description of Draft Harbor Master Plan Preliminary Recommendations 

I 
3. New Square Footage and Changes of Use Associated with Preliminary Recommendations 
4. Harbor Area Buildings Chart . -· 
5. Traffic and Parking Study, 916191 - ~ Tc.clliu.l ~ · 
6. Archaeological Assessment, 9/91 (on tile with Planning Division) 4<1 

I 7. Historic Structures Evaluation. 8/91 and 2/19/92 -see l<:>du'\.Lc.a._Q_ ,.._1 ~, 
8. Landmarks Commiaee Minutes. 1/2/91 and 2/26/92 
9. Leaer from Fire Marshall, 8/16/91 

I 10. Transportation Memo, 3125/92 . 
11. Draft Harbor Master Plan Water Study, 3127/92 -~ ~ Uc- .)2~:]1 ~ 

I 
I 
.I 
I 
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Appendix H 

TRAFFIC AND PARKING STUDIES 

JUNE 19, 1995 
(Addressing the Naval Reserve Building Project) 

SEPTEMBER 12, 1991 
(See Technical Appendix) 

OCTOBER 9, 1991 
(See Technical Appendix) 

Prepared by: 

Associated . Transportation Engineers 
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ASSOCIATED TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS 
100 N. Hope Avenue, Suite 4. Santa Barbara, CA 93110 • FAX (805) 682-8509 • (805) 687-4418 

Maynard Keith Franklin, P.E. 
AobertL.. Ferie, P.E. 
Richerd L.. Pool, P.E. 
Sea= A. ScheU, AICP 

May 30, 1995 

Ms. Pat Saley 
Pat Saley & Associates 
693 Circle Drive 
Santa Barbara, CA 93018 

TRAFFIC AND PARKING ANALYSIS FOR THE 

95030LOl.L TR 

NAVAL RESERVE BUILDING PROJECT -- CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 

The following letter provides information on the traffic and parking impacts that would result 
from the currently proposed uses for the Naval Reserve Building Project compared to those 
uses analyzed in the Harbor Master Plan (HMP). It is our understanding that the traffic and 
parking analyses will be used by the City to review the significance of potential impacts 
associated with the proposed Naval Reserve Building uses, within the context of the HMP. 

REVISED NAVAL RESERVE BUILDING USES 

Two options are being considered for the uses within the Naval Reserve Building. Both 
options would retain the existing 17,500 square-foot building and include restauran~ museum, 
office and retail space within the area of the building previously approved for use as office 
space. Table 1 shows the uses currently proposed for each option. 
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Ms. Pat Saley Page 2 May 30, 1995 

Table l 
Naval Reserve Building Proposed Uses 

Option 1 - Proposed Uses 
Restaurant 3,282 S.F. 
Museum 3,070 S.F. 
Office 1,664 S.F. 
Retail - 520 S.F. 

Subtotal 7,496 S.F. 

Approved Uses 
Office -7496 S.F. 

NET CHANGE 0 S.F. 

Option 2 - Proposed Uses 
Restaurant 2,270 S.F. 
Museum 3,070 S.F. 
Office 1,664 S.F. 
Retail - 520 S.F. 

Subtotal 6,484 S.F. 

Approved Uses 
Office -6,484 S.F. 

NET CHANGE 0 S.F. 

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

Trip Generation 

Friday P.M. peak hour and Sunday P.M. peak hour trip generation estimates for Options 1 
and 2 were calculated based on the trip generation rates used in the HMP, which were derived 
primarily from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation reports and the 
San Diego Traffic Generators report. 1 Tables 2 and 3 show the Friday and Sunday peak hour 
trip generation estimates for each development option. 

1 Trip Generation. Institute of Transportation Engineers, Fourth and Fifth Editions, 1987 
and 1991. 

San Diego Traffic Generators, San Diego County Association of Governments, 1992. 
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Ms. Pat Saley Page 3 May 30, 1995 

Table 2 
P.M. Peak Hour Trip Generation Estimates 

· Option 1 - Naval Reserve Building Proposed Uses 

Proposed Uses 
Restaurant 3,282 SF 0.50 125 12 3.80 6 
Museum 3,070 SF 0.50 4.92 8 4.92 8 
Office 1,664 SF 1.00 2.91 5 0.58 1 
Retail • ~~Q §F 0.50 4.96 :.l 4.96 :.l 

Subtotal 7,496 SF 24 14 

Approved Uses 
Office -7,496 SF 1.00 2.91 -22 0.58 -4 

NET NEW TRIPS +l + 10 

Table 2 indicates that the Option 1 uses proposed for the Naval Reserve Building would 
generate a net increase of 2 trips during the Friday P.M. peak hour and 10 trips during the 
Sunday P.M. peak hour. 

Table 3 
P.M. Peak Hour Trip Generation Estimates 

Option 2 - Naval Reserve Building Proposed Uses 

Land Uses 

Proposed Uses 
Restaurant 2,270 SF o.so 7.25 8 3.80 
Museum 3,070 SF 0.50 4.92 8 4.92 
Office 1,664 SF 1.00 2.91 s 0.58 
Retail • ~~Q §F o.so 4.96 :.l 4.96 

Subtotal 6,484 SF 20 

Approved Uses 
Office -6,484 SF 1.00 2.91 - 19 0.58 

NET NEW TRIPS + 1 

4 
8 
1 

:.l 
12 

-4 

+8 

As shown in Table 3, the Option 2 uses proposed for the Naval Reserve Building would 
generate a net increase of 1 trip during the Friday P.M. peak hour and 8 trips during the 
Sunday P.M. peak hour. 
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Ms. Pat Saley Page4 May 30, 1995 

In order to quantify the revised HMP trip generation estimates, the net additional trips resulting 
from the proposed uses for the Naval Reserve Building were added to the trip estimated in the 
HMP. Table 4 shows the revised HMP trip generation estimates based on the Option 1 and 
Option 2 use development scenarios. 

Table 4 
Revised I:IMP Trip Generation Estimates 

·.•.•. . .•••. >• · .••. :··· : .· • >. > :·. . . . . 

· P.M. Peak !'flips ·. · ··•···· 

Land UseScenario •·••· Frid~~ J ..... S~9d@)'S· .. ·.··• 
Harbor Master Plan 40 30 

Option 1 +2 + 10 

OPTION 1 REVISED TRIPS 42 40 

Harbor Master Plan 40 30 

Option 2 + 1 +8 

OPTION 2 REVISED TRIPS 41 38 

Table 4 indicates that the revised HMP would generate a total of 42 trips during the Friday 
P.M. peak hour and a total of 40 trips during· the Sunday P.M. peak hour with Option 1. 
Option 2 would generate a total of 41 trips during the Friday P.M. peak hour and a total of 38 
trips during the Sunday P.M. peak hour. 

Traffic Impacts 

Potential project·specific and cumulative traffic impacts were evaluated assuming the revised 
HMP trip generation estimates presented in Table 4. As reported in the HMP, all of the study
area intersections currently operate at acceptable levels of service and would continue to 
operate acceptably with the exception of the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection. The 
traffic impact analysis presented below therefore focuses on the Castillo Street/Montecito Street 
intersection (as the net additional traffic generated by the Options 1 and 2 use scenarios for the 
Naval Reserve Building - I 0 trips or less - would not change levels of service at the other 
study-area intersections). As a worst case, impacts associated with Option 1 were assessed 
given the higher trip generation estimate for that scenario. Impacts associated with Option 2 
would be the same, however, given that the trip generation estimates are nearly identical to 
Option 1 . 
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Ms. Pat Saley Page 5 May 30, 1995 

Existing volumes for the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection were provided by City 
staff, while cumulative volumes were obtained from Penfield & Smith Engineers - the firm 
that recently updated the cumulative level of service forecast for the City. 

PrQiecl-Specific · Analysis 

The City's project-specific traffic impact threshold states that if a project causes the volume-~. 
capacity (VIC) ratio of an intersection to exceed 0.77, or'ifthe project increases the VIC ratio 
by 0.01 at an intersection which already exceeds VIC 0.77, the project's impact is 
considered significant . . . 
The HMP identified a significant project-specific impact at the Castillo Street/Montecito Street 
intersection during the Friday P.M. peak hour, as the VIC ratio would increase by 0.016, which 
exceeds the City's project-specific impact threshold for intersections operating in excess of VIC 
0.77. However, there were no significant impacts at this location during the Sunday P.M. peak 
hour. 

The project's impact to the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection was calculated 
assuming the revised uses proposed for the Naval Reserve Building. The results of these 
calculations are summarized in Table 5. 

TableS 
Castillo Street/Montecito Street 

Existing and Existing + Project Levels of Service 

Analysis Period 

Friday P.M. Peak Hour 

Sunday P.M. Peak Hour 

Existing 

0.8410 

0.74/C 

0.8610 

0.76/C 

0.017 

0.015 

Table 5 indicates that the additional traffic added by the revised land uses proposed for the 
Naval Reserve Building would incrementally add to the sigruficant impact identified for the 
Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection during the Friday P.M. peak hour period. Table 5 
also shows that because Sunday operation remains below the 0.771C threshold with the addition 
of the new traffic, a significant impact would not occur during this time period. 

Cumulatiye Traffic Impacts 

The City's cumulative traffic impact threshold states that if a project adds one or more trips 
to an intersection which is forecast to operate at a VIC ratio exceeding 0. 77 with cumulative 
traffic volumes, the project's contribution is considered a significant cumulative impact. 
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Ms. Pat Saley Page 6 May 30, 1995 

As with the project·specific analysis, the HMP identified a significant cumulative impact at the 
Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection during the Friday P.M. peak hour, as the V/C ratio 
would be above 0. 77 and the HMP would add more than one trip to the intersection. However, 
no significant cumulative impact was identified at this location during the Sunday P.M. peak 
hour, as the V/C ratio would be below 0.77. 

Cumulative levels of service were calculated for the intersection based on the recently updated 
cumulative volumes forecasted by Penfield & Smith Engineers for the City. Table 6 presents 
the results of the level of service computations. 

Table 6 
Castillo Street!M:ontecito Street 

Cumulative + Project Levels of Service 

Friday P.M. Peak Hour 0.88/D 

Sunday P.M. Peak Hour 0.79/C 

30 

25 

The information presented in Table 6 indicates that traffic generated by the revised HMP 
(including the proposed new restaurant) would contribute to a significant cumulative impact 
at the Castillo Street/Montecito Street intersection on Fridays and Sundays by adding more than 
one peak hour trip to the intersection, which is forecast to operate in excess of the 0. 77 
threshold with cumulative volumes. 

PARKING ANALYSIS 

Table 7 summarizes the parking demands associated with the HMP with the uses now proposed 
for the Naval Reserve Building Project. The City's methodology for assessing the significance 
of environmental impacts related to parking has traditionally involved the use of an 85% 
parking occupancy threshold. 
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Table 7 
Revised Harbor Master Plan ParkiD.a Demand Estimates 

+51 +17 +24 +SO 

+18 +24 +35 +12 +17 +34 

110 122 177 161 

Revised HMP - Option 2 i04 161 61 145 

As reported in the HMP, more than adequate parking is available in the waterfront area to 
accommodate parking generated by the HMP. The additional parking demands generated by 
the revised HMP would not exceed available reserve parking supplies in the study area at 
anytime during the day, and overall parking occupancy within the study area would remain 
below the City's 85% utilization threshold. Therefore, the effect of the revised. HMP 
4evelopment on the Harbor-area parking supply would be insignificant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

As stated in previous sections, the proposed revisions to the Naval Reserve Building Project 
would result in significant project-specific and cumulative traffic impacts at the Castillo 
Street/Montecito Street intersection by adding peak hour traffic in excess of adopted City . 
thresholds. Construction of planned improvements at the Castillo Street/Montecito Street 
intersection would mitigate the project-specific and cumulative impacts identified above. The 
City has planned a two-phase improvement project for the intersection. Information provided 
by the City Transportation Division indicates that the Phase I improvement project, scheduled 
to be completed in late 1995, involves lane additions and removal of the east-west split phasing 
on Montecito Street. With these improvements in place, the intersection would operate at 
0.65/B with existing traffic volumes and at 0. 74/C with cumulative traffic volumes on Fridays. 
Operations on Sunday would also improve to acceptable conditions, given that peak hour 
Sunday volumes at the intersections are lower than peak hour Friday volumes. The Phase ll 
improvement project, which is not scheduled at this time, involves lane additions to Castillo 
Street and removal of the north-south split phasing. This project will further improve 
operations at the intersection when completed. 
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Ms. Pat Saley Page 8 May 30, 1995 

This concludes our analysis of the potential traffic and parking impacts associated with the 
currently proposed uses for the Naval Reserve Building Project. Please contact us if you have 
questions regarding the analysis. 

Associated Transportation Engineers 

Dan Dawson 
Transportation Planner 

DLD/RLF 

cc: Mr. John Greer, City of Santa Barbara Waterfront Department 
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APPENDIX I 
HARBOR MASTER PLAN DESIGN GUIDELINES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background 

. The restoration of Stearns Wharf In the 1970s established a •historic maritime• theme for the . · 
buildings on the Wharf. The balance of the harbor area ·has been lacking a stated architectural 
theme. 

The City's LOcal Coastal Plan includes an action of Polley 7.2 relating to the aesthetics of the study 
area: 

Establish a design theme for both the Harbor and Wharf structures which reflects a historic 
maritime setting for the Wharf and a Mediterranean/Hispanic setting for the Harbor. 

Waterfront Area Design Guidelines were developed as a result of the Local Coastal Plan (LCP); 
however, those guidelines do not specifically apply to the Wharf or the Harbor Area. While most of 
the area is zoned Harbor Commercial, a small portion of West Beach and Palm Park are zoned PR 
which is Parks and Recreation/open space. 

Section Ill H of the Waterfront Guidelines for the PR (Parks & Recreation/Open Space) Zone 
states: 

Architecture: Any structures located in public parks or other public areas should be 
traditional Hispanic in style to reflect the Santa Barbara Image. 

Landscaping: All trees in City parks should be replaced on an ongoing basis, but not in such 
abundance that views of the harbor, Waterfront or City are obscured. Palms are generally 
encouraged. 

These guidelines are an expansion of Section Ill H of the Waterfront Area Design Guidelines for 
the Coastal Zone. 

B. Purpose of Guidelines 

The purpose of the Harbor Master Plan Design Guidelines Is to establish policies and design 
themes for the Harbor and Steams Wharf area to aid designers, planners and City Staff in making 
decisions relative to architectural and related development In the Harbor Master Plan study area. 

These Design Guidelines are Intended to be used in conjunction with the most recently adopted 
Architectural Board of Review (ABR) Guidelines. 
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Harbor Master Plan Design Guidelines October 1995 

c. Goals/Objectives 

The overall goal for the entire Harbor Master Plan area is to provide for visual compatibility through
out the area. While different architectural styles occur in various locations, the landscaping, 
lighting, signage, colors, etc. can be used to tie the area together visually. Goals for specific areas 
are: 

1 • Stearns Wharf - The architectural style for new structures and other improvements on the 
Wharf shall be in keeping with the Coastal Marine style that has been establish~d. 

2 • West Beach/Rock Groin/Los Banos Area - The architectural style in this area should 
reflect the "Santa Barbara style" of architecture consistent with simpler utilitarian buildings in 
El Pueblo Viejo District. 

3 • Harbor Commercial Area - These Design Guidelines are intended to recognize and 
promote the charm and variety of architectural styles that exist in the Harbor Commercial 
Area while allowing for the gradual transition to traditional Santa Barbara architectural styles. 
Much of this charm is because it is a working harbor with a mixture of commercial fishing and 
other ocean dependent activities as well as ocean related and visitor serving uses. The 
Guidelines strive to maintain and create a variety of character within the Waterfront through 
the use of building massing, detailing, color, landscaping and signage to preserve the 
vitality of the waterfront for the visitor and user. New buildings in the area and major 
remodels (defined as a remodel that exceeds in cost 50% of the valuation of the existing 
building as defined by the Uniform Building Code} shall be in the traditional Santa Barbara 
style of architecture, particularly those that face east toward the Harbor. 

II. HARBOR MASTER PLAN SUB AREAS 

The Harbor Master Plan area is subdivided into four basic areas for consideration in these design 
guidelines. 

A. Stearns Wharf 

This includes the entire Wharf, the State Street/Cabrillo Boulevard intersection, the Mission Creek 
outfall and portions of Palm Park within the study area. 

B. West Beach/Rock Groin/Los Banos 

This area includes the portion of West beach lying between the Wharf and the boat launching 
area, including the rock groin. 

C. Harbor Area 

The Harbor is comprised of several areas that have distinct identities and therefore they should be 
developed in different ways. These include: 
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1 ·• Harbor Commercial Area - The Harbor Commercial area is the area between the marinas 
on the east, Lama Alta Drive on the west, the ocean on the south and Shoreline Drive on 
the north. The most prominent building in this area Is the Naval Reserve Building. All of 
these buildings and structures (piers, etc) are City owned. 

2 . Slips and Reatrooms - This area is generally that portion of the Harbor containing slips, 
Navy Pier and the adjacent fringe of land co.ntaining restrooms, walkways and landscaping: 

D. Parking 

This includes the public and assigned parking along Harbor Way and the Harbor, Leadbetter East 
and West and La Playa East and West Parking Lots. 

Ill. DESIGN GUIDELINES 

A. Specific Sub Areas 

1. Wharf 

a. General Description - The architectural character of the Wharf buildings was established 
during the redevelopment of the Wharf in the 1970s. The Coastal Marine style should 
be continued for any additional construction on the Wharf. Variety of roof shapes, 
window sizes and wood siding material should be encouraged. 

b. Wall Materials- Walls should generally be of wood siding such as bevel siding, board 
and batten, shingle or similar wood materials. Doors and windows should be wood 
trimmed. 

c. Roofing Material - Roofing materials shall comply with City ordinance for roofing 
mater~ls. Standing seam copper, galvanized steel, or terne roofing with traditional 
detailing is permitted. Corrugated galvanized steel and asphalt roofing shingles are 
allowed. 

d. .QQJm - Building body colors should be subdued grays and earth tones reflecting 
weathered natural materials typical of Coastal Marine architecture. Accent colors for trim 
and small areas of color should be complementary to the building color. 

2 . West Beachll.aunch Ramp/Rock Groin 

a. General Oescrjotion - New construction in this area should be Santa Barbara Regional 
Style. Architecture should be compatible with the buildings which front Cabrillo 
Boulevard, including Los Banos Pool. New construction would most probably house 
the Harbormaster's office, provide visitor slips for arriving boats and other visitor serving 
functions. It is appropriate to create a complex with a Santa Barbara style which will be 
the visual focal point of the Harbor area. Architectural design should create a variety of 
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Harbor Master Plan Design Guidelines October 1995 

roof shapes, window configurations and facades so as to create the sense of smaller 
individual buildings. To be avoided is the large one-building "project• feeling which 
could easily result with new construction. 

Site planning should take care to provide and encourage pedestrian use with seating 
areas and viewing places provided since this will be an active area of the Harbor . 

b. wan Materials - Wall Materials should be predominately plaster typical of Santa Barbara 
architecture. Small areas of natural sandstone may be appropriate. Door and window 
openings shall be deeply recessed in walls to reflect the thick wall Mediterranean 
character. Heavy textured plaster is to be avoided. Details should be simple to reflect 
the utilitarian nature of the building, if appropriate . . . 

c. Roofing Materials - Roofing material shall be red clay, two-piece mission tile or other 
roofing materials that are compatible with the building's architecture: 

d. .QQJQr- The major building mass should not be limited to white or off white colors. Trim 
and accent colors should be consistent within each building mass but should vary 
between buildings. 

3 • Harbor Commercial 

a. General Description - The long term goal of these guidelines is to establish a Santa 
Barbara style which is influenced by Mediterranean architecture for the Harbor 
commercial area. Since the majority of the area is currently developed, it is understood 
that achievement of this goal will take time. 

1) Small Additions 

Small additions and minor remodel work (defined as an addition or remodel work 
that does not exceed in cost 50% of the valuation of the existing building as 
defined by the Uniform Building Code} should be consistent with the existing 
character of the building. Existing buildings of non-Mediterranean style shall be 
made to conform to the Santa Barbara theme if additions of greater than 2,000 sq. 
ft. or if major remodeling is undertaken. 

2} New Buildings or Major Remodels 

New buildings and major remodels (defined as remodel work that exceeds in cost 
50% of the valuation of the existing building as defined by the Uniform Building 
Code) shall be of a traditional Santa Barbara style. The architectural design 
should create a variety of roof shapes, window configurations and facades so as 
to create a sense of small individual buildings. Buildings used for utilitarian 
purposes such as boat maintenance yard, City Harbor maintenance, storage 
buildings, should reflect the nature of these uses and be simple in their design to 
complement other more detailed structures in their immediate vicinity. 
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b. Wall Materials ~ Wall materials should be predominately plaster typical of Santa Barbara 
architecture. Door and window openings should be deeply recessed in walls to reflect 
the thick wall Mediterranean character. Heavy textured plaster is to be avoided. Details 
should be simple to reflect the utilitarian nature of the building, if appropriate. 

Wall materials for remodeled buildings shall be of the same generally predominant 
material on the existing building or other compatible siding material. Window and dOor 
openings should be wood trimmed. Additions and remodels shall enhance existing 
structure. -

c. Boot Materials· Roof materials for Santa Barbara style buildings shall be red clay, two
piece mission tile or other roofing materials that are compatible with the building's 
architecture. Roof material for remodeled buildings shall match or be compatible with 
existing roofing of the building. 

d. .QQim • Color for Santa Barbara style structures should not be limited to white or off· 
white. Trim and accent colors should be consistent within each building mass but 
should vary between buildings. 

4 • Slips and Restrooms 

a. General DesqjDtjoo • Structures located on floats in the Harbor slip area or structures 
constructed on exposed pilings should be Coastal Marine style. Other structures 
located on the fringe of this sub area should be Santa Barbara style. 

b. Materials and colors - Materials and colors for structures should be as described above 
for Coastal Marine and Santa Barbara style structures. 

5. Parking 

a. General Descriotjon • The public parking areas are an important aspect of the Harbor 
area providing for view corridors to the ocean and mountains. Structures within these 
parking areas including buildings, walls and other similar structures should be Santa 
Barbara style. 
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b. Materials and colors - Materials and colors for walls and other structures should reflect 

1 the architectural style that is predominate in the area. 

c. ·parking areas- Parking areas shall incorporate canopy trees such as Monterey Cypress 

1 and California Sycamore and other types of trees compatible with existing plantings in 
the area. Palms are encouraged. 
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B. Area Wide Guidelines 

1 . Landscaping 

a. Landscaping shall serve as a significant unifying element throughout the Harbor 

Master Plan area. 

b. Landscaping shall be compatible with existing landscaping within the Harbor Master 

Plan Area and the neighboring areas. Landscaping should complement existing and 
proposed structures and parking. 

c. Landscaping should be simple and serve as color accents or sculptural elements 
complementing the structure and space in which it is placed. 

d. To the maximum extent possible, storage, utility and parking areas shall be screened 
with fences, solid walls or landscaping along public circulation ways. 

e. Pedestrian areas should be e~hanced with suitable ground cover, low to medium 
shrubs and canopy trees for shade. 

f. All new landscaping shall be of drought tolerant, low water using and low maintenance. 

Provide irrigation systems for planted areas. 

g. Landscaping is not required or encouraged on the Wharf or slip sub areas. 

2 . Street Furniture 

Pedestrian activities are encouraged wherever possible. Seating areas should be created 
to accommodate the casual user of the Harbor Master Plan area. Built-in seating areas which 
are vandal proof should be incorporated into construction wherever practical. Free standing 
benches and seating areas with tables are also encouraged as long as pedestrian access is 

not impeded. 

Trash receptacles shall be provided at reasonable locations to encourage disposal of litter. 
Where possible, receptacles for trash containers should be incorporated into walls and 
other structures to minimize visual distractions. 

Railings, bollards and other safety and traffic control features should be designed to be 
compatible with the architectural style of the sub area in which they are placed. 

3. Lighting 

Lighting can provide a unifying element in the night time appearance of the Harbor. It is a 
goal of these guidelines to establish a type of light source which will create a more uniform 
coloration of'the light as historically was created by use of incandescent lighting. Lighting 
design in the Harbor area should be carefully considered to minimize glare and harsh, bright 
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light sources. Lighting shall be designed to provide for public safety. Much of the Harbor 
area Is viewed from adjacent motel buildings, restaurants and by night time pedestrians, 
motorists and boaters. Lighting and light ·fixtures lhaH be designed for pedes-trian scale. 
Parking area light standards shall be a maximum of fourteen (14) feet in height. 

4. Slgnage 

Signage within the Harbor Master Plan area shaU conform to the City of Santa Barbara sign 
ordinance. 

A sign program should be developed for general signage In the Harbor Master Plan Area 
Including directional, information and other basic slgnage. 

A building sign program shall be developed to unify the Harbor area. A similar sign program 
has been developed for the Wharf. Much of the Harbor area is of a pedestrian nature and 
signage should be kept in scale for pedestrian viewing: 

5. Utilities 

a Trash and equipment enclosures shall be planned as an Integral part of the individual 
projects. (Their detailing and the materials used should reflect the project's overall 
design). 

b. Roof-top equipment shall be screened from ground level viewing and painted out to 
final roof color. Where roofs are visible from 2nd and 3rd floor viewing areas, roof 
equipment shall also be screened. 

c. To the maximum extent possible, vent pipes should be combined and carried In 
elements such as parapets and pilasters. 

6. Screening 

Screen all material storage areas from public view. Screening shall relate to the adjacent 
project's design character. 

7. Paving 

a. Where possible, large expanses of asphaltic paving in parking areas should be divided 
into smaller units with a different material. 

b. Pedestrian walkways, plazas and other pedestrian ways should use materials and 
patterns compatible with the Santa Barbara style. Colored and textured concrete, tiles 
and scoring patterns are encouraged. Pedestrian areas shall conform to the Santa 
Barbara Paver Surfaces and Transitions Guidelines. 

c. Pedestrian ways in the sandy beach areas may be of "boardwalk" design. 
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PHASE 2 REPORT: HISTORICAL RESOURCE 
NAVAL RESERVE ARMORY 

1.0 Project Description 

113 Harbor Way 
Santa Barbara, CA 

The Naval Reserve Armory, at 113 Harbor Way, is part of the complex of buildings in the Santa 
Barbara waterfront area (See Figures 1 and 2). The proposed project will remodel portions of the 
Armory for new use as a restaurant, shops, offices and meeting facilities. The City of Santa Barbara 
bought the building from the Navy. The Armory is a City l.andmart. Additioaally it has been 
declared eligible fur the National Register by the Department of the Navy. As a result, a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the building bas been siped by the State Historic 
Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation indicating certain exterior 
elements that must be preserved and stipulating that all proposed work be in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings (see Appendix A for MOA and Appendix B for the Secretary of the Interior's Standards). 
This Phase 2 evaluates the proposed project f9r its impacts upon the exterior of this Landmark 
building and for its conformance to these Standards. 

2.0 Architectural Description 

The Armory is a rectangular two-story building flanked by two slightly recessed one-story ells that 
run the length of the building (Photograph 1). The front (east) section consists of a symmetrical five 
bay main block with a hipped roof; the one-story ells in this section are topped by roof decks with 
parapet walls. The rear consists of a long two-story gable-roof section housing the drill hall. A 
small third-story enclosed observation deck rises from the gable roof; an open weather deck extends 
in front of it and tops the hipped roof. A small ell attached to the north side houses a circular 
staircase. 

The raised foundation is of reinforced concrete on top of steel piers set on bedrock. The walls of the 
first two stories are of reinforced concrete, and the third story is built of wood frame with plaster 
walls. The roofs are red tile, and the walls are painted a textured off-white. Evidence from areas 
where the existing paint bas peeled off the wall indicates that the Armory at one time was ochre· 
colored (Photograph 2). The copper downspouts are painted white. 

The multi-paned steel sasb casement windows are inset in the concrete walls, with a deep reveal 
(Photograph 3). The four windows flanking the entrance door are steel sasb casement windows set in 
fixed French doors of wood. Slim balconies with decorative bronze railings embellish these doors 
(Photograph 4). The wooden double entry door has glass panes in the upper section and inset panels 
in the lower section. The rear double door is of solid wood. 
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Fiqure 1. Vicinity Hap 
U.S.G.S. Santa Barbara Quadrangle 1988 
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The significant decorative elements of the Armory identified in the MOA consist of the Beaux Arts 
style rusticated surround at the front entrance, the four double door window openings on the first 
floor with their ornate bronze railings with the United States seal, the classical molding forming a belt 
course and cornice that runs around the entire building, the fenestration, including the restrained 
W.P.A. moderne engaged columns in the surrounds of the paired windows in the side ells 
(Photograph 5), and .the classical overscale portico on the rear facade with its two-story pilasters and 
molded concrete arch and keystone (Photograph 6). 1 

3.0 Brief History of the Building 

Between 1927 and 1929 a breakwater was built to protect Santa Barbara's harbor. Improvements to 
the area in the 1930s included a concrete promenade constructed on top of the breakwater and a sea 
wall with built-in benches, cast-iron lamp posts and hand rails, and a pair of concrete pylons at the 
shoreline entrance. A new beach built up to the west of the break water, and a Naval Reserve 
Armory was planned for the site during the late 1930s, in response to the war in Europe and the Far 
East. Actual construction of the Armory, a joint City of Santa Barbara, Works Progress 
Administration, and Navy project, began in 1940, and was completed in 1943 as patt of a larger 
Naval Section Base established at the harbor. Designed by local architects Windsor Soule and John 
·F. Murphy, with L.J. Seckels as WPA Supervising Engineer, the building exhibited a combination of · 
WP A Moderne and Spanish Colonial Revival details. The base was used during the war for pon 
security, the operation of a mine sweeper training center, and maintenance of the Coast Guard and 
Coast Guard Rese·rve patrol and safety boats. The Armory was used as a Small Craft Training 
Center. 

At the end of the war the leased land and most of the improvements constructed by the Navy were 
returned to the City. The Navy pier remained under Naval jurisdiction for a number of years, 
providing access for commercial and recreational boating. The Navy retained ownership of the 
Armory building, and continued to use it over the years for Naval Reserve functions and training. 
The City has now acquired the building from the Navy. 

4.0 Assessment of Significance 

The significance of the Naval Reserve Annory has already been established. In August 1994 it was 
made a City Landmark for the following reasons: 

1) The Naval Reserve Armory's character, interest and value as a significant patt of the 
heritage of the City, the State and the Nation: 

2) Its location as headquatters for the Naval Reserve and the site of the Small Craft 
Training Center during World War ll; 

3) Its identification with persons (Windsor Soule, John F. Murphy, and Naval reservists) 
who significantly contributed to the culture and development of the City; 

1 "Memorandum of Agreement". City of Santa Barbara Agreement No. 16,983, 1993. 
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4) Its exemplification of a particular architectural style (Depression Works Progress 
Administration/Hispanic) and way of life important to the City; 

5) Its exemplification of tbe best remaining architectural type in a neighborhood; 

6) 

7) 

8) 

Its identification as the creation, design or work of persons whose effon bas 
significantly influenced the heritage of the City; 

Its embodiment of elements demonstrating outstanding attention to architectural 
design. detail, materials and craftsmanship: 

Its unique location and singular physical characteristic representing an established and 
. familiar feature of a neighborbood.2 

Additionally. the Armory was declared eligible ~or the National Register by the Department of the 
Navy, for its "vital function training personnel to operate and maintain patrol boats, and in protecting 
the coastal waters of the United States. It was also significant as a significant example of the work of 
the Works Progress Administration in Santa Barbara and as the work of Windsor Soule, a significant 
local architect. 3 

5.0 Evaluation of Effects 

5.1 Criteria for Evaluating Effects. Because of its National Register eligibility, a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) was signed by the City, the Navy, the State Historic Preservation Office, and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation delineating the significant features that must be preserved 
in the proposed remodelling of portions of the Armory. These features include "the formed concrete 
architectural detail that frames the front entrance, the two-story molded concrete arch that frames the 
rear entrance, the two-story pilasters at the rear elevation, the two formed concrete horizontal bands 
that surround the building at the top of the first story, the red tile roof, the off white color of the 
exterior walls. and the fenestration. including the four double door window openings on the first floor 
front with the ornate grill work that includes the United States seal" .4 

Additionally other interior elements called out in the National Register form as significant include the 
drill deck .with its herringbone-patterned hardwood floor. the second-level catwalk, and the reinforced 
concrete framed ceiling. 

The MOA also stipulated that all proposed work be in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, and that the plans be 
reviewed by the State Historic Preservation Office. This section of the repon evaluates the proposed 

2 Days. Mary Louise. "Staff Repon. August 3. 1994". 

3 Wall. Louis S. "Naval Reserve Armory." 

• "Memorandum of Agreement". 
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project for its impacts upon the specific exterior features of the building mentioned in the MOA as 
well as for its conformance to the Secretary's Standards. 

5.2 Proposed Work. The City's program for the remodelling of the Armory consists of the 
following items: 

1. Public meeting rOQm at rear of drill hall. 
2. Display/exhibit area in the open center of the drill ball. 
3. Renovation of existing space on either side of the drill ball into commercial space. 
4. Add.ition of a restaurant at the northeast comer of the Armory, with an outdoor front 

patio. 
5. Addition of a Visitor's Center in the southeast comer of the Armory. 
6. Return of the Penthouse Meeting Room to its original ftmction as a public observation 

deck. 
7. Addition of an elevator and ramps for access to all areas of the Armory. 

5.3 Evaluation of Proposed Plans. 

Ramps: The proposed plans provide for disabled access via two walled ramps extending from either 
side of the front steps and wrapping around the building to enter at the existing side doors (see figure 
3: Site Plan). The ramp design necessitates the removal of a portion of the stair walls on the north 
and south sides, as well as the removal of a small portion of the wall return to the right (north) of the ' 
front entrance (see photographs 8, 9). However the proposed ramp design maintains the existing 
relationship between the low horizontal seawall and the Armory behind it. The first stage of the 
ramps. on the east side of the Armory, will rise gradually and be edged with low hedges, to keep the 
ramp subordinate to and separate from the historic fabric of the seawall and the Armory wall behind 
it. This design presents a creative solution to access without damaging significant fabric (Standard 9). 

Elevator: The addition of an elevator shaft to provide access to the third floor observation deck will 
have an impact by enlarging the area so that it no longer resembles the captain's bridge on a ship (see 
photograph 10. figure 4: east elevation). However. its orientation, with the massing sideways, and its 
construction of sympathetic materials to blend with the original make this new construction compatible 
with the scale, color. and materials of the existing building (Standard 9). The original yardarm 
should be replaced to strengthen the nautical reference. 

Raised terraces: The addition of raised terraces flanking the existing terrace on the front (east) 
entrance necessitates the cutting of steps through the existing side walls of the terrace (see figure 3: 
site plan). Because these cuts are reversible. they are acceptable alterations (Standard 10). 
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New door on the east elevation. A new door will be placed within the exisung framing of a window 
in the nonheast ell to service the new restaurant terrace (see figure 4: east elevation). This door will 
be made of metal casement with multi-panes to match the size and scale of the adjacent window. 
Because the door will be set within the existing window opening, this alteration leaves the essential 
form and integrity of the wall intact (Standard 10). 

Provision of fire stairs from second floor. To provide an exterior exit for new fire stairs on the 
southeast elevation. the existing south entrance doors wil1 be recessed (see figure 5: south elevation). 
Because the existing doors and entrance will be retained, and the alteration is thus reversible, this 
alteration meets the Secretary's Standards (Standard 10). · 

New door in nonh elevation. The existing doorway in the north elevation will be relocated further 
west to provide a delivery entrance for the restaurant as well as a required second exit for the 
proposed meeting room at the rear (west) of the Armory (see figure 6: nonh elevation). The new 
stairway will be a. recreation of the old stairway. A suggested. alternate plan was to cut the required 
new door for the meeting room exit on the south elevation. It was this consultant's opinion that 
relocating the door on an elevation already containing a door was preferable to creating a new 
entrance on the south elevation that had never had a door. Thereby the south elevation fenestration 

· was left intact (Standard 1). 

Railing additions to side roof decks: New pipe railings will be added at the upper decks to comply 
with code (see figures 5 and 6: north and south elevations). These railings will not have an impact if 
they are set back from the existing parapet so they do not cut into it (Standard 10). 

Deck extension at the rear entrance and access ramps: 

The non-historic rear entrance door will be replaced with the original exterior doors, that are stored 
in the small building at the rear of the Armory. These doors are venical plank doors with four 
oversize strap hinges on the exterior and a grid. of stiles and rails with chamfered edges. The 
replacement of the concrete ramps at the rear with an access ramp and wall on the north side, central 
steps, and a raised deck on the south side will obscure the watercourse molding (see figure 7: west 
elevation). However the addition of a watercourse detail on the perimeter wall will make reference to 
that detail. The rear elev~tion plan retains the significant architectural features of the rear entrance 
and will add the original doors (Standard 9). 

The proposed alterations to the Armory listed above are in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. In addition the following treatments for the restoration and 
rehabilitation work on the existing building are recommended to meet Standard 5: 

l. Scrape existing finish to see what the original color of the building was. (As noted above a 
preliminary examination indicates that it was ochre at one point. This may or may not be the original 
color). Explore returning the building to its original color. 

2. Scrape window sash to see what the original color was. If not the present color, explore returning 
them to the original paint scheme. 
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3. Remove the paint from the copper downspouts. 

4. Remove the paint from the bronze seals on the front balconies. A historic photograph taken during 
World War II shows that they were not painted at that time. A c. 1950s photograph on the wall at 
the Armory shows them being painted. 
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7.0 Photographs 

Unless otherwise noted. all photographs were talcen by Alexandra C. Cole, September 
1994. 
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1. Naval Reserve Armory, facing west 

2. Close up of ochre paint on wall 
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3. View of fenestration on south facade, facing northeast 

4. Close-up of front F~a~eh windows with balconies, facing west 
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5. Close-up of windows with decorative capitals, facing nonh 

6. Rear facade showing decorative arch and pilasters, facing east 
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7. Terrace wall to be cut for steps, and site of new raised terrace 
beyond, facing northwest 

8. Front facade showing site of new north access ramp, facing southwest 
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9. Stair walls on south side, facing northwest 
Upper portions will be removed 

10. Third floor section, facing northwest 
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Appendix A: MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
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C1ty of Santa Barbara Agreement No. 16,983 

(approved per Ordinance No. 4814) 
li.EXOIUJi.DOX OF AGUE:MEll'l' 

~EREAS, The Department ot the Navy (Na~y) has determine~ th~~ 
. ~h~ ~~nveyance of the Naval Reserve Center Santa Barbara to th_ 
City of santa Barbara (City} will have an effect upon the Naval 
Reserve center Building, also known as the Naval Reserve Armorv 
santa Barbara, which is eliqible for inclusion on the Nationai 
R~gister of Historic Places, and has consulted with the Californ~~ 
·State Historic Preservation O:fticer (SHPO) , . and the Advisory 
~.:.un.:il en Historic Preservation (Council) pursuant to 36 CFR Par":: 
aJC, ragulations implementinq Section 106 cf the National Histor~= 
Preservation Act (16 u.s.c. 470!); and 

WHER.EAS I the City of Santa Barbara parcicipated in the 
consultation and has been invited to concur in this Memorar.d~m ot 
Agreement; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, The Navy, the california SHPO, and the counc:l 
agree that the undertaking shall be implemented in accordance with 
the following stipulations in order to take ineo account t~e effec~ 
of tne undertaking on historic properties. 

Stipulations 

The Navy shall ensure that ~~e following measures are carried out: 

~. The NaV".f shall ensure that prier to the conveya:~ce of -che 
Naval Reserve Center to the City of San~a Barbara, it will cGntact 
the Office of National Register Programs, Western Region, National 
Park Service (NPS), to determine what level and kind of recordation 
is required for the Naval Reserve center. Unless otherwise agreed 
to by NPS, the Navy shall ensure that all documentation is 
completed and accepted by the Historic American Buildings survey 
prior to the conveyance of 't.he Naval Reserve Center, and tha. t. 
copies of this documentation are made available to the SHPO and 
appropriate local archives designated by the SHPO. 

2. The Naval Reser-Ve Center shall be designated as a city 
landmark by the City of Santa Barbara in accordance with chapte= 
22.22 of the City Code, Historic Structures, prior to the 
conveyance of the property by the Navy to ~~e City of Santa Barbara 
or ~ithin one hundred eighty (180) days after the conveyance of the 
property by the Navy to the City of santa Barbara. 

J. The Navy and the SHPO agree that the following exterior 
elements of the Naval Reserve Center contribu~e to the building's 
Uational Register eligibility and should be preserved: the formed 
concrete architectural detail that frames the front entrance, the 
two-story molded concrete arch that frames the rear entrance, the 
two two-story pilasters on the rear elevation I the t~o formed 
concrete horizontal bands that surround the building at the top of 
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the first story, the red tile roof, the off white color of the 
exterior walls, and the fenestration, includinq the four double 
door window openings on the first floor front with the ornate grill 
work that includes the United States Seal. 

4 . The City of Santa Barbara shall develop plans which will 
govern the project. The plans will insure that the expansion of 
existing offices and classrooms on the first floor drill area, thu 

· renova·tion of the second floor caewalk area~ and the construction 
~f an atrium, vill not affect those elements which contribute tv 
the builainq•s eligibility for the National Reqister of Histo~ic 
Places as listed in stipulation three (3) of this agreement. The 
plans shall also insure that all proposed renovation will be done 
in accordance with the atsretary Of the Interior's s;andards for 
Rehabilitation an~ Guidelines for Rehabilitating_ H·isto;z;j.c Bui ldinaJ!i 
(National Park Service, 1983). The City shall provide the SHPO 
fifteen (15) days to comment on the final plans and shall contac~ 
the SHPO for consultation reqardinq any chanqes in the plans, 
designs or uses of construction materials for this projec~. 

5. At any time during implementation of the measures stipu!atad 
in this ag_reement, should an objection 'to any such measure or i t:.s 
manner of implementation be raised by any signatories of this 
agreement or an member of the public, the City shall consult ~ith 
the objecting party to resolve t.'le objection. I! the City 
datermines that the objection cannot be resolved, the City shall 
contact the Navy to resolve the objection. If the Navy also 
determines that t~e objection cannot be resolved, the Navy shall 
request the further comments of the Council in accordance with ~6 

'CPR§ 800.6(b). 

Any recommendation or comment provided by the Council will be 
understood to pertain only to the sul::Jject of the dispute; the 
Na~y's responsibility to carry out all actions under this agreement 
that are not the subject:.(s) of the dispute will remain unchanged. 

6. If any of -t~e signatories to this Agreement believe that the 
terms of the Agreement cannot be carried out, or that an amendment 
to tha terms of the Agreement must be made, that signatort shall 
illll:1eci1ately notify the other si;natories and request consultation 
to amend this Agreement. 
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Execution ot this Memorandum of Agreement and implementation of its 
terms, evidence that the Navy ·has afforded the Council an 
opportunity to comment on the conveyance of the Naval Reserve 
center San~a Barbara and its effects on historic properties, and. 
that the Navy has taken into account the effects of the undertaking 
on historic properties. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Date :_s,h_'t! .... f1_1-' __ _ 
ll. L . KOELLER 
C.lPT..Ull. CEC , USI 
COlOU.HDER 

CALIFORNI STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

c..- Date: --"'-lbf-L/J-7-h __ ~-----
.ervation Officer ~7 

oa te: _s-__._/_j _.../.....;7....,.5"----

Concur: 
CITY OF SANTA BARBARA 

~- 1\~ B~~-
Title She~~a L~ayor 

Attest: 

Date: --;.t.(_l 7~/ Cf3.:-::;_ __ _ 

Approved as to content: 

R. B. Bouma 
Waterfront Director 
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Appendix 8: Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 

Standard I 

"Every reasonable .effon shall be made to provide a 
compatible use for a property which requires minimal 
alteration of the buildmg, structure, or site and. its environment, or to use a propeny for its 
originally intended purpose." 

Standard 2. 

"The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its 
environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or alteration of any historic material or 
distinctive architectural features should be avoided when possible." 

Standard·3. 

"All buildings, structures, and sites shall oe recognized as products of their own time. 
Alterations that have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance shall 
be discouraged." 

Standard 4. 

"Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 
development of a building, structure, or site and its environment. These changes may have 
acquired significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and 
respected." 

Standard 5. 

"Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a 
building, structure. or site shall be treated with sensitivity." 

Standard 6. 

"Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever possible. 
In the event replacement is necessary. the new material should match the material being 
replaced in composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Repair or 
replacement of missing architectural features should be based on accurate duplication of 
features, substantiated by historic, physical. or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural 
designs or the availability of different architectural elements from other buildings or 
structures. " 
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Standard 7 .. 

"The surface cleaning of strucrures shall be undena.k:en with the gentlest means possible. 
Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage the historic building materials shall 
not be undertaken. " 

Standard 8. 

"Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archeological resources 
affected by, or adjacent to any project." 

Standard 9. 

"Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be 
discouraged when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical, 
architectural or culrural material, and such design is compatible with the size, scale, 
color, material, and character of the property. neighborhood or environment." 

Standard 10. 

"Whenever possible, new additions or alterations to strucrures shall be done in such a manner 
that if such additions or alterations were to be removed in the furore, the essential form and 
integrity of the strucrure would be unimpaired." 
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Appendix K 

WATERFRONT DEPARTMENT 

TEN YEAR FINANCIAL FORECAST 

PROJECTED REVENUE AND EXPENSES 

(1992-2002) 
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- - - - - ... - - - - - - - - - - - - -

HJ\RBOR FUND FY 92 FYU FY U FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 91 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02: 
REVENUE PROJECTED PROJECTED PROOECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED 
Leases 

Co11111ercial 484,000 483,000 503,000 520,605 531,826. 557,685 577,2:04 597,406 611,315 639,956 662,355 
Other 145,000 146,000 149,000 150,430 151,115 1!13,333 1!14,805 156,2:91 1!17 17111 159,306 160,135 
Food Service 383,000 .03,452 412,676 427,120 442,069 457,541 473,!155 490,130 !107,284 52!1,039 5U,U5 

----------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------
Lease Income 1,012,000 1,032,452 1,064,676 1,098,15!1 1,132,770 1,168,!159 1,205,!164 1,243,826 1,2:83,391 :1,324,301 1,366,606 

Boat Fees 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
sUp Fees 2,398,000 2,398,000 2,518,000 2,643,900 2,908,290 3,0!13,70!1 l,206,lt0 3,206,390 1,366,710 1,703,380 3,888,549 
Visitor Fees 263,000 360,000 360,000 111,!120 3U,409 395,678 408,339 421,406 434,891 448,808 463,170 
Sklfb/Keyeard u,ooo 1!1,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 1!1,000 1!1,000 15,000 1!1,000 1!1,000 15,000 
WharfagefDoeka 18,000 24,000 24,000 2:4,000 24,000 24,000 24,000 2:4,000 2:4,000' u,ooo 24,000 
Slip Transfer 175,000 193,000 193,000 193,000 193,000 193,000 193,000 193,000 193,000 193,000 193,000 
SUp Waiting L 6,000 5,800 5,800 !1,800 5,800 !1,800 !1,800 . 5,800 5,800 !1,800 5,800 
Liveaboard Fee 43,000 72,000 75,600 79,380 87,:n8 91,684 96,2:68 96,268 101,081 111,190 116,749 

----------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------~ Boat Fees 2,916,000 3,067,800 1,191,400 3, 332.600 3,616,817 3,778,866 3,948, 797 3,961,864 4,140,482 4,501,178 4,706,268 
I 

N Transfers 265,000 220,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 2:00,000 200,000 200,000 

Interest Income 180,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 260,000 

Hiace11aneous 3!1,000 54,600 54,600 !14,600 54,600 !14,600 54,600 54,&00 !14,600 54,600 54,&00 

----------------------------------------------------------- ·--------------------------------------------------- ------------·-----~---------------------------------TOTAL HJ\RBOR REVENUE 4,408,000 4,634,8!12: 4,170,676 4,945,35!1 5,264,18& 5,462,025 !1,6&8,161 !1,720,291 !1,938,473 1,340,079 6,587,474 

-------------------------··-··----------------------------- ·--------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------
EXPENSES 

Salaries/Benefits 1,490,490 1,682.&86 1, 7l5, 321 1,85&,793 1;9u, 769 2,12!1,843 2,:174,652 2,433,877 2,604,2:49 2, 786,546 2,981,605 
Materials ' suppli 685,523 U2, 765 892,32:5 954,788 1,021,623 1,093,136 1, 161,616 1,2!11,532 1,339, Ut 1,432,879 1,!133,180 
Transfers 500,956 481,768 494,494 245, !132 246,048 246,564 247,082 247,601 248,121 248,642 249,164 
Non-Cap EqUipment 10, ,., 27,380 12,600 13,230 ll,lt2 U,5U 1!1, 315 16,081 16,88!1 17,729 18,&1& 
capital EqUipment 320,725 2t7,190 211,700 262,000 542,000 443,000 395,000 204,7!10 2:14,988 225,737 237,024 
Other 1,410,836 1,3!14,638 1,4!16,174 1,459,232 1,462,296 1,46!1,367 1,468,444 1,471,528 1,474,&18 1,477,715 1,480,818 

----------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------TOTAL HARBOR EXPENSE 4,41!1,475 4,666,427 4,808,614 4,791,575 !1,272,627 5,388,497 !1,!170,150 !1 1 62!1,370 5,898,001 6,189,249 6,!100,407 

-------------------------------·--------------------------- ·---------·----------------------------------------- -------·--·-----------------------------------------
Surplusf(Deficit) (11,475) (31, 57!1) (37,U8) 153,780 (8,441) 73,528 98,811 !14,92:1 40,412 150,830 81' 066 

----------------------------·--·--------------------------- ·--------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
n !14 n !15 n !16 n 117 n tl n !1!1 n 00 n 01 f'Y 02 WATERFRONT PAJUCIIIG n !12 ..... OJ"E~ED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED REVENUE PROJECTED r~ 

Lota 45 000 45,ooo 46,:1150 47,7U 4t,17:J 5o,ua: 52,U7 53,7:'11 5
5

,
344 

n,
005 Cabrlllo Eaat 40,000 59 • 000 60 ooo 61,100 63,654 65,564 67,531: 69,556 71,6U n 7!12 76 006 

Cabrlllo weat 55,oo: 124 000 uo:ooo tn,too U7,!117 142,055 141,)16 150,706 155,a:n ut:au U4:61o 
Pal• Parlt Ul,OO 30• OOO 3:11 000 :U,t!IO :115,010 36,060 l7,1U 31,2515 3!1,404 40,5815 41,103 
s. a. street. 2a,ooo 25 • 000 21 :ooo 27,810 21,1u 21,504 3o,:su 31,300 u,ut u,

207 
34,

203 Harbor Weat 15,o:: 105• 000 11o,ooo 113,300 116,691 120,200 123,106 127,520 131,341 135,216 131,
345 Leadbetter · U,o 00 10• 000 1o,ooo 10,300 10,60t 10,!127 11,255 11,513 11,!141 12,2tt u,
6

61 
La Playa E .. t lO,O 5 ' OOO S,OOO 5,150 5 1 305 5,414 5,621 5, 796 . S,t70 6,14!1 6, 

334 La Playa Weat ;•::: 200 • 000 200 , 00o 201,000 212,110 211,545 225,102 231,855 238,110 24
5
,9

75 
25

3
,

354 Harbor one 1
7 

• 4 • 000 4 ,ooo 4,120 4,244 4,371 4,502 4,137 4,771 4,91t 5,
0

1
7 Harbor Two ~!~~~---------!-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 000 • 07 000 124 ooo 142,720 112,oo2 111,112 702,317 723,317 745,01!1 ,

67 441 790 465 
TOTAL LOTS Ill, v , • , 

1 PERMITS 

INTEREST INCOME 

231,000 

18,000 

207,000 

10,000 

211,000 221,5!10 221,550 221,550 232,128 232,121 232,121 244,25!1 2U,25!1 
10,9!11 11,343 11,706 12,080 

~ TOTAL PARKING REVENUE 169,000 124,000 

10,000 

845,000 

10,320 

174,5!10 

10,150 

814,202 !114, 403 
12,461 12,866 

!146,288. !167, 721 919,797 1,024,168 1,on,5at .. -,- -
.!',. 

EXPENSES . 
Salarlea/Benaflta 364,124 361,70!1 376,250 402,511 430,719 410,922 493,187 5

27 710 Materials & Suppliea 4!1,253 44,!112 46,151 4!1,!117 53,411 57,14!1 61,150 15 • 430 
5~~,15: 104;175 141,461 

Tranafera 330,400 285,131 26t,5U . 270,12!1 270,691 271,265 271,134 272 ' 405 272 •0~ 74,!111 10,155 
lion-Cap Bquipent 1,512 1,500 0 0 0 o o ' 

0 
,t 1 213,551 274,1:15 

Capital Bquip•ent 171,950 45,000 60,000 114,500 100,000 157,500 47,000 49 350 51 
0 0 o 

Other 10,1115 10,5!119 15,241 15,280 15,312 15,344 15,371 15'4o!l ,111 54,408 57,l2t 

-------------------------------------------------------------~-·-----------------------------------------------------------~---- 15,441 15,474 15,501 
TOTAL PARKING EXPENSES 935,774 756,551 717,712 I !132,413 870,188 !162,111 811,548 930 305 ---·-;;------------------------~------- - --- !.. .,4,8!16 1,022,51!1 1,073,383 -surpluaJ(Oeficlt) (61, 714) 17,44!1 11,211 C57,8U) u,ou (47,771) 57,740 n,u6 u,101 ---- -·- ..... 1,148 (25,713) 



I 
PERCENTAGES USED I 

HARBQB I All ~. .22 .21 ~ n QQ .Ql. .Q.2. 

Commercial Leases 3.20% 
Other Leases .96% I Food Service Leases 3.20% 
Slip Fees 5% lOt 5% 5% 0% 5% 10% 5% 
Visitor Fees 3.20% -.I-Liveaboard Fees 5% "10% 5t 5% 0% 5% 10% 5% 

Salaries/Benefits 7.00% 

I Materials/Supplies 7.00% 
Transfers .21% {no Har Pres after 94) 
Non-Cap Equipment 5.00% 
Capital Equipment Actual I Other .21% 

WHARF I 
Co~ercial Leases 3.20% 

I Other Leases .96% 
Food Service Leases 3.20% 

Wharf Parking 5.00% I 
Salaries/Benefits 7.00% 
Materials/Supplies 7.00% 

I Transfers .21% 
Non-Cap Equipment 5.00% 
Capital Equipment Actual 
Other .21% I 
PARKING I Lots 3.00% 

~ .n .Ql. 

I Permits 5% 5% 5% 

Interest Income 3.20% 

Salaries/Benefits 7.00% I 
Materials/Supplies 7.00% 
Transfers .21% I Non-cap Equipment 5.00% 
Capital Equipment Actual 
Other .21% 

I 
I 
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EXEctmYE SUMMARY 

Based on our analysis of existing and potential supply and demand for restaurants in the 
market area, we are of the opinion that there is sufficient market demand to support the 
operation of a quality, full-service restaurant of at least 4,500 square feet to be located on 
the Harbor in Santa Barbara, California. Specifically, we recommend the restaurant consist 
of the following: 

• 5,500 to 6,500 square feet 
• 140 to 160 seats - dining area 
• 30 to 40 seats - lounge 
• Open breakfast, lunch and dinner 
• Full menu with table service operation 
• Moderate pricing 

We have analyzed information from a sample of 12 restaurants in the immediate market . 
area. These restaurants provide a reasonable representation of demand in the market in 

· which the subject restaurant will be located. The following table lists these restaurants. 

Restaurant 

Brpphy Brothers 
Harborside 
Hola Amigos 
Chart House 
Eladios 
Harbor 
Longboards 
Moby Dick's 
Palace Cafe 
Micheal's Waterside 
Stonehouse 
Brewhouse Grill 

TABLE 1 
REPRESENTATIVE RESTAURANT 

SUPPLY 

Location 

The Harbor 
Cabrillo Blvd. 
Cabrillo Blvd. 
Cabrillo Blvd. 
Cabrillo Blvd. 
Stearns Wharf 
Stearns Wharf 
Stearns Wharf 
State Street 
Los Patos Way 
San Ysidro Ranch 
State Street 

Number of 
Seats 

83 
253 
180 
112 
100 
240 
225 
160 
75 

120 
106 
110 

Source: PBDDell Kerr Forster 

Meal Periods 
Open 

L,D 
B, L, D 
L,D 

D 
B, L, D 

L,D 
L,D 

B, L, D 
D 
D 

B, L, D 
L,D 

Demand by meal period for these 12 restaurants is summarized in th~ following table. 

L-2 



TAILE2 
RESTAURANT DEMAND SUMMARY 

Total Average ·Sales 
Meal e,aad ,AnnnaJ Covers Cbeq1 em: Sea~ 
Breakfa~t 126,700 s 5.90 s 1,205.00 
Lunch 564,200 9.30 3,.594.00 
Dinner iS3.00D 16.60 8.~.00 

Total 1.643.900 Sl3~ Sl3.763Jm 
1Average food check (does not include alcoholic 
beverages). 

lWeighteQ average. 

Source: Pamaell Kerr Forster 

2 

. Comparatively, the national average sales per seat as reported by the National Restaurant 
Association in 1989 was approximately $8,179. This underlines the overall strength of the 
market area. 

The market's strength is supported in part by the following: 

- Approximately 17,615,000 people visited Santa Barbara in 1990. There were 
approximately 7 ,.571,000 overnight visitors in 1990. In addition, according to 
Waterfront Department offic:i.als Stearns Wharf and the Harbor attract over two 
million visitors anmJally. 

- Eating and drinking place sales per permit for the city of Santa Barbara was 
approximately $484,800 in 1990. Comparatively, the state of California achieved 
eating and drinking place sales of approximately $358,300 per permit 

Eating and drinking place sales for the city and county of Santa Barbara grew at 
healthy compound annual rates of 5.5 and 5.9 percent, respectively, between 1986 
and 1990. 

Developments such as the opening of the State Street underpass, which opened 
in August 1991, the opening of the Paseo Nuevo shopping mall in August 1990, 
passage of the state water proposal, approval for the development of desalination 
plants, the Park Plaza project on Cabrillo (nine acres of parkland and a 150- to 
200-room first-class hotel}, the Hyatt Resort project in Goleta and the proposed 
Harbor project (includes the subject restaurant site) should stimulate future 
growth in the area. 
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Specifically, we are of the opinion that there is sufficient demand to support the 
development of the subject restaurant due to the aforementioned and the following: 

The site's location on the Harbor (coast of Santa Barbara) and the inability to 
duplicate this type of location; 

The strength of demand exlnoited in the market and in particular for those 
restaurants located either on the Harbor or Stearns Wharf; 

-The significant amount of demand currently turned away from Brophy Brothers 
and the Breakwater restaurants due to capacity limitations; and. 

The Harbor Master Plan as envisi_oned with the inclusion of the maritime 
museum would increase visitation to the Harbor. 

Based on our analysis of breakfast, lunch and dinner demand in the market, we estimate 
that the subject restaurant could achieve the following sales levels during a stabilized year 
of operation, stated in 1991 dollars. 

Meal Average Daily Average Food Annual 
Period Covers Check Sales 

Breakfast 175 s 6.25 s 399,000 
Lunch 190 10.50 733,000 
Dinner .2.2n 18.00 l.Sll.OOO 
Total 595 $12.17 2,643,000 

Beverage revenue 661.000 

Total sales S3.3Q4.QQQ 

Source: P8111lell Kerr· Forster 

For purposes of this analysis, we have assumed that the subject restaurant will begin its first 
full year of operation in January 1993. The stabilized year results, stated in 1991 dollars, 
are adjusted to reflect anticipated inflation and a start-up period or the time considered 
necessary to introduce the restaurant into the market The following table summarizes our 
five-year estimated sales level for the subject restaurant, stated in inflated dollars . 
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Year Total Revenue 

1993 $2, 727,CXXJ 
1994 3,434,CXXJ 
1995 4,007;CXXJ 
1996 4;207,CXXJ 
1997 4,417 

A more a.etailed discussion of our analysis is provided in our report to the City of Santa 
Barbara Waterfront Department, September 1991. 
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