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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City of Santa Barbara has submitted a consistency certification for improvements related to 
its Aviation Facilities Plan and related runway safety projects for the Santa Barbara Airport. The 
project consists of the construction of two 1,000 foot long runway safety areas (RSA), a taxiway 
(2,600 feet), the realignment of an existing runway, a multi-phase expansion of the airline 
terminal that will increase the size of the terminal by 22,725 square feet by 2010, a 650 space 
parking structure, air cargo facilities,· 75 T -hangers and a service road. A portion of an existing 
taxiway will be widened (taxiway B) and runway protection zones (RPZ) will be lengthened. 
The primary issues raised are allowable use for wetland fill, the selection of the least 
environmentally damaging alternative, adequate mitigation ratios, the channelization of streams 
to protect public safety and existing development in the floodplain, water quality and 
sedimentation of Goleta Slough, effects on special status plant and wildlife species or their 
habitats, and the protection of archaeological resources and sensitive areas from disturbances. 

The wetland policy of the Coastal Act (Section 30233(a)) imposes a 3-part test for projects 
involving wetland fill: (a) the allowable use test; (b) the alternatives test; and (c) the mitigation 
test. Under the first of these tests the question is whether the project qualifies as an "incidental 
public service purpose." Because the project will be constructed by a public agency, in order to 
provide transportation services to the public, the fill qualifies as a public service purpose. The 
Commission has previously determined that the limited expansion of an existing road or bridge is 
an incidental public service purpose, when no other alternative exists and the expansion is 
necessary to maintain existing capacity. The proposed improvements are incidental to the primary 
transportation facility, a runway. While the location of the runway will be shifted to accommodate 
the runway safety area, the runway length, width and capacity will not change. The project is 
consistent with the allowable use test of Section 30233(a)(5), which authorizes the fill of wetlands 
for incidental public service purposes. 

Alternatives analyzed by the City in the Draft EIRIEIS included a culvert and a "No Project" 
alternative. Neither of these is less environmentally damaging. In addition, during the public 
hearing, the Commission considered an additional alternative, the Engineered Material Arresting 
System (EMAS). The FAA and the City maintained that EMAS was not an acceptable substitute 
for runway safety areas, and the Commission concluded EMAS was not a feasible alternative. 
Therefore, the project is consistent with the alternatives test of Section 30233(a). 

To compensate for the loss of wetlands the City proposes to create and restore seasonal wetlands 
and open water habitat similar to those affected by the project. Additional mitigation measures to 
restore tidal circulation to portions of Goleta Slough are included in the commitments made by the 
City, although this portion of the mitigation would be delayed until the results of a pending bird 
strike hazard study is completed. The mitigation plan included in the City of Santa Barbara's 
consistency certification incorporates acceptable mitigation ratio commitments and locations for 
impacts related to wetlands. The City has further provided an implementation schedule, detailed 
monitoring methodology, performance measurements, contingency plans, and an annual reporting 
process that would contain a quantitative analysis of attainment of performance standards. 

• 

• 
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The City determined that realigning Tecolotito Creek to construct the runway safety area would 
be less environmentally damaging than box culverting of the creek because it preserves open 
water habitat. Realigning the creek using a culvert would require the additional culverting of San 
Pedro Creek, pose potential airfield flooding impacts from culvert blockages and sediment 
loading, degrade habitat for the Belding's savannah sparrow, and may require placing Fairview 
A venue in a tunnel. In addition, the west creek realignment alternative avoids potential 
significant impacts to the designated critical habitat for Southern California Steelhead Trout, a 
federally listed endangered species. The Commission agrees that the culvert alternative is not 
less environmentally damaging, and that the "culvert alternative" would have resulted in long­
term habitat modifications that have the potential to create barriers to migration for which there 
is no feasible mitigation. 

As an area of convergence of five major streams, the Santa Barbara Airport has historically been 
subject to flooding. In 1969 water completely surrounded the main terminal, and in 1995 and 
1998 all three runways were flooded closing the airport for several days. Public buildings and 
structures are threatened with inundation during heavy rains, and the flooding of the runways 
presents a safety hazard that prevents planes from landing or taking off. The project is consistent 
with the stream alteration policy (Section 30236) of the Coastal Act, which allows for the 
alteration of rivers and streams if those alterations or channelizations are necessary to protect 
existing structures in the floodplain, and where such protection is necessary for public safety . 

Continued unmanaged sedimentation could ultimately result in the destruction of salt marsh 
habitat and cause a significant alteration of the slough's flood carrying capacity. The proposed 
project would control sediment by enlarging existing basins along Tecolotito and Cameros 
Creeks during the process of relocating the creeks. In capturing greater amounts of sediment the 
basins will minimize deposits in tidal wetlands of Goleta Slough that continue to affect tidal 
circulation and the conversion of wetlands into non-native uplands. Therefore the project is 
consistent with Sections 30230 and 30231 of the Coastal Act, which protects water quality, 
through the restoration of these areas and the minimizing of adverse effects of run-off and 
surface water flow. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural resources within the Santa Barbara Airport 
Aviation Facilities Plan Boundary has been defined by the FAA as the entire airport property 
boundary, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.2. Archaeological surveys and excavation within 
this area have recorded four prehistoric Native American sites. These areas, including major 
village sites, are characterized by high artifact densities, house remains, exotic trade goods and 
cemeteries. Although the realignment ofTecolotito Creek may require ground disturbances within 
50 feet of moderate sensitivity zones, the city has developed avoidance and mitigation measures in 
anticipation of any intrusion into these areas. 

The Office of Historic Preservation concurred with these measures, and the City's establishment of 
"Zones of Archaeological Sensitivity" to protect archaeological sites and sensitive areas from 
unauthorized excavation and disturbances. Consultation with the California Native American 

• Heritage Commission will take place during construction and a qualified archaeologist will be 
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present. The project is consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act in that the City will 
minimize disturbances to known archaeological resources, and implement planned mitigation 
measures should any subsurface artifacts be encountered. 

The project is consistent with the public access and recreation (Sections 30210-30214), view 
protection (Section 30251 ), public works (Section 30254), and water quality (Section 30231) 
policies of the Coastal Act. These findings are contingent on the mitigation and monitoring 
measures the City of Santa Barbara has committed to. 

STAFF SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 

I. Project Description. 

The City of Santa Barbara has submitted a consistency certification for the construction of two 
1,000 foot runway safety areas (RSA), a taxiway (2,600 feet), the realignment of an existing 
runway, a 49,700 square foot expansion of the airline terminal, a 650 space parking structure, air 
cargo facilities, 75 T -hangers and a service road. A portion of an existing taxiway will be 
widened (taxiway B) and runway protection zones (RPZ) will be lengthened. The project will 
take place in three phases, beginning in 2002 and ending in 2015. 

Phase I construction (2001-2004) 
1. Runway safety area extensions, relocation of the service road, taxiway extension, 

lighting, and navigational aid changes; 
2. Runway protection zone acquisition; 
3. TaxiwayM; 
4. Access routes and parking lot improvements for the terminal expansion; 
5. Air cargo facility (15,000 square feet); 
6. Service road; 
7. 40 T-hangers 

Phase II construction (2005-2009) 
1. Completion of the terminal expansion phase 1 
2. 20 T -hangers 

Phase III construction (2010-2015) 
1. Terminal parking structure (pending additional review) 
2. 15 T-hangers 

Runway Safety Areas 
The runway safety areas at both ends of runway 7-25 will be extended to meet current FAA 
design standards (14 CPR Section 139). The required dimensions for the RSA at the Santa 
Barbara Airport are 500 feet wide by 1,000 feet long and are based on the current design aircraft 
(Boeing 737, MD-80 series, Boeing 727, Lockheed P-3, and Boeing 757) that use the runway. 

.. 

• 

• 

The existing RSA at the eastern end of the runway is 215 feet in length. At this section of the • 
runway 800 feet of existing runway will be converted to a RSA, and the western portion of the 
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runway will be extended and relocated to maintain an overall length of 6,052 feet. The RSA at 
the western end of the runway is 300 feet in length and a 1,000 foot RSA will be constructed at 
this location. 

Runway Protection Zone 
The runway protection zone (RPZ) is a trapezoidal shape that is centered on an extended runway 
centerline. The RPZ is designed to protect people and property on the ground. It begins 200 feet 
beyond the landing threshold, and the dimensions of the RPZ are proportional to the type of 
aircraft that use the runway. Both ends of runway 7 would be shifted 800 feet to the west 
(Exhibit-3). The completed RPZ (500 feet by 1,250 feet by 2,500 feet) would meet current FAA 
standards. 

TaxiwayM 
A partial taxiway (taxiway M) will be constructed parallel to and west of runway 15R-33L. The 
taxiway (2,600 feet long by -35 feet wide) runs in a north to south direction, traverses runway 7-
25 and parallels runway 15R-33L to the west. Taxiway M will provide a direct route for aircraft 
to travel from the parallel runways (15R-33L and 15L-33R) to the north west aircraft ramp. The 
taxiway will reduce the potential for runway incursions by aircraft crossing runway 7/25 and 
15R/33L. 

Access Roads 
Three new access road connections are planned to serve the new parking structure and lots. The 
first connection, located 450 feet south of the existing loop road exit, would serve a new surface 
lot and the planned parking garage. A second connection, 400 feet south of the first connection, 
will serve the new air cargo building and a smaller parking lot. A third connection will be 
constructed, 900 feet to the south and opposite the southbound off-ramp from Route 217. This 
connection will serve long-term parking. The loop road (one-way-40 feet wide) that currently 
serves the airline terminal would be converted to a median divided one-way system. The loop 
would contain two roadways divided by a 12-foot median, a 16-foot curbside passenger 
loading/unloading area adjacent to the terminal, and two 12-foot travel lanes. One of the 12-foot 
lanes would be designated for taxis, shuttles and buses. 

Parking 
An additional 596 spaces would be added to the terminal during the first phase of the planned 
parking improvements. All of the phase one spaces would be at grade. Phase two would add an 
additional 350 spaces with the construction of a 650 space 3-story parking structure in an area 
south of the terminal. The new parking structure (240 feet by 325 feet) has not yet been 
designed, and no visual rendering of the building is included in the EIS/EIR for the Airport 
Facilities Plan. The City states that it will evaluate the need for the construction of the parking 
structure after the completion of phase one of the project to further determine if these additional 
spaces are needed . 
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Air Cargo Facility 
There are currently three air cargo companies operating at the airport, as well as airlines that 
accept freight shipments. Based on the increased demand for this service, a new 15,000 square 
foot facility is planned for construction at the south terminal. Independent air cargo facilities 
will also be located at the site. The new building will decrease the overall square footage 
currently used by cargo activities and enhance customer service. 

T -Hangers and Service Road 
There are presently 55 T-hangers available at the airport. T-hangers are used by general aviation 
aircraft in which the aircraft are parked alternately tail to tail. To meet current demand, and 
accommodate the projected number of additional general aviation aircraft that will need T­
hangers by the year 2015, a total of 185 T-hangers are needed. 

An additional 130 hangers would be constructed beginning in 2002. Seventy-five (75) of the 
above mentioned 130 T-hangers are included in the current AFP and part of this project. An 
additional fifty-five (55) T-hangers are identified as part of the City's Airport 
Industrial/Commercial Specific Plan (Specific Plan), which was incorporated into the Airport 
Goleta Slough LCP (LCP Amendment 2-97) in 1998. 

A new service road is proposed to allow firefighting/maintenance vehicles to access the northeast 
quadrant of the airfield to eliminate potential conflicts/crossing situations with the large jet 
aircraft that are serviced on the Ampersand ramp. The service road will be located just west of 
the ramp. 

Airline Terminal Expansion 
The existing 43,500 square foot terminal will be expanded to 58,989 square feet during phase 
one of the project, with an allowance of an additional 1% increase in size (8,000 square feet) to 
accommodate potential passenger growth through the year 2010. This represents a 14,865 
square foot reduction from the previous 81 ,865 square foot proposal that had been based on the 
airport's historical4% growth rate. 

The terminal itself will be raised two feet above the ·1 00 year flood level, electrical, mechanical, 
and plumbing facilities will be upgraded, a main lobby will be constructed, and safety and 
administrative offices will be consolidated. These improvements involve the demolition of all 
but the historic 1942 portion of the terminal. The 1967 and 1976 additions will be removed and 
the 1942 portion of the terminal will be renovated. Planning and design of the terminal 
expansion would take place during phase I of the project, although architectural renderings of the 
design concepts are included in the EISIEIR. 

The four existing ground loading passenger gates will increase to five, and four new passenger 
loading bridge gates will be constructed at the south concourse which serves regional jets and 
larger aircraft. The two-story concourse addition will include central power and pre-conditioned 
air for aircraft parked at those gates. The improvements will increase the square floor area of 

• 
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passenger holding and ticket counter areas, baggage claim and makeup, rental car facilities, 
airline offices, food and beverage concessions, retail services, sky cap offices, and employee 
facilities. 

II. Background/Project Purpose & History 

The Santa Barbara Airport has been owned and operated by the City of Santa Barbara since 
1941. The airport consists of 950 acres, and is the busiest commercial service airport on the 
California coast between San Jose and Los Angeles. Aviation support facilities and the airport 
consist of approximately 600 acres, and another 300 acres encompass the Goleta Slough and it's 
associated wetlands and tidal channels. The airport is included in the FAA's National Plan of 
Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), which defines the role and future development of public­
use airports throughout the United States. Santa Barbara Airport is classified as a Commercial 
Service Primary Airport, which serves short-haul air carrier routes of less than 1,500 miles. The 
terminal served approximately 793,000 passengers in 1999. 

The original passenger terminal, constructed in 1942, is considered to be eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places on the basis of both its historical and architectural 
significance. It is associated with the earliest period of aviation in Santa Barbara (1918-1942), 
and is an example of the distinctive Santa Barbara Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style. 
It was remodeled and expanded in 1967, and further expanded in 1976 to its current size of 
43,500 square feet. In 1976 the facility served approximately 398,000 passengers. The FAA 
recently completed a formal review of the Santa Barbara Airport's aviation forecast, and 
concluded that by the year 2015, an estimated 1,300,000 passengers would use the facility on an 
annual basis. 

Previous Commission Review 
In 1997, the Commission granted a Coastal Development Permit to the City (4-97-134) tore­
grade 123 acres of the Airport runway infield and taxiway safety areas, including the 
implementation of a wetland restoration and enhancement program that would create some 25.38 
acres of transitional marsh habitat at Goleta Slough. The project was initiated in response to 
Federal Aviation Administration requirements to maintain airport runway and taxiway safety 
areas. 

In 1998 the Commission approved LCP amendment 2-97. The amendment incorporated the 
Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan into the City's LCP, and up-dated portions ofthe Land Use 
Plan and related implementation ordinances. 

Aircraft Operations 
Aircraft operations by definition consist of the total number of take-offs and landings at an 
airport. The City states that in recent years the trend in operations has shifted away from the use 
of small 19 to 30 passenger commuter jets and turboprops to larger capacity regional jets that 
seat 60 or more passengers. Historical operations data are divided into four categories consisting 
of air carriers, air taxi, general aviation and military. Air carriers use aircraft with 60 or more 
seats, air taxis include commuter aircraft having a maximum passenger-seat configuration of 9 
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seats or less, and general aviation covers a diverse range of aviation activities except commercial 
air carriers and commuter airlines. 

In 1999 aircraft operations at the Santa Barbara Airport consisted of the following: 

8,196 
36,647 
122,810 
804 
168,457 

Air carrier 
Air taxi/commuter 
General Aviation 
Military 
Total Operations 

Enplanements 
Enplanements are defined as the number of passengers boarding or departing aircraft. Several 
scenarios used to project annual enplanement growth between one and four percent were 
prepared by the City and are included in this staff report. 

Proposed Terminal Expansion: 
The objective of the restoration and expansion of the terminal building is to extend the useful life 
of the facility, and allow it to function as an efficient, modem airline terminal while preserving 
its architectural character. The "Santa Barbara Airline Terminal Expansion Program Report" 
found that many of the terminal's electrical, mechanical and plumbing facilities, some now 50 
years old, need to be upgraded. The report cites circulation difficulties in the terminal main 
lobby, inefficient operations, lack of support facilities, inadequate lobby and baggage claim 
space, and increased demand for air cargo and general aviation facilities as the primary reasons 
for the terminal expansion. The expansion of the terminal that took place 24 years ago in 1976 
can not realistically meet the current and future passenger demand projected to use the facility by 
the year 2015. 

Existing Terminal Conditions 
Calculations done by the Santa Barbara Airport using FAA criteria for determining space needs 
of the terminal are based on annual passenger enplanements combined with peak hour activity. 
Overall demand is derived from historical measured peak hour statistics and flight schedules on 
the average day of the busiest month of the year. The peak hour activity is then adjusted for each 
future year by the forecasted rate of growth of passenger enplanements. 1 This methodology is 
considered the industry standard for determining space needs, according to the FAA Apron and 
Terminal Planning Manual. 

The methodology is used in evaluating how much square footage is needed for the terminal and 
related support spaces, and is detailed in Table 1-1, Airline Terminal Square Footage by Use in 
this staff report. Based on the cUrrent level of passenger activity at the Santa Barbara Airport, 
the existing terminal built to today' s FAA and industry standards would need to be 
approximately 59,000 square feet, based on 430 peak hour passengers. Some of the square 

1 Draft Aviation Facilities Plan, City of Santa Barbara Airport Department (2001) 
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footage requirements, such as ticketing and baggage makeup areas are derived from FAA and 
industry standards, while the size of passenger hold rooms and the number of bathrooms are 
based on local zoning and building codes. 

Table 1-1 
Airline Terminal Square Footage by Use Comparison 

(Based on peak hour enplanements) 

Existing Sq. 430peak/hr 523peak/hr 636peaklhr 
Footage passengers passengers passengers 

Year 2000 Year 2000 Year2005 Year 2010 

Departure Holdrooms 3,296 6,450 7,847 9,547 
Security Checkpoint 0 560 560 560 
Secure Toilets 0 800 800 1,000 
Landside Toilets 715 800 800 1,000 
Baggage Claim 4,500 5,500 7,000 
Rental Car Area 3,800 4,800 4,800 6,000 
Number of Ticket Stations [141 [15] [18] [22] 
Ticket Counter Area 876 825 990 1,210 
Ticket Queue 857 2,025 2,430 2,970 
Ticket Circulation 961 975 1,170 1,430 
Airline Baggage Make-up 1,196 5,366 6,666 8,366 
Airline Offices 2,495 3,000 3,650 4,440 
Airport Administration Offices 300 1,000 1,225 1,500 
Food/Beverage Concession 280 500 650 800 
Retail Concession 0 150 150 150 
Concession Storage 0 150 150 200 
Sky Cap Office 784 784 784 784 
Contractors Breakroom 3,050 0 0 0 
Security Office 784 784 784 784 
Air 0 0 0 

Subtotal 46,085 52,972 63,957 

13% for MechanicaVEiectrical 4,893 5,991 6,886 8,314 
15% for Circulation 5,516 6,913 7,946 9,594 

Total Area 45,300 58,989 68,025 81,865 

[X] is not included in total area 
Peak Hour Passenger forecast assumes previous 4% annual growth rate (for comparison purposes) 

This analysis is based upon 3 airlines serving the tenninal 
Airline baggage makeup is exterior covered space 
Use of aircraft apron for baggage handling eliminated for new tenninal 

Changes in Terminal Expansion Forecasts 

n4peaklhr %change 
passengers Existing 

Year 2000 

Year 2015 430 523 
Peak/hr 

11,600 95.6 138 
720 

1,000 
1,000 11.8 11.8 
9,000 80.0 120 
6,000 26.3 26.3 

[26] 
1,430 -5.8 13.0 
3,510 136 183 
1,690 1.4 21.7 

10,366 348 457 
5,400 20.2 46.2 
2,000 233 308 
1,000 (<J,;;J '~"' 

200 
300 
784 

0 
784 

0 

74,500 32.0 51.8 

9,685 
11,175 

95,360 30.2 50.1 

Since the Commission previously reviewed this project at its January 2002 meeting, in response 
to Commissioner questions, the City has provided additional information related to the forecasts 
and growth projections of passengers at the airport. While the Airport Facilities Plan currently 
reflects the long-term projection of 4% annual passenger growth, the City has recognized that the 
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phasing of the terminal expansion should be re-evaluated and implemented based on a more 
conservative growth estimate through the period 2010. 

In consideration of events that took place on September 11, 2001, which continue to greatly 
affect the aviation industry, the Airport has revisited the airline terminal expansion component of 
the Aviation Facilities Plan Three issues related to local conditions and the air travel market 
were of immediate concern. The need for increased levels of security, the reduced level of 
passenger activity, and the replacement of the United Shuttle Service with United Express raised 
concerns. After further assessment of these issues and the implications for the airline terminal 
expansion, the City is proposing a phased plan that is need based, in which previously proposed 
improvements would occur only as passenger demand increases and the airlines re-establish 
service in Santa Barbara. 

The City prepared the Aviation Forecasts Summary for the Santa Barbara Airport (Table 1-3) as 
part of the Aviation Facilities Plan (AFP) to guide commercial aviation activities and 
development through the year 2015. The plan's summary provides a basis for comparing several 
levels of growth in enplanements that can then be applied to the relative square footage of the 
phased terminal improvements. The major projects proposed in the AFP, which are based on 
these forecasts, will be correlated to the actual levels of passenger use and aircraft operations. 
These forecasts also consider local population and economic data, as well as regional, state and 
national aviation trends. 

Historic Passenger Activity 
Over the 30 year period from 1970 to 2000, the historic passenger increases at the airport have 
averaged four (4) percent per year.2 This reflects a long-term average, and "reasonable worst 
case" assumption (as defined under the California Environmental Quality Act). In May 2001, 
the FAA completed its review of the Airport's aviation forecast and concluded that a 4% annual 
passenger growth rate is probably too optimistic for the next fifteen years. The FAA states that a 
lower annual growth rate of around 3% appears to be more reasonable. This lower growth rate 
would equate to approximately 650,000 enplanements in 2015, rather than the 750,000 
enplanements that would result from a 4% annual growth rate.3 

Total passenger activity (enplaned passenger activity) described in the City's Aviation Facilities 
Plan shows an average annual increase from 1970 to 2000 of four percent, although extreme 
fluctuations occurred throughout this period. As a result of the Airline Deregulation Act in 1978 
there was some growth in the number of regional airlines serving markets in California and in 
Santa Barbara. In 1980 there were an estimated 216,407 passengers, growing to 341 ,427 in 
1987, a 57% increase in 7 years. By 1~90 this total had dropped to 314,205 and continued to 
decline for several more years, reaching a low of 264,343 in 1995. For the period 1999 thru 
2015 the FAA projects total growth (enplanements) at the Santa Barbara Airport to increase by 
2.3% per year, reaching 550,000 in 2015. 

2 Airport and Planning Commission Staff Report, City of Santa Barbara (2001) 

3 Airport and Planning Commission Staff Report, City of Santa Barbara (2001) 

• 
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In commenting on the Santa Barbara Airport's Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) in the Draft 
Aviation Facilities Plan, the FAA noted a sharp rise in enplanements between 1995 and 1998, 
and that this resulting enplanement spike may be overly influencing the latest forecast revision. 
Overall enplanements increased in 1996 by 27.4 percent, and in 1997 by 25.7 percent. 
Enplanements then fell over the next three years (2.0 percent in 1998, 3.9 percent in 1999 and 
2.0 percent in 2000). Table 1-2, Enplaned Passenger Activity, 1980 - 2000, provides data 
relative to the total number of passengers enplaned each year, which were then used to develop 
these forecasts. 

Table 1-2 
Santa Barbara Airport Enplaned Passenger Activity 1980-2000 

Year Air Carrier Commuter Total Enplaned Passengers %Change 

1980 n.a. n.a. 216,407 -7.2 
1981 n.a. n.a. 187,279 -13.5 
1982 81,618 96,139 177,757 -5.1 
1983 102,555 109,604 212,159 19.4 
1984 134,441 114,865 249,306 17.5 
1985 157,420 104,435 261,855 5.0 
1986 207,961 87,516 295,477 12.8 
1987 225,451 115,976 341,427 15.6 
1988 186,894 125,827 312,721 -8.4 
1989 190,244 133,469 323,713 3.5 
Year Air Carrier Commuter Total Enplaned Passengers %Change 

1990 166,701 147,504 314,205 -2.9 
1991 152,391 141,633 294,024 -6.4 
1992 161,887 127,129 289,016 -1.7 
1993 127,881 134,441 262,322 -9.2 
1994 115,298 163,796 279,094 6.3 
1995 97,964 166,379 264,343 -5.3 
1996 117,898 218,834 336,732 27.4 
1997 159,110 264,212 423,322 25.7 
1998 164,116 250,774 414,890 -2.0 
1999 171,436 227,431 398,867 3.9 
2000 188,315 202,654 390,969 -2.0 

Phasing of Terminal Improvements 
The City states it is currently proposing to construct only the first phase of the Airline Terminal 
Improvements to meet current demand, combined with a modest 1% allowance of growth 
through the year 2010. The second phase of the program would depend entirely on the 
performance of passenger activity levels between the years 1999 and 2008, with a cap not to 
exceed 4% through 2015. If passenger activity is flat, there will be no justification for a second 
phase. However, if passenger activity reaches levels of 1997 and 1998 (annual growth of 25% 
and 27% respectively) then phase 2 of the planned terminal expansion would be proposed. The 
size of the terminal area, relative to annual enplanements, would be based on actual growth 
(between a one and four percent) as shown in table 1-3 below . 
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Table 1-3 
Aviation Forecasts Summary- Santa Barbara Airport 

Base Year Forecasts 
Factor 1999 2005 2010 2015 

Total Annual Enplanements• 
Air carrier b and commuter • 
• 4% annual growth rate used in EISIEIR) 399,000 500,000 610,000 

• 3% annual growth rate (recommended by 399,000 477,000 552,000 
FAA) 

For infonnation: 
2% annual growth rate 399,000 424,000 496,000 
I% annual growth rate 399,000 407,000 445,000 

(a) Enplanements x 2 typically equals total passengers. 
(b) "Air carrier" airline engaging in air transportation under a certificate issued by FAA in aircraft with 60+ seats. 
(e) "Commuter" or "Air Taxi" means any scheduled operation of at least 5 round trips per week between 2 or more 

points in aircraft of 60 or fewer seats. Helicopter and air cargo operations are grouped with air taxi/commuter. 

Phase 1 Improvements 

750,000 
640,000 

548,000 
468,000 

• 

This revised phase of the Airline Terminal improvement program is scheduled to be completed 
in 2008, six years after the projected Airport Facility Plan approval and EISIEIR certification. 
During this period of design, permitting, and construction, some increase in passengers is 
expected.4 Initially, the City had projected expansion of the terminal to 81,865 square feet by the 
year 2010. The Airport now proposes that the Phase 1 improvements be sized to meet today's 
level of passenger enplanements (59,000 square feet) plus an additional 8,000 square feet to • 
allow for 1% growth through the year 2010. This represents a 14,865 square foot reduction from 
the previously planned 81,865 square foot proposal that had been based on the airport's historical 
4% growth rate. 

Year 

1999 400,000 
2010 445,000 
2015 468,000 
2015 548,000 
2015 640,000 
2015 750,000 

Phase 2 Improvements 

Table 1-4 
Projeded Enplanements and Relative Terminal Size5 

Santa Barbara Airport 

Terminal Area 

45,000 sq. ft. (existing) 
67,000 sq. ft.(Phase I) 
72,000 sq. ft. 
78,000 sq. ft. 
87,000 sq. ft. 
95,000 sq. ft. 

Growth Rate 

nla 
1% 
1% 
2% 
3% 
4% 

The level of passenger activity, measured by the number of annual enplanements, will determine 
the need and size of any additional terminal development proposed for phase 2 of the project. 
The City states that between 2008 and 2010 no construction will occur, and that during this time 

4 Airport and Planning Commission Staff Report, City of Santa Barbara (2001) 

s PMSM-MClier Architects (2001) • 
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updated terminal forecasts will be reviewed by both the City and FAA. The evaluation will be 
compared with historic trends, economic information, operational factors, and market demand. 

The FAA has the responsibility to review any such aviation forecasts that are submitted to it in 
conjunction with airport planning, including airport master plans and environmental studies. 
These forecasts of aviation activity are included in the FAA's Terminal Area Forecast (TAF), the 
National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), and analyzed when federal funding 
requests are submitted. 6 

FAA 
The FAA requires that all airports be operated under the provisions of 14 CFR Part 139 
(Certification and Operations), which establishes certification criteria for airports serving 
scheduled air carrier operations for aircraft with 30 seats or more. The FAA requires that the 
airport maintain runway safety areas, and defines the runway safety area as: "a defined surface 
surrounding the runway prepared or suitable for reducing the risk of damage to airplanes in the 
event of an undershoot, overshoot, or excursion from the runway." The Santa Barbara Airport 
currently does not provide the requisite safety area overrun for runway 7-25. 

The FAA Office of Safety Oversight completed a recent study entitled "Location of Commercial 
Aircraft Accidents/Incidents Relative to Runways" which analyzed the causes of such accidents. 
The study determined that improving the existing non-complying runway safety areas to meet 
minimum FAA design standards is necessary to ensure the overall safety of existing aircraft 
operations at the Santa Barbara Airport. Regardless of future passenger demand for commercial 
airline services, the runway safety improvements are required in order to meet current FAA 
safety standards. 

The FAA further stipulates that the safety areas shall be: 

1. Cleared and graded and have no potentially hazardous ruts, humps, depressions, or other 
surface variations; 

2. Drained by grading or storm sewers to prevent water accumulation; 

3. Capable, under dry conditions, of supporting snow removal equipment, aircraft rescue and 
firefighting equipment, and the occasional passage of aircraft without causing structural damage 
to the aircraft; 

4. Free of objects, except for objects that need to be located in the safety area because of their 
function. Objects higher than three inches above grade should be constructed of low impact 
resident supports of the lowest practicable height with the frangible point no higher than 3 inches 
above grade. Other objects, such as manholes, should be constructed at grade. In no case should 
their height exceed 3 inches above grade; and 

6 Forecasting A viation.Activity by Airport, FAA Office of Aviation Policy and Plans, Statistics and Forecast Branch (AP0-11 0) (200 1) 
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5. Safety areas must be compacted to 90 percent of their relative maximum level of compaction. 

Bird Strike Hazards 
Bird use of wetlands in the area surrounding Goleta Slough is a concern to both the FAA and the 
City of Santa Barbara, due the hazards birds pose to aircraft. The FAA is generally opposed to 
increases in wetland acreage in the vicinity of airfields, regardless of the type of wetland and 
habitat. 

The FAA states that wildlife aircraft strikes have resulted in the loss of hundreds of lives world 
wide, as well as billions of dollars worth of aircraft damage. The FAA Advisory Circular 
Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports recommends siting criteria for separations 
between wildlife attractants and airport developments projects. The Circular recommends a 
distance of 5,000 feet for airports serving piston powered aircraft, and 10,000 feet for turbine 
powered aircraft. Given these considerations, the City had not initially proposed a mitigation 
plan for this project that included restoring tidal wetlands, although they are currently involved 
in a long-term project with the Coastal Conservancy to restore tidal circulation in Goleta Slough. 

The City's current study (Tidal Circulation and Bird Strike Study) on tidal circulation and bird 
use of the airport property will assess the feasibility of conducting an experiment to provide 
guidance in determining a long-term wetland restoration strategy for Goleta Slough. The pilot 
study will examine the effects of tidally influenced bodies of water in Goleta Slough on bird 
activity and bird strike hazards at the airport, conduct a field study, and evaluate the potential 
effect on future modifications of the slough. 

The City prepared the Wetlands Mitigation Feasibility Study and Wildlife Hazard Assessment in· 
2000, which determined that the existing conditions at the airport actually pose a greater risk of 
bird strikes, and that the implementation of tidal restoration could reduce the attractiveness of 
several areas within the slough to birds. The FAA deferred to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture to review these findings, which in tum disagreed with the results of the study. 
However, in consideration that safety at the airport could be improved through some form of 
tidal restoration, the FAA determined that an additional study was warranted, even though the 
Department of Agriculture advised against such a study. The current Tidal Circulation and Bird 
Strike Study is the result of this action. 

Goleta Slough Tidal Restoration Project 
In June 1999 the California Coastal Conservancy accepted $938,000 from the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, $200,000 from the County of Santa Barbara, and approved $120,000 of 
Conservancy funding for the preparation of an enhancement plan for the Goleta Slough Tidal 
Restoration Project. This project is distinctly separate from the Bird Strike Study, which was 
requested by the FAA to determine whether tidal restoration would increase bird-strike hazards. 

The Goleta Slough Tidal Restoration Project would entail restoration of tidal circulation to 
approximately 25 acres of degraded salt marsh in the western slough, on UCSB and Department 
of Fish and Game property, and enhancement of 13 acres of surrounding transitional and upland 

• 

• 

• 
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habitat. In February 2001 the Coastal Conservancy authorized $150,000 for the current Bird 
Strike Feasibility Study. 

Status Report on The Tidal Circulation and Bird Strike Hazard Study 
Since the Commission's January 2002 meeting, when this item was postponed, the City of Santa 
Barbara has provided the Commission staff with additional information on this ongoing 
feasibility study (Phase 1 ), which is scheduled for completion in March 2002. There are two 
distinct portions of the study. Phase 1 is currently in progress and the results of that portion of 
the study are nearly completed. Once the results of Phase 1 are prepared, the FAA and its 
consulting biologists must agree with the findings and recommendations in order for the City to 
go forward with the second portion of the study, the field experiment. 

Phase 1 of the Tidal Circulation and Bird Strike Hazard Study consists of: 

1. Evaluation of existing bird strike hazards: Bird surveys on the airfield and surrounding 
areas for an 11 month period, an analysis of bird strike records or incidents at the airport, 
and identification of bird attractants and hazardous bird behavior near the airfield. 

2. Bird use oftidal and non-tidal areas: Mapping of habitats in Goleta Slough and surveys 
of birds in tidal and non-tidal areas . 

3. Analysis of existing tidal and non-tidal areas: Development of topographic and GIS 
mapping, calculation of acreage, characterization of current tidal influence in the slough, 
and simulation and modeling of tidal inundation areas. 

4. Project Development and Identification of Candidate Species for Field Experiments: 
Conceptual plans and construction design details will be completed, an analysis of bird 
strike potential, the extent of tidal inundation, and the development of project related 
design/controls/monitoring and evaluation will be completed. 

5. Environmental Documentation: This portion of the project includes the preparation of 
environmental documents, review of findings, and public meetings and coordination with 
other resource agencies. The second phase of the study, the field experiment, would 
require a Coastal Development Permit from the Commission, and may require a Section 
404 Permit from the Corps of Engineers, a Section 401 Certification from the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California 
Department ofFish and Game. 

FAA Review of Recommendations 
The FAA and its· consulting biologists will review the results ofPhase 1 of the Tidal Circulation 
and Bird Strike Hazard Study. The FAA must then decide, based on the results ofPhase 1 of the 
study, whether the separation between areas of proposed tidal restoration and aircraft operations 
is adequate, considering the FAA's existing siting criteria and previous opposition to increasing 
wetland acreage in the vicinity of airfields . 
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Commitments by the City of Santa Barbara 
Under the assumption that the FAA accepts and approves the City's recommendations to 
proceed, the City of Santa Barbara has agreed to the following additional commitments for the 
airfield safety project. These commitments are incorporated into the City's Consistency 
Certification, and would also be part of any Coastal Development Permit application. 

Prior to submitting the Phase 1 results to the FAA, the City will submit the results to the 
Commission for its comments and recommendations. These comments and recommendations 
will be included in the City's submittal to the FAA. 

1. The City will attempt to pursue a Memorandum of Understanding with the FAA to ensure that 
the terms, conditions, and findings under which the field experiment (Phase 1) is conducted will 
result in a clear conclusion to either conduct tidal restoration or not. Prior to signing any MOU, 
the City will work with Commission staff on the language of any draft MOU, and if the 
Commission so desires, it will be added as a signatory to the MOU. 

2. Upon the completion of Phase 2 of the study, approximately three years from its start date 
(estimated to be 2005) the City will recommend to the FAA that a tidal restoration project 
(partially funded by the Coastal Conservancy) be authorized if such restoration does not increase 
the risk of bird strikes. Again, prior to submitting the Phase 2 results to the FAA the City will 
submit the results of the second phase of the study to the Commission for its comments and 
recommendations. These comments and recommendations will be included in the City's 
submittal to the FAA. 

3. The results of the Tidal Circulation and Bird Strike Hazard Study will be presented to the 
Commission for review. 

4. The City will coordinate with other regulatory resource agencies, including the Commission, 
to identify one or more tidal restoration sites in Goleta Slough, and pursue potential funding 
sources for the implementation of the restoration project. 

5. Once there is authorization from FAA, and concurrence with the Goleta Slough Management 
Committee on the focus of the tidal restoration projects, the airport will act as the lead agency to 
develop a joint implementation of the Tidal Restoration Plan for Goleta Slough with 
participation from U.C. Santa Barbara, the California Department of Fish and Game, and 
adjacent property owners. 

6. If full agreement is not reached, or if any of these agencies or property owners do not choose 
to participate, (the exception being if the Commission or the FAA prohibit or deny tidal 
restoration) the City will continue to implement tidal restoration options to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

7. If tidal restoration is not ultimately approved, the City commits to providing an additional 
13.30 acres of wetland mitigation. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Safety 
The present runway safety area (RSA) at Runway 7-25 is 320 feet long and 500 feet wide at the 
west end, and 215 feet long and 500 feet wide at the eastern end. Minimum FAA design 
standards for C-IV runways require a 500 foot wide by 1,000 foot long RSA. These undersized 
safety areas have not been enlarged in the past as they were constrained by Tecolotito Creek to 
the west, and San Pedro Creek and Fairview Avenue to the east. 

The FAA considers the types of aircraft that use the runway in assessing runway length 
requirements. At the Santa Barbara Airport, jets operating in scheduled service are most affected 
by runway length and are considered the critical aircraft group. Of all the variables considered in 
aircraft takeoffs (payload/elevation/wind speed/runway gradient/air temperature/obstacles) the 
payload, or maximum gross take-off weight of the aircraft and air temperature are the most 
critical. When air is less dense due to higher temperatures the climbing capabilities of aircraft 
are reduced. When runway length limitations are a factor, cargo may be limited or the number of 
passengers and their luggage may be reduced. 

The proposed Taxiway M will allow aircraft landing on Runways 15R33L and 15L33L to access 
aircraft facilities on the northwest side of the airfield without crossing the runway several times. 
Under current taxiway conditions, aircraft landing on these runways must cross up to four active 
runways to access the northwest aircraft ramp area, and this greatly increases the probability of 
runway incursions, or unauthorized runway crossings . 

In the year 2000, the Santa Barbara Airport had the third highest rate of incursions in California 
and the tenth highest in the nation, according to FAA data from 450 towered airports nationwide 
and summarized in the FAA Runway Safety Report 2000. Twice in the past four years, there 
were serious "near collision" incidents involving airplanes either taking off or landing across the 
path of another aircraft, according to FAA. Of California's nearly 40 towered airports that 
reported statistics, only LAX, with five near misses on the runway, has had more near collisions 
over the same period. The Santa Barbara Airport ranks ahead of such major airports such as 
SFO, as well as airports in Oakland and Seattle. 

Goleta Slough 
The City of Santa Barbara Airport and Goleta Slough Local Coastal Program (LCP) (1982) 
describes Goleta Slough as an area of approximately 400 acres, of which 189 acres are classified 
as tidal marsh subject to tidal inundation through natural channels or culverts. Goleta Slough is 
designated "Recreational Open Space" in the LCP. The Goleta Slough Reserve Zone, which 
coincides with the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve, is located 50 feet from the westerly end of 
Runway 7-25. The wetland communities within the slough include open water, coastal salt 
marsh, salt flats, seasonal wetland meadows, riparian woodland, shrub-scrub thicket and 
transitional wetlands. Upland areas include 25 acres south of the main slough channel adjacent to 
the University of California Santa Barbara (UCSB) campus. 

Goleta Slough once occupied an area of over 1,200 acres. The natural harbor extended north of 
Hollister Avenue and east of the airport property for several miles, until sedimentation from 
upstream slopes filled most of the harbor with silt and a shallow lagoon was formed. The slough 
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provides habitat to support a large resident bird population and serves as a resting and feeding 
site for migrating birds using the Pacific Coast flyway. In the 1940's, salmon runs throughout 
the slough and its feeder creeks were a common occurrence, and the slough has supported a 
recreational fishery for flounder. 

Several current and former rare or endangered species have been identified in the slough 
including the Light-footed clapper rail, California least tern, American peregrine falcon, 
California brown pelican, Belding's savannah sparrow, California Red-legged frog, Tidewater 
goby and Southern California steelhead trout. Portions of Tecolotito Creek that flow into the 
Goleta Slough ecosystem are considered Essential Fish Habitat (EFS) for the rex sole and starry 
flounder, which spend part of their life cycle in the tidally influenced portions of the creek. 

Goleta Slough Management Committee 
The Goleta Slough Management Committee includes federal, state and local agency staff, public 
and private property owners, public utilities, and public interest groups and land trusts. The 
GSMC's role is advisory and offers a forum for the review of the proposed plans and projects 
that directly or indirectly impact the Goleta Slough Ecosystem. The Committee has also pursued 
grants and made recommendation relating to wetland restoration and mitigation projects. 7 The 
committee has worked to develop the Goleta Slough Ecosystem Management Plan (GSEMP). 
The plan focuses on the protection and maintenance of the natural diversity of species, habitats 
and ecosystem functions of the slough, and the restoration and enhancement of those resources . 

The objective of the GSEMP is to compile all existing plans and data related to the Goleta 
Slough Ecosystem Management Area, and provide a comprehensive approach to ecosystem 
management and project mitigation in the slough. The policies are advisory and are designed to 
complement those policies of regulatory agencies that retain control over the slough. 

Consistency with Local and Regional Plans 
The City of Santa Barbara states that the proposed project is "potentially consistent" with the 
Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). The plan establishes spheres of influence 
around the airport, and prescribes land use policies, building height restrictions, and 
soundproofing standards. The Santa Barbara Airport Draft Environmental hnpact 
Statement/Environmental hnpact Report (EISIEIR) for the Aviation Facilities Plan (AFP) states 
that the proposed project is potentially consistent with the following plans and policies: 

Santa Barbara Airport.;.Community/lndustrial specific Plan (1998) 
Draft Goleta Slough Ecosystem Management Plan (1997) 
Santa Barbara City General Plan 
City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Plan 
Santa Barbara Airport Aviation Facilities Plan 
City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Plan-Airport and Goleta Slough (1982) 
Goleta Community Plan 

7 Santa Barbara Airport Draft EISIEIR for the Aviation Facilities Plan: pp. 3-152 (2001) 

• 

• 

• 
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Local Coastal Program 
The Santa Barbara Airport and Goleta Slough LCP was certified by the Commission on May 20th 
1982. In 1998 the Commission approved an LCP Amendment which incorporated the Airport 
Industrial Area Specific Plan into the City's certified Local Coastal Program. In the LCP, the 
City describes development that includes the lengthening of runway 7-25 an additional400 feet, 
and an extension of runway 7-25's safety area. Other projects described include a taxiway ramp 
widening parallel to runway 15L-33R, additional aircraft parking and the re-routing of Los 
Cameros and Tecolotito Creeks as they drain into Goleta Slough. The LCP states that no 
additional development can take place within Goleta Slough, and the only area open for 
expansion at the Airport is to the north and east of the slough. 

The Santa Barbara Airport Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(EIS/EIR) for the Aviation Facilities Plan states: "that to construct the airfield safety area 
projects, realign Tecolotito Creek, and expand the airline terminal, it will be necessary to amend 
the Local Coastal Program to remove the affected area from the Goleta Slough Ecological 
Reserve, and rezone the property to Airport Approach and Operations (AAO) and Airport 
Facilities (AF)". Additional areas south of Hollister Avenue near Cameros Creek which are 
designated "Major Public and Institution" would also need to be changed to "Goleta Slough 
Reserve" (GSR) and "Open Space." An LCP amendment is currently being prepared by the City 
of Santa Barbara for submittal to the Commission . 

III. Phased Review 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) procedures require Commission concurrence in a 
consistency certification prior to finalization of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 
issuance of a record of decision (ROD). Consistency review is also necessitated by the fact that 
the project requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In these situations, the 
Commission performs its federal consistency review in a "phased" manner. The "phase" of the 
Commission's review that is before it at the present time is for the limited purpose of assuring 
that the fundamental concept, goals and objectives of the project are consistent with the 
applicable California Coastal Management Program (CCMP)/Coastal Act policies. (The 
standard of review for the subsequent coastal development permit will be the policies of the City 
of Santa Barbara-Airport and Goleta Slough LCP.) More detailed review at this time is 
precluded by the fact that final mitigation measures and monitoring plans have not been fully 
developed. 

At this stage in the review process, the information submitted to date does not include final plans 
or detailed mitigation and monitoring plans. The City has not made final design decisions, and 
several project elements have not been finalized, including: (1) fmal detailed habitat 
configurations; and (2) the biological, water quality, and other monitoring plans. Thus, the 
consistency certification submitted contains. only a conceptual plan and conceptual mitigation 
measures. To the extent mitigation measures have been committed to and described, as 
discussed in the findings below, the Commission is able to make an overall determination as to 

• whether the project is consistent with the applicable Coastal Act policies. Detailed design will 
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follow and be the subject of a subsequent coastal development permit application submitted by 
The City of Santa Barbara. 

In addition, any changes to the project design or mitigation commitments raising Coastal Act 
policy concerns not previously identified could independently trigger additional federal 
consistency review under the provisions of Section 930.66(b) and/or Section 930.1 OO(b) of the 
federal consistency regulations (15 CFR Part 930), which provide for re-review based on 
"changed circumstances" of federally permitted and federally funded activities in which the 
Commission has previously concurred (i.e., based on a determination that the project is having 
coastal zone effects that are substantially different than originally proposed and, as a result, the 
project is no longer consistent with the applicable coastal management program policies). 

IV. Status of Local Coastal Program 

The standard of review for federal consistency certifications is the policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act, and not the Local Coastal Program (LCP) of the affected area. If an LCP that the 
Commission has certified and incorporated into the California Coastal Management Program 
(CCMP) provides development standards that are applicable to the project site, the LCP can 
provide guidance in applying Chapter 3 policies in light of local circumstances. If the 
Commission has not incorporated the LCP into the CCMP, it cannot guide the Commission's 
decision, but it can provide background information. The City of Santa Barbara's Goleta 
Slough/ Airport LCP has been certified by the Commission and incorporated into the CCMP . 

V. Applicant's Consistency Certification 

The City of Santa Barbara has certified that the project is consistent with the California Coastal 
Management Program. 

VI. Commission Decision 

On April 9, 2002, the Commission passed a motion to concur with the City's Consistency 
Certification CC-058-01 and in doing so adopted the following resolution: 

Concurrence 

The Commission hereby concurs with consistency certification CC-058-01 that the 
project described therein is consistent with the enforceable policies of the California 
Coastal Management Program. 

VII. Staff Recommendation 

The staff recommends that the Commission pass the following motion in support of its action: 

MOTION: I move that the Commission adopt the following findings in support of its 
concurrence in the City's consistency certification CC-058-01. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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The staff recommends a YES vote on this motion. Pursuant to Section 30315.1 of the Coastal 
Act, adoption of findings requires a majority vote of the members of the prevailing side present 
at the April 9, 2002, hearing, with at least three of the prevailing members voting. Only those 
Commissioners on the prevailing side of the Commission's action on the consistency 
certification are eligible to vote. A majority vote by the prevailing Commissioners listed on page 
1 of this report will result in adoption of the findings set forth in sections I-III and VIII of this 
document. 

VIII. Findings and Declarations 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. Wetlands and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat. 

1. Coastal Act Policies. The Coastal Act provides that: 

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 mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental 
effects, and shall be limited to the following: 

(l) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, 
including commercial fishing facilities. 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing 
navigational channels .... 

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating facilities .... 

(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and 
lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for 
public recreational piers that provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables and 
pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally 
sensitive areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities . 
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(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or dredging in 
existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the 
wetland or estuary ... 

30240. (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall 
be allowed within those areas. 

(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 those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those 
habitat and recreation areas. 

(a.) Wetland Impacts 
Wetland impacts from the project would occur in ten separate locations of the Santa Barbara 
Airport property (see Exhibits 11- 15). The information below provides a description of the 
biological and physical attributes of Goleta Slough and its upstream creeks and channels, 
permanent and temporary wetland and habitat impacts, the Airport's Tidal Circulation and Bird 
Strike Study, and input from other regulatory agencies. 

Goleta Slough 

• 

Goleta Slough is an estuary which is dominated by marine influences and supports an extensive • 
salt marsh. Seven creeks (Tecolotito, Cameros, San Pedro, Las Vegas, San Jose, Atascadero and 
Maria Ignacio) drain southward from the Santa Y nez Mountains, discharging into the slough. 
The present condition of the slough reflects the interaction of changing sea levels with processes 
of erosion and deposition at the mouths of these streams over thousands of years. Tidal 
circulation extends up each of the tributaries with the exception of La Vegas and Maria Ygnacio 
Creeks. The Goleta Slough ecosystem encompasses diverse wetland and habitat types. It 
supports species which are both resident and migrant that are regionally rare in coastal 
California, or locally rare in Santa Barbara County. 

An estimated 279 bird species have been reported within the Slough, and of these, 121 species 
are water associated, and 158 species occur primarily in upland areas. The salt marsh vegetation 
and mudflats offer roosting and nesting areas and foraging habitat for several avian species. Sora 
and Virginia rail, several species of herons, and the state listed endangered Belding's savannah 
sparrow all feed in the dense pickleweed (Salicornia virginica) vegetation. Open mudflats 
provide roosting and resting areas for shorebirds and other migratory species. 

Vegetation and habitat types in the slough include extensive wetland and upland areas. Wetlands 
include: estuarine, riverine, palustrine, intertidal estuarine and low intertidal mudflats. Upland 
vegetation classified as ruderal has colonized most of the upper surfaces of the artificial dikes 
and berms that line the slough's basins and creek channels. Scrub vegetation is scattered over 
many parts of the area. Coastal bluff scrub is common at the project area, and Coastal sage scrub 
vegetation occurs along the southern margin of Goleta Slough. • 
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Within the airport property and elsewhere in the Goleta Slough Ecosystem, the extent of 
estuarine wetlands has been reduced by diking and filling. What remains is primarily in the tidal 
floodplain oflower Tecolotito Creek, south of the airfield. Most of this area experiences limited 
tidal circulation because of inadequacies in the system of channels and culverts that connect the 
creek to the surrounding marsh. In the lower portions of Goleta Slough the mouth of the slough 
is tidally influenced and large mudflats are exposed at the lowest tides. 

A sand bar develops across the mouth as winter runoff declines, which is periodically breached 
by the flood control district to allow tidal flushing. Vegetation in the lower part of the slough is 
dominated by pickleweed (Salicornia virginica); with dodder (Cuscuta salina), alkali heath 
(Frankenia salina) and fleshy jaumea. Subtidal and intertidal mudflats are frequently vegetated 
with algae. Shrub/scrub wetlands and upland scrub habitats contain big saltbush (Atriplex 
lentiformis ssp. lentiformis), coyote bush (Bacharis pilularis), and woolly sea-blite (Suaeda 
taxifolia). The stream and slough channels have little to no vegetation, and prairie bulrush 
(Scripus maritimus) occurs in patches along the channel margins. 

Tecolotito Creek 
Tecolotito Creek is the second largest creek on the airport property. It enters the airport through 
a concrete culvert under Hollister A venue, and has a 100 year storm discharge of 4,600 cubic 
feet per second. The creek traverses Goleta Slough through man-made channels for the first two 
thirds of its length, and then through a natural channel. It leaves the airport at the bike path 
footbridge at the end ofMoffet Place, continues under Ward Memorial Drive, and then joins San 
Pedro, San Jose and Atascadero creeks before discharging to the ocean at Goleta Slough. The 
width of the creek ranges from 7 5-150 feet, with a depth of 10 to 20 feet. 

Since the 1970's, beginning with construction of the airport, Tecolotito Creek has been 
excavated and channelized to convey floodwaters around the airfield. Most of this activity has 
taken place from Hollister Avenue, to approximately one mile upstream from the creek's 
confluence with Atascadero, San Jose, and San Pedro Creeks near the mouth of Goleta Slough. 
The effects of the constricted channel, and the relatively broad, level area of adjacent tidal marsh 
make this area extremely vulnerable to sedimentation during winter flooding. Flood waters 
laden with sediment may spill over creek banks at the point of constriction, resulting in natural 
berm formation along the creek, and an elevation of the surrounding marsh plain. 

The elevated creek banks and marsh plain tend to impound floodwaters and cause further 
sedimentation in lower areas. The process has raised elevations enough to eliminate tidal 
circulation from several locations, and the vegetation in the area is undergoing a transition from 
tidal marsh to transitional brackish wetland and upland habitat. The area downstream of 
Hollister A venue has been excavated and desilted with a dragline to form a sedimentation basin. 
Streamflow at this location is intermittent in the summer months. 

Vegetation on the upper portions of the banks near the sedimentation basin are weedy with tree 
·tobacco, thistle, mustard, castor bean, jimsonweed (Datura sp.), coyote brush (Baccharis 
pilularis (ssp. consanguinea), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), escape sage (Salvia sp.) and 
rice grass (Oryzopsis miliacea) being the common species. The lower portions of the bank 
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adjacent to the channel support patches of pickleweed, saltgrass, and river bulrush. A sand bar at 
the upper end of the basin is covered with willow shoots, cocklebur, curly dock (Rumex 
salicifolius var. transitorius), and cattail. 

Areas of the streambed contain cattail/broad leafed cattail, a variety of bullrush, willow dock, 
willow weed (Polygonum lapithifolium), iris· leaved rush (Juncus xiphioides), creeping bentgrass 
(Agrostis stolonifera ), watercress (Rorippa nasturtium aquaticum ), water speedwell, canary grass 
and beard grass (Phalaris paradoxa). South of Hollister Avenue the slopes of the channel banks 
are covered with thick upland vegetation that offers cover and nesting habitat for mammal, bird, 
reptile, and amphibian species. 

Carneros Creek 
The creek enters the airport property just east of Aero Camino Road at Hollister Avenue. As it 
crosses Hollister Avenue, it turns west and parallels Hollister Avenue until it intersects with 
Tecolotito Creek. The Cameros Creek channel is surrounded by heavily disturbed upland habitat 
providing easy access for animals. A dirt road borders the creek, and a row of willows on the 
west bank of the channel offers limited cover for wildlife. The stream channel in the 
sedimentation basin area is primarily sand with gravel and small cobbles in the low flow channel · 
at the north end of the basin. The stream channel in the sedimentation basin area (located on the 
south side of Hollister Avenue) has been dredged with a dragline to control sediment. 

The bank on the east side of the sedimentation basin has been disturbed in the past and is 
dominated by weedy species such as introduced grasses and hottentot fig. Mugwart is also 
interspersed along the bank. The west bank is similar, but with several patches of arroyo willow 
along the edge of the channel. Understory plants in the willow patches include coyote bush, 
California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), sandbar willow, and branching phacelia (Phacelia 
ramosissima). The sand bars within the channel support cocklebur and dock as well as patches 
of pickleweed and California bullrush. 

(b.) Allowable Use Test 
The portion of the project related to the construction of the runway improvements entails both 
temporary and permanent fill in wetlands as defined under the Coastal Act, and therefore triggers 
the 3-part test under Section 30233(a) for projects involving wetland fill: (a) the allowable use 
test; (b) the alternatives test; and (c) the mitigation test. Under the first of these tests, a project 
must qualify as one of the eight stated uses allowed under Section 30233(a). Since the other 
allowable uses clearly do not apply, the Commission must determine whether the proposed 
project can be permitted under Section 30233(a)(5), which authorizes fill for: "Incidental public 
service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables, pipes or inspection of piers and 
maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. " 

In order to be for an "incidental public service purpose" a proposed fill project must satisfy two 
tests: 1) the project must have a "public service purpose," and 2) the purpose must be 
"incidental" within the meaning of that term as it is used in section 30233(a)(5). Because the 
project will be constructed by a public agency for the purpose of providing transportation 
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services to the public, the fill is for a public service purpose. Thus, the project satisfies the first 
test under section 30233(a)(5). 

With respect to the second test, in 1981, the Commission adopted the "Statewide Interpretive 
Guidelines for Wetlands and Other Wet Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas" (hereinafter, 
the "Guidelines"). The guidelines analyze the allowable uses in wetlands under Section 30233 
including the provision regarding "incidental public service purposes." The Guidelines state that 
fill is allowed for: 

Incidental public service purposes which temporarily impact the resources of the area, 
which include, but are not limited to, burying cables and pipes, inspection of piers, and 
maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines (roads do not qualify). 

A footnote (no. 3) to the above-quoted passage further states: 

When no other alternative exists, and when consistent with the other provision of this 
section, limited expansion of roadbeds and bridges necessary to maintain existing traffic 
capacity may be permitted. 

The Court of Appeal has recognized the Commission's interpretation in the Guidelines' of the 
term "incidental public service purposes" as a permissible one. In the case of Bolsa Chica Land 
Trust et al., v. The Superior Court of San Diego County (1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 493, 517, the 
court found that: 

... we accept Commission's interpretation of sections 30233 and 30240 ... In particular 
we note that under Commission's interpretation, incidental public services are limited to 
temporary disruptions and do not usually include permanent roadway expansions. 
Roadway expansions are permitted only when no other alternative exists and the 
expansion is necessary to maintain existing traffic capacity. 

In past cases the Commission has considered the circumstances under which fill associated with 
the expansion of an existing "roadbed or bridge" might be allowed under Section 30233(a)(5). 
In such cases the Commission has determined that, consistent with the analysis in the Guidelines, 
the expansion of an existing road or bridge may constitute an "incidental public service 
purpose" when no other alternative exists and the expansion is necessary to maintain existing 
traffic capacity. 

The Commission recently granted to the Cities of Seal Beach and Long Beach a coastal 
development permit (5-00-321), for the construction of bridge abutments and concrete piles for 
the Marina Drive Bridge located on the San Gabriel River. The Commission found that the 
project involved the fill of open coastal waters for an incidental public service purpose because 
the fill was being undertaken by a public agency in pursuit of its public mission, and because it 
maintained existing road capacity . 
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The Commission has also determined in connection with a project (El Rancho Rd. Bridge) 
proposed by the U.S. Air Force (USAF) that permanent impacts to wetlands are allowable under 
Section 30233(a)(5} of the Coastal Act as an incidental public service because the USAF was 
undertaking the fill in the pursuit of a public service mission and because the "permanent fill 
[was] associated with a bridge replacement project [that] would not result in an increase in traffic 
capacity of the road." (CD-70-92, and reiterated in CD-106-01). 

Thus, based on past interpretations, fill for the expansion of existing roadways and bridges may 
be considered to be an "incidental public service purpose" if: (1) there is no less damaging 
feasible alternative; (2) the fill is undertaken by a public agency in pursuit of its public mission; 
and (3} the expansion is necessary to maintain existing traffic capacity. An important question 
raised in this case is the applicability of this interpretation to transportation infrastructure other 
than roads and bridges, such as the construction of a "safety area" at the end of an airport 
runway. 

One such case was a light rail train mass transit proposal in San Diego (CC-64-99), where a 
bridge support piling was located in a wetland. The Commission determined that the proposal 
was not an allowable use under Section 30233 because the purpose of the project was not to 
maintain existing capacity but rather to expand the capacity of the light rail service by extending 
it to a new area. The Commission's analysis in CC-64-99 supports the proposition that the above 
identified interpretation of section 30233(a}(5) may be applied to forms of public transportation 
other than roads. The proposed airfield safety projects and taxiways will increase the size of a 
safety area of an existing runway and thus are a public transportation project very similar in 
nature to road or bridge construction projects. The question thus becomes whether the 
improvements are necessary to maintain the existing capacity of the runway. 

It is necessary to construct Taxiway M to operate this airport safely. Under current conditions 
planes landing on this runway must cross up to. four active runways to access the ramp area, and 
this has greatly increased the probability of runway incursions (contact between aircraft, or near 
misses) and unauthorized runway crossings. Taxiway "M" (2,600 feet long by 35 feet wide) will 
provide a direct route for aircraft that land on runway 15R33L and 15L33L to reach the terminal 
and northwest side of the airfield. 

The FAA standards specify a 1,000 foot long by 500 foot wide safety area at either end of 
runway 7/25 in accordance with FAA Circular 150/5300-13 which defines the runway safety 
area as ... 

A defined surface surrounding the runway prepared or suitable for reducing the risk of 
damage to airplanes in the event of an undershoot, overshoot, or excursion from the 
runway. 

While the location of the primary runway will be shifted to accommodate the larger safety area 
(RSA) as prescribed by the FAA, the runway length and width (6,052 feet by 150 feet), as well 
as the functional capacity of the runway, will not change. 

• 
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Runway Capacity Functional Design 
Runway capacity is functionally limited by the design parameters that the FAA uses to classify 
an airport. Those criteria include pavement strength and width, approach speed categories, the 
airplane design group (determined by wingspan), and the weight class of the aircraft. The size 
and location of the Airport Terminal is not a factor in determining runway capacity. 
The Santa Barbara Municipal Airport is classified as a category C-N runway with the following 
configuration: 

Approach Category "C" 
Design group IV 
Weight Class 
Typical Aircraft 
Runway Safety Area 

approach speed of2: 121 knots and< 141 knots 
wingspan 2: 118 feet and < 171 feet 
max certified takeoff weight< 300,000 lbs 
Boeing 737,757, P-3 and MD-80 
1,000 feet long by 500 feet wide 

For example, a Boeing 727-200 has a maximum takeoff weight of 172,000 to 209,500 pounds 
and a maximum landing weight of 150,000 to 161,000 pounds. The Boeing 747 (300 combi), a 
much larger airplane, has a maximum takeoff weight of 775,000 pounds and a maximum 
landing weight of 605,000 pounds with optional weight limits up to 833,000 pounds. The wing 
span of the 747 is 195 feet, nearly 25 feet over the design group IV maximum for an airfield such 
as Santa Barbara . 

The FAA rates the pavement strength of airport runways and uses factors such as the useful 
strength, or weight bearing capacity depending on the landing gear configuration of the aircraft 
(single, dual, or dual tandem wheels). Runway 7-25 is rated: 100,000 pounds for single wheel, 
205,000 pounds for dual wheel and 310,000 pounds for dual tandem wheel landing gear. 
Although airfield pavement can typically support 25% to 50% more than the published weight 
values without causing damage to the pavement, frequent use by heavier aircraft results in 
premature deterioration of the pavement and is not recommended nor approved on a continual 
basis by the FAA. 

Operational Capacity 
The operational capacity of the airport, as well as market driven demand for flights, play an 
important role in characterizing potential capacity ofthe airport. The FAA defines capacity as: 

Capacity (throughput capacity) is a measure of the maximum number of aircraft 
operation which can be accommodated on the airport or airport component in an hour. 
Since the capacity of an airport component is independent of the capacity of the other 
airport components, it can be calculated separately.[Exhibit 30} 

Peak Hour Capacity 
The FAA defines peak hour capacity as the peak hour activity on the busiest or peak hour of an 
average day of the peak month of the year. There are several variables used in making the peak 
hour calculation, but for the sake of simplicity, the hourly capacity of the Santa Barbara Airport 
runway system is 180 operations during visual conditions (VFR Capacity) and 60 operations per 
hour using instrument flight rules (IFR Capacity). 
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Annual Capacity 
The annual capacity of the airfield is based on the relationship between the peak hour and annual 
demand. The FAA refers to this as the annual service volume (ASV) to represent a reasonable 
annual capacity. It would be overly simplistic to state that the ASV calculation is dependent on 
just the two factors previously mentioned. The airport, and the FAA use a regression analysis 
that actually combines different runway use configurations used over the course of a year, the 
percentage of use for the various configurations, the hourly capacity for each runway, the runway 
use configuration that provides the maximum capacity, and weighting factors such as the mix of 
different aircraft types to calculate capacity. 

Historical Aircraft Operations at the Santa Barbara Airport 
1984-1999 

YEAR Total Operations o/oofCapadty % Chanl!e 

1984 240,819 50.6 10.3 
1985 202,266 42.5 -16.0 
1986 186,676 39.3 -2.0 
1987 190 641 40.1 2.1 

1988 182,523 38.4 -4.2 
1989 182,777 38.4 0.1 
1990 188,839 39.7 3.3 
1991 168 949 35.5 -10.5 

1992 167,130 35.1 -1.0 
1993 182,676 38.4 9.3 
1994 180,062 37.9 -1.4 
1995 167 817 35.3 -6.8 

1996 165,647 34.8 -1.2 
1997 175,164 36.8 5.7 
1998 158,922 33.4 -9.2 
1999 168 457 35.4 5.9 

The service volume capacity estimates for the Santa Barbara Airport indicate that with a current 
capacity of 475,000 annual operations8

, the airport is well below that threshold with 168,457 
annual operations in 1999 (35.4 percent of annual capacity). At this time there is no unmet 
demand for increased operations (see page 7 for the FAA definition of operations and 
enplanements). In reviewing historical data for operations at the airport from 1977 through 
1999, total operations peaked in. 1984 at 240,819, representing 50.6 percent of the airports 
potential capacity. 

Capacity Development 
Increased capacity development, beyond the fundamental airport configuration is the 
improvement of an airport for the primary purpose of reducing delay and/or accommodating 
more passengers, cargo, aircraft operations or aircraft. New capacity development, within the 
realm of airport planning is need based, and recommended when conditions specific to runways, 

s Draft Aviation Facilities Plan, pp. 5-11, City of Santa Barbara Airport Department (2001) 
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taxiways, or holding aprons reach a level of delay relative to annual capacity, operations, or peak 
hour operations.9 An example of this is the construction of a new runway. The FAA states that 
the activity level must reach 60% to 75% of annual capacity before the construction of a new 
runway is considered. Holding aprons and by-pass taxiways are evaluated based on total and 
peak hour operations, although in either case, the FAA makes this determination after reviewing 
annual forecasts and does not recommend development unless these threshold limits are met or 
exceeded. 

Operations and annual capacity are not calculated nor affected by this feature of the airfield, and 
the construction of the safety area is not capacity increasing. Furthermore, the mathematical 
relationship between capacity, demand, and delay on a runway, is not affected by a perceived 
margin of safety (i.e. a dirt unpaved area that allows variations in an aircraft's ascent or decent) 
because it is never used for aircraft operations. Safety improvements, which are designed to 
ensure the safe operation of aircraft, have never been a factor in the calculation of capacity, and 
similarly, the size of a terminal has no effect on the capacity of a runway, as the runway's 
capacity is measured by the maximum number of aircraft that can be accommodated in an hour. 

Conclusion 
Based on the previous analysis, the airport is well below historic levels of operational capacity. 
The Commission has reviewed the FAA's methodology that it uses in forecasting aviation 
activity and predicting the capacity of existing runways, in consideration of the comments made 
by both the public and Commissioners at the January 2002 Commission meeting. 

The results of this consultation provided the foundation for an understanding that the operational 
capacity of an airfield is not a simple calculation, but a complex analysis that considers the subtle 
relationships between capacity, demand and delay. The current operational capacity of the 
airfield, the FAA's Advisory Circulars related to forecasting aviation activity, and the existing 
level of use of the airfield relative to its planned capacity are all important factors to be weighed 
in concluding that this project does not increase capacity. However, in order to find the project 
"necessary" to maintain capacity, the Commission must determine that "no other alternative 
exists"; feasible alternatives are analyzed in the following section of this report, which concludes 
that the proposed project represents the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative 
available. 

The proposed improvements are strictly, not loosely defined, as safety measures to ensure the 
safe operation of aircraft. In addition, the project will not increase the existing capacity of 
runway and airport operations, and does not include a permanent roadway or runway expansion. 
While the location of the primary runway will be shifted to accommodate the runway safety 
areas prescribed by the FAA, the primary runway length and width (6,052 feet by 150 feet) and 
the capacity of the runway as designed will not change. The Commission therefore concludes 
that, as an incidental public service under Section 30233(a)(5), the project constitutes an 
allowable use for the fill of wetlands . 

9 Field Formulation of the National Plan of Integrate Airport Systems Order 5090.3C, FAA (2000) 
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(c.) Alternatives 
The primary alternatives analyzed by the City of Santa Barbara in the Draft EIRIEIS have been: 
(1) The West Creek Realignment; (2) The West Creek Culvert; and (3) The No Project 
Alternative. The difference between the two build alternatives involves how Tecolotito Creek is 
affected. The preferred alternative (West Creek Realignment Alternative) would realign the 
creek around the runway safety area. The culvert alternative is designed to place Tecolotito 
Creek in a closed culvert beneath the runway safety area in lieu of rerouting it. 

The City determined that realigning Tecolotito Creek would be less environmentally damaging 
than the culvert alternative because it preserves the creek as open water habitat. Realigning the 
creek using a culvert would require the additional culverting of San Pedro Creek, pose potential 
airfield flooding impacts from culvert blockages and sediment loading, and may require placing 
Fairview A venue in a tunnel. Secondary impacts associated with the culvert alternative include 
the fragmentation of the estuary and adjacent wetland habitats (Belding's savannah sparrow) in 
the floodplain. The realignment alternative avoids potential significant impacts to the southern 
California Steelhead Trout designated critical habitat, a federally listed endangered species. The 
culvert alternative would result in long-term habitat modifications that have the potential to 
create barriers to migration for which there is no feasible mitigation. 

West Creek Realignment Alternative (proposed alternative) 
This alternative would combine Tecolotito Creek with Cameros Creek, rerouting Tecolotito 
Creek 2,000 feet to the west of the new runway safety area. The creek realignment would 
include an expanded settling basin to trap sediment before it reaches Goleta Slough, and include 
the filling of 4.62 acres of Cameros and Tecolotito Creek to allow for the extension of runway 7-
25 to the west. Approximately 13.30 acres of permanent impacts to wetlands would occur under 
this alternative. The filled portion of the creeks would be covered with pavement or gravel to 
accommodate construction of the new runway safety areas. Additional permanent impacts 
include 18.91 acres of upland habitat consisting of upland grassland and coastal sage scrub 
communities that function as buffers for wetland habitats. However, pending further review of 
new information on these impacts to uplands by Commission Staff, permanent impacts could be 
less than 18.91 acres. The City committed at the hearing to provide this additional information 
and provide a level of mitigation deemed satisfactory by the Commission staff biologist. 

West Creek Culvert Alternative 
Under this alternative Tecolotito Creek would remain in its present location and be placed in a 
box culvert so that the runway can be constructed above it. A concrete box culvert ( 6-8 feet high 
by 80 feet wide by 750 feet long) will be constructed on Tecolotito Creek in its current location, 
at the westerly end of runway 7-25. The culvert would extend upstream and downstream from 
the 500-foot wide safety overrun area. This alternative would result in 1.38 acres of permanent 
impacts to stream channel and bank habitat, eliminate 5. 79 acres of palustrine wetlands in the 
floodplain bordering Tecolotito Creek and at Runway 15/33, and result in 13.14 acres of 
permanent impacts to upland habitats consisting of grassland and coastal sage that function as 
buffers for wetlands. The culvert alternative will disrupt upstream and downstream habitats 
during construction because tidal and freshwater stream flow, as well as groundwater would need 
to be kept out of the construction zone by damming, diversion or pumping. While these impacts 
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are considered temporary-they are unavoidable and significant. The long-term habitat loss is 
considered significant because directing the creek through a box culvert would fragment the 
estuary and create a partial or complete barrier to plant and animal dispersal, causing additional 
impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources. 10 

No Project Alternative 
Under the No-Action alternative, the construction of a regulation runway safety area and the 
relocation of runway 7-25, and taxiway M would not occur. The increase in passengers through 
the year 2015 (1.5 million) would still occur, although the required safety standards would not be 
met. The City states that the no project alternative would entail adverse effects on public access, 
the marine environment and sensitive species. Air quality and traffic congestion would continue 
to increase without efficient transportation modes that allow for maximum coastal access, flood 
hazards and sediment build up would threaten water quality and sensitive habitat, public 
buildings and structures would be subject to inundation in the event of flooding due to impaired 
circulation and sedimentation of main channels which drain into Goleta Slough, and estuarine 
functions and habitat values will continue to diminish as the slough undergoes a transformation 
from tidal marsh to transitional brackish wetland. The Santa Barbara Airport would not meet 
FAA standards of Certification and Operations necessary to ensure the safety of the public and 
aircraft operations, and the risk of damage to airplanes due to non-complying runway safety 
areas would continue. The following table compares wetland impacts from each alternative . 

Creek Bed and Bank Habitat 
Tecolotito Creek 
Cameros Creek 

Salt Flats 
Cameros Creek Channel 
Tecolotito Creek Channel 
Service Rd 

Wetlands 
Tecolotito Creek (East) 
Tecolotito Creek {West) 
Taxiway M 

. Total Sq ft. 
Total Acres 

Alternative Analysis 
Permanent Impacts to Wetlands • Open Water Habitat11 

(1.) 
West Creek Realignment 
Alternative 

4.11 
0.51 

0.34 
0.32 
0.01 

1.01 
6.61 
0.39 

579,334 
13.30 

(2.) 
West Creek Culvert 
Alternative 

1.38 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1.01 
4.39 
0.39 

312,318 
7.17 

(3.) 
No-Project 
Alternative 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

10 Santa Barbara Airport Draft EIS/EIR for the Aviation Facilities Plan: pp. 3-190 (2001) 

II Santa Barbara Airport Draft EISIEIR for the Aviation Facilities Plan: Table 3.10-2 "Impacts of Aviation Facilities Alternatives on 

Wetlands and Open Water Habitats" (200 1) 
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Analysis of Arresting Systems 
The City did not fully evaluate a potentially feasible alternative that would be less 
environmentally damaging to wetlands and environmentally sensitive habitat. The FAA recently 
approved a technology designed to stop an overrunning aircraft, which has been used on non­
standard Safety Areas, where natural obstacles, such as bodies of water or wetlands, make 
construction of a standard safety area impracticable. The Engineered Material Arresting System 
(EMAS) consists of energy absorbing blocks of thin concrete that crush under the weight of the 
aircraft. The EMAS exerts a predictable deceleration force on the landing gear, and at the same 
time transfers the kinetic energy of the aircraft to the material. 

The FAA's Advisory Circular No. 150/5220-22 Engineered Materials Arresting Systems 
(EMAS) for Aircraft Overruns states that: 

At some airports, reconstruction of a runway requires its safety area to be brought up to 
current standards to the extent practicable. Occasionally, however, it may not be 
practicable to achieve a standard safety area ... 

There are many runways, particularly those constructed prior to the adoption of the 
safety area standards, where natural obstacles (bodies of water or sharp drop-offs), local 
development (roads and railroads), or environmental constraints (wetland 
encroachment), make the construction of a standard safety area impracticable. 

In order to evaluate the applicability of an EMAS at the Santa Barbara Airport the City would be 
required to submit a design proposal to the FAA as specified in Advisory Circular No. 150/5220-
22. 

The EMAS design shall be submitted to the FAA, Office of Airport Safety and Standards, 
through the responsible FAA Airports Regional or District Office, for review and 
approval and shall be certified as meeting all the requirements of this AC. The submittal 
shall include all design assumptions and data utilized in its development as well as 
proposed construction procedures and techniques. 

The Commission finds that the City of Santa Barbara has examined feasible alternatives and 
proposes the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative. Where wetlands in the project 
area contain environmentally sensitive habitat (the Southern California Steelhead and Belding's 
savannah sparrow), the City has modified the project to avoid adverse effects to these species. 
Given complex physiographic and biological features that encompass Goleta Slough, feasible 
alternatives that would further reduce adverse impacts are either not available or are more 
environmentally damaging. 

The Commission further finds, based on information provided by the FAA and the City of Santa 
Barbara (Exhibits 33 and 34, and in testimony during the public hearing), that EMAS is not a 
feasible alternative to the realignment ofTecolotito and Cameros Creeks. The FAA stated that: 

• 

• 

(1) EMAS was not an acceptable substitute for meeting FAA Airport Design Standards for • 
runway safety areas; 
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(2) the FAA did not consider EMAS an equivalent to any length or width of a standard 
runway safety area; 

(3) EMAS does not result in a runway safety area that would be considered to meet the 
FAA's dimensional requirements; 

(4) EMAS does not meet the objective of the safety enhancement project at the Santa 
Barbara Airport; and 

(5) there is concern that EMAS would not enhance safety in the event of an undershoot, 
where an aircraft would encounter either creek before reaching the EMAS. 

Based on these considerations, the FAA therefore concluded that it " ... does not consider EMAS 
to be a viable alternative to constructing a Runway Safety Area that meets Airport Design 
Standards at Santa Barbara Airport" (Exhibit 34). The Commission agrees, and concludes that 
the City has implemented design modifications that avoid significant wetland and 
environmentally sensitive habitat impacts, that the proposed project represents the least 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative, and that the project is therefore consistent with 
the alternatives test of Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act. 

(d.) Mitigation 
The City has delineated wetlands based on both the Coastal Act and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers definitions, noting that the Coastal Act definition can be more inclusive than that 
contained in the Corps' manual. Using Corps manual definitions, the overall project would 
involve approximately 11.01 acres of wetland fill. Using the broader Coastal Act definition, The 
City has determined the overall wetland fill would be 13.30 acres of permanent wetland fill 
(which will be mitigated on-site) and 1.77 acres of temporary wetland fill (which will be 
restored on-site). Replacement ratios recommended by Commission staff evaluated the habitat 
value and type affected, and there will be no permanent net loss of wetland habitat as a result of 
the project. Mitigation ratios for impacts to wetlands will be 4:1, and mitigation ratios for creeks 
and open channels will be 2:1. 

Summarl: of Tem~orarl: and Permanent Wetland Im~aets 
Location Habitat Type Permanent Temporary 

lm~act lmeact 

Service Road Non-tidal seasonal wetlands dominated by Wetland 7.62 1.52 
RSA (500'x1,000") annual grasses and herbs without impounded 

Runwayrraxiway "B" West water. Palustrine persistent emergent 
wetlands. 

Non-tidal unvegetated salt flats Wetland 0.67 

Cameros Creek realignment Tidal open water and mudflats. Estuarine 
Estuary 4.62 0.06 Tecolotito Creek realignment intertidal aquatic bed an unconsolidated 

bottom. 

Taxiway"M" Non-tidal seasonal wetlands dominated by 
annual grasses and herbs without impounded 

Wetland 0.29 0.14 

water. Palustrine persistent emergent 
wetlands. 

Approach lights/service road Non-tidal seasonal wet grassland without Wetland 0.10 0.05 
impounded water. Palustrine persistent 
emergent wetlands. 

Total: 13.30 1.77 
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Impacts 
The preferred alternative would result in 4.62 acres of permanent impacts to existing stream 
channel bed and banks. The project could result in some loss of functions and values if tidal 
action and stream flow through the upper portions of the estuary are disrupted, and if native 
wetland and contiguous upland buffer vegetation are not reestablished along new stream banks. 

Permanent impacts to 8.68 acres of additional Coastal Act wetlands would occur from the 
project. These 8.68 acres are included in the 13.30 acres in the table above, although mitigation 
for these impacts will be at a higher ratio (4:1) than for the 4.62 acres of stream channel impacts. 

Impacts to upland habitats would result from the realignment of Tecolotito Creek, Taxiway M, 
construction of the runway safety area at the western end of runway 7-25, and the abandonment 
of sections of Cameros and Tecolotito Creek. Permanent and temporary impacts to grassland 
and coastal sage scrub communities (18.91 acres) that function as wetland buffet zones will also 
occur in the existing graded runway safety area. 

Cameros Creek realignment 
Tecolotito Creek realignment 

Service Road 
RSA (500'x1,000") 
Runway/Taxiway "B" West 

Other RSA-West 
Runway/Taxiway East 
New RSA-East 
New approach lights 
Taxiway "M" 

Total Sq ft. 
Total Acres 

Impacts to Wetlands and Sensitive Habitat 
West Creek Realignment (Preferred Alternative) 

Wetlands Uplands 

0.51 2.04 
4.11 3.73 

0.99 0.58 
1.50 9.97 
0.58 1.67 

1.30 0.92 
0.43 0 
0.58 0 
0.10 0 
0.29 0 

579,334 823,719 
13.30 18.91 

Other Areas 

.54 

.72 

0.01 
0 
0.60 

0.20 
1.28 
2.58 
0 
0 

258,310 
5.93 

Although the City has selected several mitigation sites adjacent to the project, the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) and the USDA Wildlife Services has recommended deferring a 
wetland mitigation approach based on increasing tidal circulation in the slough until the 
Airport's Tidal Circulation and Bird Strike Study evaluating the relationship between bird strike 
hazards and the presence of tidal and non-tidal waters near the airfield is completed. 

The City's Draft EIS/R further states that the West Creek Realignment Alternative (the City's 
preferred alternative) includes an increase in the length of Tecolotito Creek and mitigation for 
wetlands that would be affected by the westward extension of runway 7/25. In order to reduce 
the potential for bird strikes, the mitigation (new creek channel and seasonal wetland) has been 
designed to be as far away from the end of runway 7/25 as possible. The wetland mitigation 
would not result in additional areas of ponded water on the airport property, rather these areas 

• 

• 

• 
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would be saturated and capable of supporting vegetation species that tolerate saturated 
conditions. 

The Wildlife Service (USDA) reviewed the City's proposal to realign Tecolotito Creek and the 
proposed mitigation measures and concluded that: 

The western extension does not seem to increase the wildlife hazards at SBA based upon 
the information provided to Wildlife Services (WS) ... Area I is the furthest distance from 
runway 7/25 and will not likely increase wildlife hazards to aviation ... 

In comments to the City of Santa Barbara related to the bird strike issue, the National Marine 
Fisheries Service, the Santa Barbara Audubon Society, and the Goleta Slough Management 
Committee have urged the City to consider tidal restoration to diked basins on the airport 
property. Although a long-term goal for Goleta Slough is to create a self sustaining and 
enhanced estuarine system, the uncertainties of bird strike hazards as a consequence of tidal 
restoration in the slough must be considered. There are conflicting views among FAA, and 
federal and state wildlife protection agencies, and a lack of data related to the effects of tidally 
influenced bodies of water in Goleta Slough on bird activity and bird strike hazards. The results 
of the Tidal Circulation and Bird Strike Study will provide information to evaluate the effects of 
such restoration in attracting different guilds of birds and their potential hazard to aircraft . 

To compensate for the permanent loss of wetlands the City proposes to create and restore 
seasonal wetlands and open water habitat similar to those affected by the project. Mitigation 
could begin prior to the airfield improvements. Areas temporarily affected will be restored to 
pre-construction conditions. The City has selected potential mitigation sites that involve the 
restoration of palustrine transitional wetlands. 

Open Water and Mudflats 
The relocation of Tecolotito and Cameros Creeks will create 9.3 acres of channel containing 
open water and mudflat wetlands. The relocated creeks will have the same width and depth as 
the existing creek channels, and the banks will be stabilized with native shrubs to prevent 
erosion. The new creeks will have annual grassland buffers, identical to the current creeks, 
except the relocated creeks will be farther from the runway. 

Wetland Restoration 
Wetland restoration on slough berms encompassing 12.7 acres will include the removal of non­
native species such as tree tobacco, Italian thistle, and poison hemlock. These non-native species 
(and their seed bank in the soil) will be removed from the tops and sides of the berms through a 
two-year series of "grow-kill" herbicide treatments. The tops of the berms will be treated to 
facilitate the establishment and long-term persistence of wetland species by increasing soil 
moisture conditions. 

Shallow depressions (one inch in depth) would be graded on the tops of the berms. These 
depressions would increase percolation by rainfall and reduce runoff to Tecolotito Creek. The 
objective for the berm soils is to create soil saturation to within 6 inches of the surface for an 
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average of 14 days or more. In the winter following the last treatment, the berms will be 
revegetated to create seasonal wet grassland using species such as alkali weed, saltgrass, alkali 
mallow, creeping rye-grass, meadow barley, western ragweed, alkali heath and saltbrush. 

This weed removal and restoration of the berms would remove the single largest source of weed 
seeds in Goleta Slough and replace this with habitat similar to that being affected by the runway 
safety area extension. The new habitats will benefit the adjacent tidal marsh habitat by creating 
native plant cover and food sources for use by wildlife, particularly the federally listed Belding's 
savannah sparrow which nests in the pickleweed marsh and forages in nearby native grassland 
and scrub areas. 

Wetland Creation and Enhancement in "Area I" 
New seasonal wetlands will be created in upland portions of "Area I", a 25 acre site owned by 
the airport located between the UC Santa Barbara bluffs and Tecolotito Creek. This location is 
dominated by a complex mixture of annual grassland, coyote brush scrub, poison oak stands, 
scattered ornamental trees, eucalyptus groves, and weedy patches (pampas grass). The area 
contains several small isolated wetlands. Much of the site was originally an upland that was 
lowered to construct the airfields during the 1940's. Portions of the site are highly disturbed by 
weeds, piles of rubble and secondary soil deposits, and the presence of an abandoned brick 
incinerator. A large storm drain empties into the site conveying runoff from UC Santa Barbara. 

• 

Two existing wetland patches in the middle of Area I will be enhanced by removing non-native • 
plants and planting additional wetland plants such as spikerush, net-sedge, toad rush, bulrush, 
and pickleweed. Upland habitats will be retained in continuous patches at the site to retain 
wildlife habitat and movement corridors. Eucalyptus trees, poison oak and an abandoned 
incinerator will be removed. A total of 9 acres of new seasonal wetlands will be created and 2.2 
acres of existing seasonal wetlands will be enhanced at the 25 acre site, and it will be protected 
for habitat purposes. It is situated adjacent to the UC Santa Barbara bluffs where an upland 
habitat restoration project was completed several years ago that includes an educational trail. 

The wetlands would provide some secondary functions such as flood reduction by capturing and 
detaining more of the runoff from UCSB that empties into Goleta Slough, and the use of the area 
for research and public education projects that will facilitate new non-consumptive recreational 
uses.12 

AreaR-2 
Adjacent to Tecolotito Creek, and south of runway 7/25, a small man made basin exists which 
contains non-tidal seasonal wetlands. After Tecolotito Creek is filled and re-routed in this 
location, the disturbed areas will be graded to match the elevation of Area R-2, which supports 
non-tidal wet grassland. These newly lowered areas will then be planted with pickleweed, alkali 
heath, alkali weed, sand spurrey, meadow barley and saltgrass, to create 2.2 acres of new 
seasonal wetlands. 

12 Draft Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan for the Airfield Safety Projects, URS Corporation (200 1) • 



• 

• 

• 

CC-058-01-City of Santa Barbara 
Aviation Facilities Plan, Proposed Findings 
Page 37 

Enlarged Sediment Basins 
Existing sediment basins will be enlarged along Tecolotito and Cameros Creeks during the 
process of relocating the creeks. The enlarged basins will be designed to capture greater 
amounts of sediment, minimizing deposits in tidal wetlands of Goleta Slough that have affected 
tidal circulation and the conversion of wetlands to non-native uplands. 

Seasonal Wetland Restoration at Tecolotito Creek Berms 
Berms on both sides ofTecolotito Creek in the middle of Goleta Slough direct flood flows to the 
mouth of the slough, and function to protect the slough from sedimentation that would raise the 
elevation of the marsh and convert it to a non-tidal area. These earthen berms were constructed 
from on site material that appears to be sediment from the channel. The restoration in this area 
(12.7 acres) is described in the beginning of this section. 

Tidal Restoration 
An additional13.30 acres of wetland mitigation will be provided in the form of tidal restoration 
through the implementation of the Goleta Slough Tidal Restoration Project. This project would 
restore tidal circulation to approximately 25 acres of degraded salt marsh, and enhance 13 acres 
of transitional and upland habitat. In the event this additional mitigation is not feasible, the City 
of Santa Barbara has committed to providing an additional 13.30 acres of in-kind mitigation for 
the impacts ofthe project. 

Wetland Mitigation Summary 

Mitigation location Wetland Type Acres 

Create new seasonal On berms next to Tecolotito Non-tidal low growing wetland herbs , grasses 12.7 
wetlands Creek and tidal salt marsh and shrubs; palustrine persistent emergent 

wetlands 
Create new seasonal Area "I" in uplands and . . 9.0 
wetlands adjacent to tidal marsh 
Create new seasonal Area R-2 in uplands and . . 2.2 
wetlands wetland grassland 

Enhance existing seasonal Area "I" in uplands and . . 1.3 
wetland wetlands 
Create new tidal open water New Tecolotito and Cameros Estuarine inter-tidal aquatic bed and 9.3 
and mudflats Creek channels unconsolidated bottom 
Restore Tidal Circulation Goleta Slough locations Previously degraded salt marsh 13.30 

Total 47.80 

Performance Criteria 
The City has included performance standards to measure the success of the proposed wetland 
mitigation plan that includes target hydrologic objectives, the establishment and maintenance of 
native wetland plants, target functions an values, and the reduction of non-native weedy species. 
Also included in this section is a maintenance and monitoring program that will provide for: 

• A 2-year plant maintenance period and 5 year monitoring period . 
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• A provision to include an additional 3 year monitoring period after the end of any active 
management (such as irrigation, replanting, or substantial weed removal) to ensure that new 
habitats are self sustaining. 

• A provision to extend the 7 year maintenance and monitoring period should the performance 
goals (target wetland vegetation goals) not be met by year 7. 

• The Santa Barbara Airport will manage non-native weeding at the restoration sites in 
perpetuity. 

*Target Wetland Vegetation Goals at Year 7 included in this staff report identifies performance 
goals for native plant cover, the establishment of native wetland plant species, and acceptable 
cover percentages of non-natives for the mitigation areas (see Exhibit 21). 

This mitigation plan included in the City of Santa Barbara's consistency certification 
incorporates acceptable mitigation ratio commitments and locations for impacts related to direct 
fill of wetlands. The City has further provided an implementation schedule, detailed monitoring 
methodology, performance measurements, contingency plans, and an annual reporting process 
which would contain a quantitative analysis of attainment of performance standards. The City 
has committed to provide additional information and provide a level of mitigation deemed 
satisfactory by the Commission staff biologist. At this time, the project satisfies the mitigation 
test of Section 30233(a) of the Coastal Act. Detailed design will follow and be the subject of the 
subsequent coastal development permit review stage, and if needed, further federal consistency 
revtew. 

(e) Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
The FAA, as a co-lead agency on this project has consulted with the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, 
which requires federal agencies to confer with the NMFS when an activity by a federal agency 
may have adverse impacts on designated "Essential Fish Habitat" (EFH). The EFH regulations 
define an adverse effect as "any impact which reduces quality and/or quantity of EFH. The 
occurrence of EFH within the project area is designated by the Pacific Fishery Management 
Council, and includes Pacific Groundfish, Pacific Salmon and Coastal Pelagic Species. The 
Groundfish EFH, a tidal portion of Tecolotito Creek within Goleta Slough, is within the EFH. 
Groundfish that occur in Goleta Slough for part of their life-cycle include the rex sole and starry 
flounder. 

National Marine Fisheries Service Concurrence 
The NMFS determined that the potential impacts to Essential Fish Habitat from the project could 
include construction related turbidity and sedimentation, indirect impacts from hydrologic 
changes, increased storm water run-off from the paved surfaces on the runway, the permanent 
loss of 13.3 acres of wetlands, and the temporary disturbance of 1.77 acres of wetlands. The 
NMFS concurred with FAA's determination that the project will not have permanent adverse 
effects on EFH, provided its Conservation recommendations are implemented. 

• 

• 

• 
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EFH Conservation Recommendation Response 
Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires the City/FAA to provide a detailed 
written response to the conservation recommendations made by the NMFS, including a 
description of measures adopted by FAA for avoiding, mitigating, or offsetting the impact of the 
project on EFH. Should the FAA response be inconsistent with the NMFS recommendations, the 
FAA must provide justification, including scientific evidence for any disagreements related to 
the anticipated effects of the project, and measures needed to avoid, minimize or mitigate such 
effects. 

Fish Habitat 
Construction impacts could potentially affect steelhead and Essential Fish Habitat in Goleta 
Slough because the relocation of Tecolotito Creek involves earthwork and a temporary stream 
diversion. Hydrologic impacts were modeled in November 2000 (URS)13

, to determine the 
effects of changes to creek elevation, channel geometry, and current and sediment transport. 
Modeling indicated that the project would not affect the hydraulic conditions or the ability of fish 
to migrate through the slough. The Biological Assessment for the Southern Steelhead Trout 
(200 1) states that there have been no sightings or historic records of steelhead along Cameros or 
Tecolotito Creek, although it is possible for steelhead to migrate upstream on Tecolotito Creek in 
the winter. 

In its review of the project (Section 404(b)(l) Evaluation) the Corps ofEngineers stated that: 

Although the realignment of the creek would permanently affect 4.93 acres of habitat 
(Pacific Groundfish Essential Fish Habitat) for fish and other aquatic organisms in 
portions of Tecolotito and Carneros Creeks, there would be a net gain of 4.34 acres of 
habitat for fish (the PGEFH) and other aquatic organisms due to the proposed 
lengthening and realignment of Tecolotito Creek .. Measures proposed to mitigate these 
impacts are included in the project (such as revegetation of the creek banks and 
overbank areas), and over time, habitat for fish and aquatic organisms is expected to 
improve as natural physical processes take place in the channel and in adjacent 
wetlands. Epifaunal and infaunal organisms are expected to recolonize the newly 
excavated channel as tidal action and/or flows from upstream areas bring aquatic 
species into the new channel. 

Under the alternative to construct a box culvert under the runway safety area (least preferred) the 
Corps stated: 

There would be a net loss of 1.38 acres of creek habitat (the PGEFH). The concrete box 
culvert would eliminate sunlight and the earthen channel bottom and banks that currently 
support habitat for fish and aquatic organisms. The culvert is also expected to fragment 
aquatic habitats upstream and downstream from the runway safety area, and it is 
expected to present a significant barrier to movement of aquatic species . 

13 Channel Modification Alternatives for the Runway Safety Area Extension Project, Master Drainage Plan, URS (2000) 
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The City of Santa Barbara's Biological Assessment for the Southern Steelhead Trout, prepared 
under Section 7 consultation with the NMFS states that: 

Connecting the new channels to the existing ones will involve temporary stream 
diversions and cofferdams. The work would be accomplished in the summer when flows 
are minimal to absent, and during low tides. Under these conditions, steelhead would 
not be migrating upstream or downstream. The proposed channel relocation will not 
introduce any new passage impediments or barriers, nor will it exacerbate any existing 
impediments. 

State and Federal Endangered Species and Sensitive Species/Habitats 
Special status plant and wildlife species, and their associated habitats, are legally protected under 
the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and the California Endangered Species Act of 1984. 
Under both state and federal legislation, the California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service are responsible for the management 
and protection of special status species. Any project that could potentially affect a special status 
plant or wildlife species, or its habitat, requires review and/or consultation with the previously 
mentioned agencies. 

Section 7 Consultation 
In addition, the FAA has been involved in informal Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service throughout the study process for the listed species. In accordance with Section 
7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the USFWS determined that the project, as proposed, 
is not likely to adversely affect the Belding's savannah sparrow, or any federally threatened or 
endangered species. 

Plant Species 
The City conducted field surveys to determine the presence of plant species of concern at the 
project site in 1996 and 2000. These initial aerial surveys were further supplemented with 
information from the previous Airport Master Plan EIR (1984), and an updated survey (2000) 
that mapped vegetation types and jurisdictional wetland habitats using the criteria of the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and the California Coastal Commission. The findings of the 2000-
URS surveys were consistent with earlier vegetation mapping and survey efforts of Ferren and 
Rinblaub (1983) identifying wetland and upland habitats and the occurrence of sensitive plant 
species. This baseline information was augmented with recent field observations (URS-2000). 

The vegetation surveys determined that several sensitive plant species known or likely to occur 
on the airport property could be impacted by the proposed project. Two species, estuary seablite 
(Suaeda esteroa) and arrow grass (Triglochin concinna var. concinna), have been previously 
reported from upper marsh area of Goleta Slough but have not been observed recentlyl4

• These 
species are considered locally rare, although neither has been listed by the USFWS/CDFG or 
CNPS. 

14 Biological Assessment and Impact Analysis of the Proposed Santa Barbara Airport Aviation Facilities Plan (2001) 

" 

• 
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• 



• 

• 

• 

CC-058-01-City of Santa Barbara 
Aviation Facilities Plan, Proposed Findings 
Page 41 

Salt Marsh Bird's Beak (Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. maritimus) 
The Salt Marsh Bird's Beak is a state and federally listed endangered plant species that is found 
at Carpinteria Marsh and at Morro Bay, but nowhere else in between. It is partially parasitic on 
the roots of other marsh plants in the intertidal zone of southern and central California salt 
marshes. Although there are reports of this plant in Goleta Slough in various planning 
documents, no verified records or herbarium specimens have been found to substantiate its 
historical occurrence in Goleta Sough (Ferren 1994). The Biological Assessment notes that a 
search of herbarium specimens and records failed to yield any evidence of the plant's occurrence 
at Goleta Slough. In 1985 the USFWS identified Goleta Slough as a potential introduction site 
to promote recovery of the species. Because the Salt Marsh Bird's Beak is not located in the 
project vicinity or Goleta Slough, the project will not affect this species. 

The USFWS stated that: 

Although there have been anecdotal reports of the federally endangered salt marsh bird 's 
beak existing historically in the project area, no records have been found to verify its 
presence in Goleta Slough and it is not expected to occur in the proposed project area. 

Southern Tarplant (Hemizonia parryi ssp. australis) 
The Southern Tarplant, is a federal species of concern and a California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS) List 1B plant. It is a summer to fall flowering annual herb that occurs in relatively open, 
coastal habitats including grasslands, small drainages, or areas of seasonal ponding near the 
coast. It is found in numerous locations in Goleta Slough, in the area adjacent to the Tecolotito 
Creek sedimentation basin, and the disturbed uplands south ofTecolotito Creek. It has also been 
found within the runway safety areas, although not since the completion of a grading project that 
took place in 1999. The population in the vicinity of the Tecolotito Creek sediment basin would 
likely be affected by the project due to the proposed expansion of the sediment basin, access 
roads and creek excavation. Mitigation measures proposed by the City to address potential 
adverse impacts to the Tarplant would include the salvage of native plants and topsoil that would 
enable reestablishment of this species in other suitable areas of Goleta Slough. 

Coulter's Goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulter~) 
The Coulter's Goldfields, a federal Species of Concern, and a CNPS List 1B plant is located in 
an area associated with a diked basin adjacent to Tecolotito Creek, and in a narrow zone around 
the rims of several basins. The species is widely distributed in Southern California, but is 
restricted to rare habitats such as vernal pools, seasonally flooded playas and saline flats on the 
margins of estuaries. Additional populations of the species have been established within Goleta 
Slough as part of a mitigation/restoration project for a previous safety area grading project. 

Impacts to the Lasthenia could occur at the diked basin during the excavation and realignment of 
Tecolotito Creek, grading of access roads adjacent to the creek, or modifications to existing 
berms along diked basins. Mitigation measures to minimize impacts would include the salvaging 
of native plants and topsoil that would promote the reestablishment of the species in Goleta 
Slough . 
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Wildlife 
Listed and proposed species of wildlife that have a likelihood of occurrence in the project area 
include the California Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), light-footed clapper 
rail (Rallus longirostris levipes), Belding's savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis 
beldingi), California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius 
newberryi) and Southern California steelhead trout (Oncorhyncos mykiss irieus). 

Critical habitat has been designated for the western snowy plover and proposed for the California 
Red-legged frog (CRLF). The designated critical habitat for the western snowy plover includes 
beaches adjacent to the UCSB Coal Oil Point Reserve, located 2 miles west/southwest of the 
airport property and the beach area west and east of the Santa Barbara Pier approximately 10 
miles east of the airport15

• The City states that: 

The proposed critical habitat for the CRLF (Federal Register 1996, Vol. 61, No. 101, 
25813) does not include any ofthe creeks that flow into Goleta Slough, nor is it expected 
that the CRLF would be found in the slough or in any affected area due to its inability to 
tolerate saline conditions. 

Southern California Steelhead ( Oncorhyncos mykiss irieus) 
The southern steelhead occurs in coastal streams and creeks of central and northern California 
and southern Oregon. Populations that occur between Los Angeles County and northern Santa 

• 

Barbara County constitute the South Central California Coast Evolutionary Significant Steelhead • 
trout (ESU), which has been designated as an endangered species by the NMFS. 16 The NMFS 
has designated certain rivers and streams as critical habitat for the southern steelhead, including 
all accessible streams along the South Coast of Santa Barbara County. Streams without 
impassable fish barriers within the historic range of the steelhead would be included. Tecolotito 
and Glen Annie Creek represent this critical habitat from the mouth of Goleta Slough to Glen 
Annie Dam. 

In commenting on the draft EIS/R the National Marine Fisheries Service stated: 

The proposed activities occur within the Southern California Evolutionary Significant 
Unit (ESU) for the Federally endangered steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and 
designated steelhead critical habitat. Steelhead migration may potentially be adversely 
affected by construction impacts related to the creek relocation. In addition, water 
quality impacts associated with improvements and modification to the AFP area related 
to construction, and overall increase of impervious surface areas, expanded airport 
operations, and storm water discharge, may potentially adversely affect steelhead 
migration. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service concurred with the City's determination that the proposed 
project will not adversely affect the Federally endangered steelhead provided the following 

15 Federal Register 2000, Vol. 64, No. 234, 68508 

16 Biological Assessment for the Southern Steelhead Trout, Santa Barbara Airport Draft EISIEIR for the Aviation Facilities Plan (2001) • 
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special conditions are implemented. The NMFS further requires written documentation that the 
F ANCity of Santa Barbara will implement those conditions. Should the City choose not to 
modify the proposed project then formal section 7 consultation must be initiated. 

1. The Cameros creek sediment basin should be enlarged according to the proposed plan 
described in URS Corporation's Proposed Enlargement of Cameros Creek Sediment Basin 
dated July 2001. The Tecolotito Creek sediment basin should also be enlarged as described 
in the DEIS/EIR. 

2. The new channel should be completed before connecting to the existing channel to avoid the 
need for extensive stream diversions during construction. 

3. Construction related to the connection of the new channel to the existing channel should only 
be conducted between July 15 and October 1 of any given year. 

4. The applicant shall install silt fencing, temporary in-stream siltation basins, stream diversions 
and implement other best management practices to minimize downstream turbidity and 
sedimentation impacts. 

The City has agreed to these conditions . 

California Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus) 
The California Brown Pelican is a state and federal listed endangered species. It is a common 
year round species to coastal regions in Santa Barbara County, and they are known to breed at 
offshore islands such as Anacapa and the Channel Islands, from January to June. The Brown 
Pelican is often observed feeding and resting in lower Tecolotito Creek near Goleta Beach 
County Park. Although the California Brown Pelican is expected to occasionally fly near the 
project area, it generally feeds in near shore ocean waters, and rests on beaches and on Goleta 
Pier. Impacts to the Pelican are not likely to occur as a result ofthe project. 

In reviewing the City's Biological Assessment, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service stated : 

The only species currently found in the vicinity of the airport is the federally endangered 
brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis). The brown pelican is occasionally observed 
roosting near the mouth of Goleta Slough, approximately two miles away from the 
proposed runway expansion area. Therefore, we concur that the airport facilities plan as 
proposed, would not affect federally threatened and endangered species. 

Light-footed Clapper Rail (Rallus longirostris levipes) 
The light-footed clapper rail typically resides in California coastal salt marshes from Carpinteria 
to San Diego. It is a state and federal listed endangered species that has historically been found 
in Goleta Slough, although the last record of this was a single individual reported in 1972. 
Surveys of pickleweed habitat in Goleta Slough found no evidence of the species, and did not 
report vocalizations (Holmgren 1995). Potential habitats for the species could be affected if 
transitional creek habitats are removed during excavation ofTecolotito Creek. 
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Belding's Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus sandsichensis beldingr) 
The Belding's savannah sparrow is a state listed endangered species and a federal Species of 
Concern. It is a permanent resident of Goleta Slough and breeds with the slough's ecosystem. 
Surveys conducted by Holmgren and Burnell in 1992 recorded 72 pairs of breeding birds within 
Goleta Slough. The highest density of Belding's savannah sparrows (more than 3 pairs per 
hectare) was observed in the central slough basin, south of runway 7/25 and west of runway 
15R/33L. During these surveys, the sparrow was observed foraging in areas dominated by 
pickleweed at low tides, in the grassy area near the runways, and at the west end of Goleta Beach 
County Park. 

On October 10, 2001, the Commission staff received updated survey information on the sparrow. 
The City has been conducting surveys for the Belding's savannah sparrow for its bird strike 
hazard study and to provide accurate estimates of the population for the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service. A total of 68 individuals were sighted during the May 2001 survey. Exhibit# 22 an 23 
illustrate the approximate location of the population, which is primarily located in basins A, B, 
and C. 

Basin "A" thru "D": 59 Birds 
Basin "E" and "F'' : 4 Birds 
Basin "G" : 2 Birds 
Basin "L" and "M": 3 Birds 

The results of these surveys were consistent with the previous s~eys done in 1994. The 
sparrow is typically restricted to the pickleweed marsh areas of Goleta Slough, although it may 
forage in adjacent upland scrub and grassland areas. No individuals were sighted at the location 
of the proposed Taxiway M or runway safety area extension site, at the end of Runway 7-25. 

The Biological Assessment for the project states: 

Goleta Slough supports suitable habitat and all the life history function for Belding's 
savannah sparrow. At least 117 pairs of breeding savannah sparrows were recorded in 
Goleta Slough in 1994 (Holmgren and Kisner 1994). 

The proposed project would potentially affect and limit the distribution of this species in 
Goleta Slough because the existing undeveloped land west of runway 7125 would become 
unavailable for life history functions (such as foraging) or restoration. However, 
relocation of Tecolotito Creek and restoration of native vegetation along the creek 
channel (see attached mitigation measures) would potentially provide a greater amount 
of higher quality suitable habitat for Belding's savannah sparrows over time. 

The California Department ofFish and Game stated in commenting on the DEISIEIR: 

the Department finds the project as proposed (Alternative 1, relocations of the western 
portion ofTecolotito and Carneros Creeks) will result in significant, but mainly mitigable 
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impacts. The Department recommends the City select this alternative. The Department 
does not recommend selection of Alternative 2 (the box culverting of Tecolotito Creek) as 
this option would not fully mitigate for impacts to Belding's Savannah Sparrow as would 
be required by the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) The City will need to 
secure both an Incidental Take Permit for the Belding's Savannah Sparrow, and a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement for the relocation of Tecolotito and Cameros Creeks. 

Under the existing California Endangered Species Act (Section 2081 of the Fish and Game 
Code) the CDFG may authorize, by permit, the take of endangered species. To obtain a 
California Incidental Take Permit the applicant must show that the impacts will not jeopardize 
the continued existence of the species, the impacts of the "taking" are minimized and fully 
mitigated to the extent that it is "roughly proportional" to the impact of the taking on the species, 
the proposed mitigation shall be capable of successful implementation, and that the applicant 
provide adequate funding to implement necessary mitigation measures including monitoring 
compliance of the effectiveness of those measures. 

Western Snowy Plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) 
The western snowy plover is a federally listed threatened species and a state Species of Concern. 
Critical habitat for this species has recently been designated by the USFWS (Federal Register 
2000, Vol. 64, No. 234, 68508), although the designation does not include any of the airport 
property. The nearest critical habitat is located some 2 miles west/south west of the airport near 
the Santa Barbara Harbor. Historic records indicate that Goleta Beach Park supported wintering 
and nesting snowy plovers before the 1950's, though nesting activity at the park has not been 
observed for many decades. Recent surveys of Goleta Slough and the airport property have not 
reported the presence of snowy plovers (Holmgren 1995). 

California Red-legged Frog Rana aurora draytonil) 
The California red-legged frog is a federal listed threatened species and a state Species of 
Concern. Although critical habitat has been proposed for the species, the critical habitat proposal 
does not include the airport property or any of the seven creeks that flow into Goleta Slough. 
The red-legged frog is a pond frog that frequents marshes, slow portions of streams, lakes and 
other permanent bodies of water. They are attracted to ponding areas which contain extensive 
plant cover including rushes and reeds. The City's Biological Assessment states that: 

There are no records of the frog in Goleta Slough or in the project area, and it is not 
expected to occur in salt marshes due to its intolerance of saline conditions. Due to the 
absence of suitable or critical habitat for the CRLF in Goleta Slough and in the project 
area, the proposed project is not expected to affect this species or its habitat, therefore no 
mitigation is proposed 

Tidewater Goby (Eucyclogohius newberryz) 
The tidewater goby is a federal listed endangered species and a state Species of Concern. It was 
recently proposed for de-listing (Federal Register Vol. 64, No. 121, June 24, 1999). The species 
inhabits coastal lagoons and other brackish habitats in coastal streams along the California coast. 
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In Santa Barbara County, this species presently occurs only in stream and river mouths, 
and coastal canyon lagoons that are brackish due to freshwater inflow; it is not found in 
either of the major structural basin estuaries (Goleta Slough, Carpinteria Marsh) which 
have high salinity and are dominated by tidal circulation in the lower reaches. These 
structural basins also have relatively narrow estuarine-fresh water transition areas. 
Locally, this species occurs in brackish lagoons at the mouths of Tecolote Creek. Bell 
Canyon Creek, Devereux Creek, Arroyo Burro Creek, Mission Creek and Sycamore 
Creek. 

The tidewater goby has been reported from Goleta Slough, but no museum records exist 
to verify these reports. Sampling in 1987 and in 1993 failed to locate any tidewater 
gobies in Goleta Slough, and none are assumed to be present. 

The City states that potential impacts from the proposed project could result in: 

Sedimentation of downstream area of Tecolotito Creek near the mouth of Goleta Slough 
in the event that erosion control measures fail or are ineffective. The resultant (potential) 
change to the bathymetry of Goleta Slough (from sedimentation) may adversely affect the 
mouth of Goleta Slough. However, since the species has not been reported from Goleta 
Slough in recent survey efforts, the proposed projects direct and indirect effects on 
downstream portion of Goleta Slough are not expected to adversely affect potential 

• 

habitat for tidewater goby, and due to the proposed longer channel, more habitat would • 
be available for the species in the event it were to re-colonize Goleta Slough in the future. 

Mitigation 

Fish Habitat 
To avoid impacts that could affect steelhead, estuarine fish and other aquatic species in Goleta 
Slough during the relocation of the channel in Tecolotito Creek, the excavation of the existing 
channel will be conducted without connecting the old and new channels until the new channel is 
completed and the bank slopes are stabilized. The channel will be connected using a temporary 
stream diversion and cofferdams, and these activities will take place during the summer, when 
minimal flows and low tides take place. With construction taking place during this period, 
steelhead are not expected to be present in Goleta Slough, nor are they expected to be affected by 
activities at the construction site. 

Southern Tarplant-Coulter's Goldfields 
Mitigation measures proposed for impacts to the Southern Tarplant and the Coulter's Goldfields 
include the salvaging of native plants and topsoil that would promote the reestablishment of this 
species in Goleta Slough. The establishment of a second population of the Coulter's goldfields is 
considered necessary to reduce the risk of local extinction, and to fully mitigate the potential 
impacts of the project. The cumulative loss of potential habitat for this species in Goleta Slough 
is considered an adverse impact, according to the City. 
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Belding's savannah sparrow 
Additional areas of Potential habitat would be created for the Belding's savannah sparrow in a 
continuous corridor along the realigned creek. Reestablishment of bands of tidal marsh along 
creek banks and the restoration of tidal wetlands would take place. The city will monitor the 
restored areas to assess the success of the mitigation for 5 years following construction. 

In addition to the measures above, the Biological Assessment for the project states that: 

1. A wetlands biologist shall be retained by the Airport to design and oversee the 
implementation of the mitigation program for the project. 

2. The biologist shall be responsible for the development of site-specific plan for 
revegetation and restoration activities for the wetlands and creek channel and banks. 

3. The City will prepare pre-construction and post-construction monitoring reports of 
mitigation sites. 

4. The City will monitor previously mapped wetlands and endangered species habitats 
adjacent to construction areas to confirm the avoidance of impacts to wetlands and 
species. Should impacts occur, they will be documented by the City and notification 
will be sent to other responsible agencies . 

The City will also implement the following measures to mitigate potential impacts during 
construction: 

1. Temporary fencing shall be installed to protect environmentally sensitive areas 
(ESA) and wetlands from incidental impacts. 

2. Stockpiling of excavated soil and construction materials, and the haul routes for 
heavy equipment shall be confined to areas shown on grading plans to avoid ESA's. 

3. Native plants and topsoil shall be salvaged from impact areas for use in revegetation. 
The project biologist shall select these areas and they will be depicted on grading 
plans, along with locations and methods for temporary storage. 

4. Construction of individual projects shall use methods to avoid the nesting and 
breeding season from mid-march to the end of June, minimize compaction of soils 
during the wet season, and minimize erosion from barren areas into adjacent waters 
and wetlands. 

5. Areas disturbed by construction shall be graded to encourage development of a 
water regime similar to the one that existed before the disturbance . 

6. For impacts to the Belding's savannah sparrow, reestablishment of bands of tidal 
marsh along creek banks, and the restoration and enhancement of remnant or poorly 
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flushed tidal wetlands. The species use of these restored areas shall be monitored 
before and after the mitigation is implemented. Monitoring shall be combined with 
annual Slough-wide surveys to establish the status of the species, and shall continue 
for five years following construction. 

7. The final design and limitations of construction activities shall minimize habitat loss 
and disturbance in the diked basin that supports Coulter's goldfields and Frost's 
tiger beetle. To minimize the possibility of local extinction of the Coulter's 
goldfields, the City will collect small amounts of seed from this species and 
establish new populations in other locations in Goleta Slough where similar habitat 
conditions are replicated. 

8. Revegetation of disturbed areas and new creek alignments that impact the southern 
tarplant, homed seablite, and giant horsetail will include species specific seed 
collection for the establishment of new populations. 

In conclusion, the City has incorporated avoidance, monitoring, and enhancement measures to 
avoid adversely affecting federally listed and other sensitive species. These measures were 
developed in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine 
Fisheries Service. With these measures, the Commission finds the project consistent with 
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

B. Stream Alteration. 

The Coastal Act provides that: 

Section 30236: Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alteration of rivers and 
streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to (1) 
necessary water supply projects,· (2) flood control projects where no other method for 
protecting existing structures in the floodplain is feasible and where such protection is 
necessary for public safety or to protect existing development; or (3) developments where 
the primary function is the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. 

The construction of the runway safety areas and the relocation of runway 7-25 and taxiway M 
under the "west creek realignment alternative" would combine Tecolotito and Cameros Creeks, 
rerouting Tecolotito Creek 2,000 feet to the west of the new runway area. Section 30236 of the 
Coastal Act allows for the alteration of rivers and streams if those alterations or channelizations 
are necessary to protect existing structures in the floodplain and such protection is necessary for 
public safety. To determine whether the· alteration of Tecolotito Creek is necessary, the 
Commission will analyze, separately from the wetland alternatives analysis in the previous 
section of this report, alternative ways in which the airport's flood control objectives can be met. 
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Background 
When the Santa Barbara Airport was constructed in the late 1920's, Tecolotito Creek was 
excavated and channelized numerous times to re-route floodwaters around the airport. The most 
recent projects have occurred between 1967 and 1975. In 1969 water completely surrounded the 
main terminal, although it did not enter the building. Other public buildings and structures are 
threatened with inundation during heavy rains, and the flooding of the runways presents a safety 
hazard that prevents planes from landing or taking off. In 1995 and 1998 all three runways were 
flooded and the airport was closed for several days. Damage and loss related to the most recent 
flooding was estimated to be $118,000 by FEMA. 

Estimated Peak Flow Rates for Selected Design Events 

Location Peak Runoff (cfs) 

2 Year 5 Year lOYear 25Year 50 Year 100 Year 
Event Event Event Event Event Event 

Tecolotito Creek@ Hollister 300 1,000 1,500 2,5000 3,900 4,400 
Cameros Creek @ Hollister 300 900 1,300 2,100 3,100 3,600 
San Pedro Creek @ Hollister 600 1,500 2,200 3,400 5,000 5,700 
San Jose Creek@ Hollister 1,100 2,200 2,800 4,400 6,400 7,200 

IN-Flow from Goleta Slough 2,200 5,700 7,800 12,800 19,200 21,800 
(upstream of Ward Memorial) 

OUT-Flow from Goleta Slough 1,700 3,800 4,300 5,900 9,100 10,000 
(downstream of Ward Memorial) 

Historical Flooding of the Property 
As an area of convergence of five major streams, the Santa Barbara airport has historically been 
subject to flooding. Most recent flooding has occurred due to flows exceeding the capacity of 
the stream channels. The combined watershed of these five streams is approximately 30,000 
acres (46 square miles). The topography of the airport is generally flat, with little change in 
elevation between Hollister A venue and the ocean. As flood flows over-bank the streams, the 
flow slows down and deposits sediment. During a flood event, the sediment is carried by these 
flows and deposited in stream channels reducing the channel capacity. The tables below illustrate 
the impacts of various 24 hour storm events relative to storage capacity. 

Master Drainage Plan 
In 1999 the Airport drafted a grant proposal to the FAA to provide funding to prepare a Master 
Drainage Plan. The problems experienced during the storms that created debilitating floods in 
the winter of 1995 and 1998 resulted in the extensive siltation ofTecolotito Creek, flooding and 
silt deposition of Runway 7-25 and Runway 15R-33L, and flooding of taxiway (A, B, C, D, and 
J). The proposal to create a Master Drainage Plan would: 

Analyze the local watershed and existing drainage facilities, and develop a phased 
improvement plan that will reduce flooding of the Airport to an acceptable level . 
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The Master Drainage Plan was funded by the FAA ($150,000 grant), with the express purpose 
of assessing flooding hazards at the Santa Barbara Airport, with particular emphasis on the 
relationship between potential Runway Safety Area alternatives and the drainage alternatives for 
Tecolotito Creek. The objectives of the plan included flood control measures to protect existing 
structures, a determination of the most effective method of conveying the creek around the safety 
area, development and selection of alternative channel designs, the simulation of hydraulic 
characteristics of such channel designs, and an evaluation of those alternatives. The grant was 
approved in January 2000, and the plan was completed in 2001. 

Location 

Goleta Slough 1~ 

Cameros Creek110 

Las Vegas Creek'm 

Volume of Depression Storage Compared to 
Volume of24-Hour Storm Event17 

Volume of Depression Total24 Hour Storm Volume (acre feet) 
Storage (acre feet) 

2 Year SYear 10 Year 25Year 50 Year 
Event Event Event Event Event 

3,000 1,457 2,868 3,781 5,615 9,509 

148 206 430 578 858 1,446 
18 380 740 977 1,422 2,321 

Volume of Depression Percent of Total 24 Hour Storm Volume 

100 Year 
Event 

10,864 

1,650 
2,647 

Location Storage (acre feet) That could be Contained in Depression Storage 

2 Year 5 Year lOYear 25Year 50 Year 100 Year 
I Event Event Event Event Event Event 

Goleta Slough 3,000 I 100% 100% 79% 53% 32% 28% 

Cameros Creek 148 72% 34% 26% 17% 10% 9% 
Las Vegas Creek 18 5% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 

Floodplains 
Flood hazard areas (floodplain) as defined by FEMA are areas subject to inundation by a 100 
year flood. The floodplain is the land area susceptible to inundation during a given flood. The 
majority of the Airport property is within the 100 year FEMA floodplain. If Tecolotito and 
Cameros Creek are realigned around the proposed runway safety area (Realignment Alternative) 
the realigned creek would have a flow that equals or exceeds the flow capacity of the existing 
channel. 

17 Draft Final Master Drainage Plan Santa Barbara Municipal Airport, City of Santa Barbara (200 1) 

18 Location of storage is at Goleta and in at least 3,000 acre-feet Storm volume includes flow from Tecolotito, Cameros, San Pedro/Las 

Vegas, and San Jose Creek watersheds. 

!9 Location of storage is upstream of US Highway 101 at Cameros Creek 

20 Location of storage is upstream of US Highway 10 I at Las Vegas Creek. Storm volume includes runoff volume from San Pedro and 

Las Vegas Creeks below their confluence. 
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Under the culvert alternative, there would be a significant overflow during a 100 year run-off 
event as much as two to three feet above the existing runway elevation. This same overflow 
would occur under the existing conditions. The use of a culvert may increase the likelihood of 
flooding because of the potential for plugging of the culvert due to sediment deposition. To 
accommodate the existing flow, the level of the culvert bottom would have to be placed at an 
elevation between minus 1 to minus 0 feet mean sea level datum. If a blockage of the culvert 
occurred during a flood event, this would result in major damage to the runway and safety area. 
The City's LCP further states that: 

Sediment buildup threatens the water flow capacity of the sough and increases the 
existing flood hazard. Consequently, the Santa Barbara County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District have widened the main channels draining into the slough 
and enlarged the sediment/debris silt basins. Two of the major threats to the slough 's 
continued existence as a wildlife habitat are sedimentation and impaired tidal 
circulation. 

The Goleta Slough watershed floodwaters are channeled toward the sea, carrying 
upstream debris and sediment, which becomes deposited in the coastal plain. The 
accumulation of silt and the growth of vegetation narrows the slough channels to 
sluggish streams. Continued, unmanaged sedimentation would ultimately result in the 
destruction of the salt marsh habitat and significant alteration of the slough's flood 
carrying capacity. 

An estimated 15, 000 cubic yards of silt enters the slough each year from Carneros and 
Tecolotito Creeks, although two silt basins have been installed in these creeks just below 
Hollister Avenue. 

Previous Projects 
In the mid 1970's the Flood Control District widened and deepened sections of the slough's 
channel system. The project included widening the main channel from the confluence of 
Tecolotito and Cameros Creeks an estimated 0.875 miles into the marsh, and widening and 
deepening of the main channel near the slough's ocean outlet. This two-phase project created a 
more efficient flood control system, and a more biologically healthy salt marsh. The Flood 
Control District also installed a series of culverts and removed several levees to accommodate 
tidal flooding. This project had limited success in that culverts accumulated silt and vegetation, 
and minimal tidal circulation was achieved. 

Sedimentation 
Sedimentation from the upper portions of the slough can also negatively affect biological 
productivity. At the lower portion of Goleta Slough the mouth of the slough is tidally 
influenced, and a sand bar develops across the mouth as winter runoff declines. This sand bar is 
periodically breached by the flood control district to allow tidal flushing. Slough closure to tidal 
influences typically results in increased salinity that can dwarf plant growth and destroy both 
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plant and animal communities. If closure lasts more than three or four days, the waters become 
anaerobic and fish and other organisms begin to die21

• 

Berm Formation 
In 1995, flood waters laden with sediment spilled over creek banks at the point of constriction 
creating a "natural berm" that increased the elevation of the surrounding marsh plain. The 
elevated creek banks and marsh plain can impound floodwaters causing greater sedimentation in 
lower areas. Surveys by the City indicate that this process has raised elevations enough to 
completely eliminate tidal circulation from large areas. Vegetation in these locations is 
undergoing a transformation from tidal marsh, to transitional brackish wetland and upland 
habitat, and non-native brackish wetland and upland species are replacing native salt marsh 
vegetation. 

The City proposes to incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible for the diversion of 
Tecolotito Creek around the proposed project. The City has consulted with the U.S Army Corps 
of Engineers and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to evaluate the least environmentally 
damaging alternative to realigning Tecolotito Creek. The Corp stated in its review of the project 
that: 

the longer channel would constrict the over-bank flow area which would increase water 
velocity and shear forces during extreme flooding ·events. This would result in a 
maximum rise in water surface elevation of 0.4 feet on Tecolotito Creek downstream of 
Hollister Avenue. The longer channel and expanded sediment basin on Tecolotito Creek 
would provide a larger storage volume and it is expected to result in a net decrease in the 
amount of sediment delivered to Goleta Slough. 

Flood Control Alternatives Analysis 
The City of Santa Barbara has examined several alternatives to relieve flooding at the airport to 
determine the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative to accommodate drainage 
from Tecolotito and Cameros Creeks relative to the proposed safety area at the end of Runway 7-
25, while minimizing the effects of sediment transport and reducing overbank flood hazards for 
the existing and future runway. 

The City States that: 

The west end of the airfield is susceptible to flooding due to several different factors. The 
primary contributing factor is the storm-related deposition of sediments in the creeks. 
Excessive sedimentation occurs along both creeks immediately. downstream of Hollister 
Avenue due to a significant grade change as the creeks enter the flat and tidally 
influenced Goleta Slough. The Santa Barbara County Flood Control District has 
established sediment basins at these locations. However, these basins are often filled by 
the first major storm of the year, increasing water surface elevations upstream (which 

21 City of Santa Barbara Airport and Goleta Slough LCP (1982) 
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causes flooding on Hollister Avenue) and downstream (which causes overbank flooding 
of the airfield). 

The second major factor is the effect of tides on conveyance capacity in Tecolotito Creek 
in the Goleta Slough. When high tides coincide with storm runoff, the capacity of the 
creek within the slough is severely lessened, causing overbank flooding along the creek in 
both airfield and salt marsh areas. 

The third contributing factor is that the Tecolotito and Cameros creeks within the 
Airport only have a capacity to carry about a 10-year storm, estimated to be about 2,800 
cubic feet per second. The creeks are relatively narrow with high flow resistance because 
they are earthen. 

The City examined several options that would reduce flooding from these creeks and increase 
flood protection of the existing runway and safety area. The alternatives considered included the 
following: 

1. Culvert Alternative 
Under this alternative, Tecolotito Creek would be directed into a very long and wide 
concrete culvert (about 750 feet long, 80 feet wide, and 8 feet high) under the main 
runway, which would be shifted 800 feet to the west to accommodate the new safety 
areas. This alternative was rejected primarily because a culvert would accumulate 
sediments to a greater degree than an open creek channel, and therefore would 
exacerbate the flooding problems in the airfield and north onto Hollister Avenue. The 
build up of sediments in the culvert would create a more severe overbank flooding 
condition at the runway than under current conditions. In addition, there are severe 
logistical and safety issues with removing sediments from a long culvert with limited 
vertical clearance. Finally, the runway and taxiways would need to be raised one foot to 
accommodate the culvert. 

2. Upstream Detention Basins 
This alternative would involve construction of one or more detention basins upstream of 
the Airport in order to detain storm flows and reduce the peak runoff in both Tecolotito 
and Cameros creeks. The basins would reduce the frequency of overbank flooding in the 
airfield from both the existing and relocated creek channels. This alternative would also 
require the use of a culvert under the shifted runway or relocated creeks to meet the 
objectives of the AFP. 

The most appropriate location for detention basins that provides the desired hydraulic 
benefits is between Highway 101 and Hollister Avenue. This alternative was rejected 
because it would require acquisition of private property and displacement of existing 
land uses in order to construct large basins sufficient to reduce the peak flows. For 
example, the estimated acreage required to reduce the peak flow of a 1 0-year event. is 
estimated to be between 8 and 15 acres. It would be impractical to construct larger 
basins for a higher level of flood protection due to land costs and environmental impacts. 
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3. Levee Alternative 

----------

Under this alternative, berms or small levees would be constructed along both sides of 
Tecolotito and Carneros creeks (about 2-3 feet in height) between Hollister Avenue and 
the south side of the main runway to provide additional channel conveyance through the 
airfield. 

This alternative was rejected for several reasons. The berms would inherently conflict 
with the safety area requirements at the end of the main runway where a flat surface is 
required for the safety area. As such, the extended safety area could not be constructed if 
the creeks remained in their current locations. 

Should the berms be constructed in combination with the culvert or creek relocation 
alternative, the engineered berms would displace wetlands along the margins of the 
creeks, and therefore would require additional wetland mitigation. Once the water 
surface elevation reaches the tops of the berms in a 1 0-year event or larger, it is likely 
that flows would escape from the creeks upstream of the Airport. This would result in 
offsite flooding which would cross Hollister Avenue and impinge on the airfield. Hence, 
the benefits of the berms would be negated. 

Flows leaving the bermed creeks downstream of the runway would have a higher water 
surface elevation than flows in the creeks under current conditions. Because of the higher 
water surface elevation, these flows would likely spill into salt marsh areas adjacent to 
the creek, thereby increasing sediment deposition of the salt marsh. The berms would 
require continual maintenance, which would involve vegetation and rodent management 
in the Goleta Slough. 

4. Creek Relocation 
This alternative was evaluated and selected as the preferred option because it involves 
the least environmental disturbance, provides the greatest functional reliability, and 
reduces flooding hazards. The relocated creeks, in combination with the enlarged 
existing sediment basins, will slightly reduce water surface elevations in flows up to the 
1 0-year event. In addition, the existing floodplain along the relocated creeks is slightly 
higher and narrower than along the existing creeks due to higher ground elevations in 
this part of the airfield. The higher and narrower floodplain will reduce the width of 
flooding when flows overtop the banks. 

The conveyance capacity of the relocated creeks was designed specifically to match 
existing creeks in order to prevent increased sedimentation that could fill Goleta Slough. 
However, the higher floodplain along the new creek alignment will protect the existing 
and future runway from flooding to a greater degree than under existing conditions. The 
new level of protection cannot be quantified; however, hydraulic modeling indicates that 
flows from a 1 0-year event in the existing channels will impinge on the runway. In 
contrast, the same flows in the relocated creek channels would not affect the runway or 
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the safety area. As such, the relocated creeks will increase flood protection for both 
existing and future facilities. 

Preferred Alternative Design 
The City further states that the primary design guideline used to identify the preferred 
alignment of the relocated channel was to minimize modifications to the existing 
hydraulic conditions along Tecolotito Creek within Goleta Slough. The proposed 
alignment of Cameros and Tecolotito creeks is the simplest and most efficient method of 
conveying flows around the new safety area with the minimal hydraulic transitions and 
channel bends. For example, the extension of Cameros Creek is aligned with the existing 
channel to maintain existing flow velocities. The alignment of Tecolotito Creek around 
the extended safety area involves three channel bends, which are purposely designed to 
be gradual. 

The proposed channel dimensions will match the existing channel dimensions along 
Tecolotito and Cameros creeks (i.e., 60 feet wide at the top, and 45 feet wide on the 
bottom, 2H: 1 V slopes) in order to avoid changes in hydraulic characteristics of the 
creeks. The objective was to maintain existing flow velocities in this portion of the slough 
to the extent feasible in order to avoid increased sedimentation upgradient of the runway. 
Additional sedimentation in the creek would increase overbank flood hazard, as well as 
increase downstream sediment deposition in Goleta Slough. A wider channel was not 
proposed because sediments would accumulate as flow velocities decrease. Maintenance 
requirements for a wider channel would also become greater and would result in more 
frequent disturbances to the channel habitats. 

It should be noted that relocating the creeks will increase flood protection for the existing 
runway independent of the proposed safety area extension because overbank flooding 
from the relocated creeks under a 1 0-year event would not impinge on the runway as it 
does under current conditions . 



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

CC-058-0 1-City of Santa Barbara 
Aviation Facilities Plan, Proposed Findings 
Page 56 

Flood Protection Alternative Analysis 

Alternative Feasibility Evaluation Criteria 
Economic Environmental Social 

• $4.5 million capital cost • Loss of valuable tidal • Exacerbates 
Culvert Under • $1.6 million wetland open water habitat, flooding, 

Runway mitigation costs. • Potential fish passage • Possible 
• Excessive annual impediment. violation of flood 

maintenance costs • Fragmentation of control 
aquatic habitat ordinance 

• $4-15 million capital • Displacement of current • Disruption of 
costs for estimated 12 and future planned land planned land 
acre basin. (property uses. uses. 

Upstream acquisition-construction- • Loss of upland habitat 

Retention relocation and culvert • Loss of 

Basins 
/creek relocation costs) • Reduced sediment affordable 

• Increased annual loading to the Slough . housing 
maintenance costs (considered beneficial) opportunities 

• $2,800 capital costs for • Loss of 3-4 acres of • Exacerbates 
berms and creek seasonal non-tidal flooding, 
relocation. wetlands. 

• $1,000,000 wetland • Potential 

Berms on mitigation costs. • Creation of artificial violation of flood 

Tecolotito 
landform in slough. control 

• Undetermined annual ordinance 
Creek maintenance costs • Possible increase in 

sediment loading 
downstream tidal areas 

• $1.3 million capital costs • Reduced sedimentation • No direct social 
Creek • $900,000 wetland to Goleta Slough. effects 

Relocation mitigation costs. 

and • Increase in tidal open 

Enlarged • Minor increase in annual water and mudflat 

Sediment maintenance costs habitats. 

Basins • Loss of 3 acres of 
seasonal non-tidal 
wetlands 

Technological 

• Low reliability during 
flood events, 

• increased potential for 
overbank flooding 
including catastrophic 
events, 

• unsafe maintenance 
and work conditions 

• Feasible and effective 
for reducing peak flows 
and sediment loading 

• Infeasible unless 
combined with culvert 
or creek relocation 
alternative 

• Increased potential for 
overbank flooding 
upstream and 
down stream of the 
airfield. 

• Infeasible unless 
combined with culvert 
or creek relocation 
alternative. 

• Effective and reliable 
solution with no 
adverse hydraulic 
impacts 

The Commission finds that the project: (1) is an allowable use for stream alteration under 
Section 30236; (2) provides commitments to mitigation measures to protect wetland and 
sensitive habitat resources; and (3) has examined feasible alternatives and proposes the least 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative. 

Additionally, the Commission notes its conclusions are based on the commitments and 
information submitted to date. Detailed designs and plans will follow and be the subject of the 
subsequent coastal development permit application to the City of Santa Barbara, and the 
Commission (and, possibly, on appeal to the Commission). Further, any modifications to any of 
these commitments may also trigger the need for additional federal consistency review by the 
Commission. 

• 

• 

• 
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C. Public Access and Recreation. 

The Coastal Act provides that: 

Section 30210: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution ,maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational 
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and 
the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource 
areas from overuse. 

Section 30212(a): Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and 
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 

(1) It is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection 
of fragile coastal resources, 

(2) Adequate access exists nearby 

Section 30212.5: Whenever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking 
areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the 
impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single 
area 

Section 30252: The location and amount of new development should maintain 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 areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing non­
automobile circulation within the development, ( 4) providing adequate parking facilities 
or providing substitute means of serving the development with public transportation, (5) 
assuring the potential for public transit for high density 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 serve the new development. 

The proposed airfield safety projects are designed to ensure public safety by meeting the current 
FAA design standards and minimizing runway incursions. Expansion of the airline terminal 
building is designed to meet the projected passenger needs in the Santa Barbara coastal zone 
through 2015, and the proposed safety projects and terminal expansion will help pr-ovide 
maximum public access to the coastal zone. As the southern California coastal region becomes 
increasingly populated, the necessity for improving the distribution of public transportation 
throughout the region will become more critical. 

Typically, many Santa Barbara bound tourists drive from Los Angeles area airports, adding to 
traffic congestion and affecting air quality along the coast. Improved facilities would lessen 
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these impacts and provide relief to air quality and traffic impacts. Section 30252 further 
identifies the connection between efficient transportation modes and maximum coastal access. In 
past actions, the Commission has considered traffic congestion in recreation areas to be an 
impact on public access to the shoreline. 

Goleta Beach County Park is adjacent to the southern boundary of the Santa Barbara Airport. 
The 29 acre park includes almost a mile of sandy beach, picnic and day use areas, and the Goleta 
Pier which is used for boat launching, fishing and strolling. Several hiking trails are proposed 
near the airport property as well as a trail corridor at the foot bridge crossing Goleta Slough. A 
class one bicycle trail borders the airport property on Cameros Road, continues through the UC 
Santa Barbara Campus, and eastward across airport property to the mouth of Goleta Slough at 
Goleta Beach County Park. The City is encouraging the use of areas surrounding the airport for 
the development of trails, and passive recreational opportunities are encouraged and provided for 
in the Airport Goleta Slough LCP. 

The proposed project is consistent with Sections 30210-30212 and 30252 of the Coastal Act in 
that it will improve public access to the shoreline through efficient and modem commercial 
facilities (airline operations, the provision of public modes of transportation, essential public 
services and adequate parking facilities), and promotes recreational opportunities in the areas 
adjacent to Goleta Slough. 

D. Water Quality 

The Coastal Act provides that: 

30231: The biological productivity and the quality of 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 run·off, preventing depletion of groundwater supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, 
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitat, and minimizing 
alteration ofnatural streams. 

The City states that: 

Relocating runway 7125 800 feet to the west under either alternative, could result in 
temporary impacts to water quality. Construction could affect local waterways, increase 
sedimentation, create toxic discharges due to in-channel construction, vehicle 
maintenance, asphalt operations or accidental spills. Degradation of Goleta Slough 
could also occur from non-point source pollutant runoff Storm water run-off from the 
runway and safety area is conveyed to twenty-four 24" drain inlets. The inlets are 
connected to twenty-six 36" diameter reinforced concrete pipes that then convey storm 
water to various outlets to Tecolotito Creek or Goleta Slough. 

• 

• 

• 
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the increased length of the channel and the expanded sediment basin on the Creek would 
provide a larger water storage capacity, resulting in a net decrease in sediment 
transported downstream into Goleta Slough .. 

An increase in the amount of impervious surfaces on the airport property will occur due to the 
extension of the paved surfaces of runway 7/25 and Taxiway A and the construction of Taxiway 
M. The safety area at the western end of runway 7/25 will be compacted with gravel, which will 
permit groundwater infiltration and aquifer recharge, but the RSA at the eastern end will remain 
a paved surface. The realignment and lengthening of Tecolotito Creek channel and expanded 
sediment basin will not alter the aquifer recharge capacity compared to existing conditions. The 
creek channels are inundated perennially, from either tidal action or flows entering the channel 
from upstream areas. Short term construction impacts could include: erosion due to clearing and 
grading resulting in sedimentation of adjacent waterways, toxic discharges from equipment and 
accidental spills, ground disturbances, and the potential to encounter sub-surface contamination. 

The majority of the impacts to water quality would likely occur during construction, and the 
potential exists for encountering sub-surface contamination during earth moving activities. 
However, these impacts will be further regulated by a stormwater NPDES permit because the 
area of disturbance constitutes an area greater than 5 acres. The City describes numerous 
mitigation and containment measures including: 

1. A drainage and erosion control plan to be developed for each area of construction 
to mitigate erosion and address sedimentation impacts to Goleta Slough; 

2. Scheduling construction to minimize graded soil exposure; 
3. Minimum curing times for concrete to avoid contact with the aquatic 

environment; 
4. Limitations on grading activities to dry weather conditions, the use of silt fences, 

straw bales and other measures to control siltation; 
5. Disturbed areas will be seeded and planted with native vegetation immediately 

following construction activities; 
6. Protection of new storm drain outlets to prevent scouring at the point of 

discharge; 
7. A contingency Plan will be developed to address migration of contamination if it 

is encountered during construction; 
8. The Airport will obtain a construction NPDES permit as required for projects that 

disturb an area of 5 acres or more; 
9. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared detailing 

specific erosion and sediment controls to minimize turbidity and total suspended 
solids; and 

I 0. Silt and grease traps will be installed in paved areas. 

The SWPPP that will be prepared as part of the storm water permitting process will include 
pollution prevention control measures to achieve water quality standards, monitoring of 
stormwater discharges, and the maintenance of monitoring records. The plan must include 
BMP's and a description of erosion and sediment control measures such as soil stabilization, 
seeding, vegetative buffer strips, detention basins, straw bale dikes, silt fences, storm drain inlet 
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protection, velocity dissipators, earthen dikes, check dams, sediment basins and other controls. 
The SWPPP will also include: 

Non-storm water management-measures to eliminate or reduce discharge of pollutants 
from point sources such as equipment and dewatering operations; 

Post-construction storm water management-measures to reduce sedimentation from the 
site after construction; 

Waste disposal-procedures to remove all construction wastes from the site; 

Inspection. maintenance and repair-procedures to inspect, maintain, and repair all 
erosion and sediment control devices after construction. 

Based on the City's commitment to the above measures, adverse impacts to water quality and 
biological productivity of the Slough will be mitigated, with details to be specified through the 
permitting process. 

During the process of relocating the creeks, enlarged basins will be designed to capture greater 
amounts of sediment, minimizing deposits in tidal wetlands of Goleta Slough that have affected 
tidal circulation and the conversion of wetlands to non-native uplands. The increased length of 
the channel and the expanded sediment basin on the Creek would provide a larger water storage 
capacity, resulting in a net decrease in sediment transported downstream into Goleta Slough. 
Given that these measures will reduce impacts to water quality resources, the Commission finds 
that the proposed project is consistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. 

E. Archaeological Resources. 

Section 30244 provides for the protection of archaeological resources of the coastal zone in that: 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources 
as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures 
shall be required. 

The City of Santa Barbara has conducted an archaeological assessment, prehistoric background 
study, a review of historic maps and aerial photographs, and a review of historic sites listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places. Four prehistoric sites (CA-SBA-46, CA-SBA-52, CA­
SBA-1694 and SAIC-93-1) are described in the Draft EIS/R. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural resources within the Santa Barbara Airport 
Aviation Facilities Plan boundary has been defined by the FAA as the entire airport property 
boundary, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.2. Archaeological surveys and excavations 
(1993) within this area have recorded four prehistoric Native American sites. These areas, 
including major village sites, are characterized by high artifact densities, house remains, exotic 
trade goods, and cemeteries. 

•• 

• 

• 

• 
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Mescalitan Island (CA-SBA-46), located near the southeast corner of the property is most 
notable as it contained two major sites associated with the historic Chumash village of He/o '. 
Historical perspectives of the area have associated Helo' with a wealthy village that functioned 
as a regional political, economic, and ceremonial center between the Channel Island and 
mainland Chumash22

• 

During the original construction of the airport, an estimated 50 to 75 percent of the island was 
bulldozed, and then used as fill when the airport was constructed. Although portions of Helo' 
remain intact, artifacts from Mescalitan Island and other prehistoric archaeological sites have 
been relocated or re-deposited throughout many areas of the airport. This combination of events 
has made the contextual relationship of the artifacts difficult to assess. The City describes these 
resources as: 

one location of high prehistoric and historic Native American sensitivity, four areas of 
moderate sensitivity, and four areas categorized as low sensitivity. Two major 
prehistoric village sites have been recorded within the Aviation Facilities Plan area. 
One village site, CA-SBA-52, was leased to the Santa Barbara Indian Center in the early 
1980's to provide a re-burial area for Native American burial disturbed by other 
construction projects . 

Archaeological Resources within the Santa Barbara Airport APE 

Resource 

CA-SBA-46 
CA-SBA-52 
CA-SBA-1694 
SAIC-93-1 

Type 

Prehistoric village of Helo · (Mescalitan Island) 
Prehistoric village and reburial area 
Prehistoric artifact scatter 
Prehistoric artifact scatter 

The City describes the following potential impacts: 

Integrity 

25-25 percent intact 
85 percent intact 
Unknown 
Heavily disturbed, 
Redeposited, some intact areas 

The realignment of Tecolotito Creek would require ground disturbances 50 feet away 
from moderate sensitivity zones and 150 feet away from the high sensitivity zones 
associated with SBA-52. Accidental construction equipment encroachment could disturb 
significant deposits. The southern airline terminal wing extension will extend to within 
50 feet of the (moderate archaeological sensitivity) prehistoric and historic Native 
American sensitivity zone. An estimated 140 feet of the southern extension of the new 
terminal access road would also fall within the moderate sensitivity zone. Grading for 
the new parking area and future garage site would be adjacent to a moderate sensitivity 
zone . 

22 Phase 1 Archaeological Assessment, Santa Barbara Municipal Airport, City of Santa Barbara (Snethkamp and Associates-1993) 
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To mitigate for these impacts the City will maintain 50 foot buffer areas from the moderate 
archaeological sensitivity zone associated with SBA 52 to ensure avoidance of prehistoric 
remains. The area will be inspected by a qualified archaeologist, and visually marked to reduce 
the possibility of intrusion into the high sensitivity area by construction personnel and 
equipment. Prior to the start of any activities such as vegetation removal, demolition, trenching 
or grading, personnel will be alerted to the possibility of uncovering subsurface archaeological 
artifacts. If such cultural resources are encountered or suspected, work shall be halted and a 
qualified archaeologist will be consulted. If a discovery consists of potentially human remains, 
The Santa Barbara County Coroner and the California Native American Heritage Commission 
shall also be contacted. 

Before any construction activities take place, the airport shall assure that all ground disturbances 
within the low Prehistoric and Historic Native American sensitivity zone north of Runway 7/25 
and east of Runway 15RJ33L shall be monitored by a City qualified archaeologist and Native 
American Observer. 

The Office of Historic Preservation concurred with the City's determination of archeological 
resources in the project area and stated: 

The FAA has provided evidence that adequate measures were taken to include interested 
persons in the planning process, and that Native American monitors will be present at 
areas previously determined to be archeologically sensitive should ground disturbance 
occur. Should the FAA identify archeological resources during project implementation, 
it will have additional responsibilities as defined by 3 6 CFR 800.11. 

With these proposed mitigation and avoidance measures, the project will protect archaeological 
and paleontological resources. Therefore, the Commissions fmds the proposed project is 
consistent with the archaeological resource policy (Section 30244) of the Coastal Act. 

F. Visual Resources 

Section 30251 provides for the protection of scenic and visual qualities of coastal resources in 
that: 

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 
view to and along the ocean and scenic coastal area, to minimize the alteration of natural/and 
forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding area, and where feasible, to 
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. 

• 

• 

The proposed project is located in an area described by the city as one of five design areas included in 
the Airport Development Design Guidelines which were adopted as part of the LCP for the airport. 
The "South Ramp Terminal Area" referenced in these design guidelines include the terminal, its 
associated parking and all of the development to the south of the terminal along William Moffett 
Place. These guidelines recommend that new development and renovations of existing structures 

. adjacent to the terminal building be consistent with the El Pueblo Viejo Landmark District Design • 



• 

• 

• 

CC-058-01-City of Santa Barbara 
Aviation Facilities Plan, Proposed Findings 
Page 63 

Guidelines. Expansion of the Terminal has been designed to continue the Spanish Colonial Revival 
architecture of the existing terminal. 

The City states that the design of the terminal additions will be visually compatible with the character 
of the surrounding area in that: 

The views of the terminal from UCSB would not be impacted and the proposed structures 
would not be located within sensitive view corridors. Public views from William Moffett Place 
would be most changed by construction of the new buildings. However, the appearance would 
be enhanced with the demolition of the Pilot House Motel and other structures built during 
World War II by the US. Marine Corps. 

Views from public roadways and bicycle paths were taken from various vantage points 
representing views that would potentially be affected by the additions to the terminal, the new 
air cargo building and the parking garage. No photographs were taken from Goleta Beach or 
Fairview Avenue as the terminal building cannot be seen from these locations. The view from 
Goleta Beach is blocked by Ward Memorial Highway, and the view from Fairview Avenue is 
blocked by a wooden fence. 

The new parking structure (240 feet by 325 feet) and the air cargo building (70 feet by 220 
feet) have yet to be designed. However, the structures would be designed to be consistent with 
the terminal architecture. None of the new buildings will block views of the mountains or 
ocean from public viewing areas. 

The project is consistent with the visual resources policy of the Coastal Act, because design options 
and treatments will be visually compatible with the existing architecture, and initial visual impacts will 
be temporary in nature. Future projects components not yet designed will be subject to further review 
by the Commission through the permit appeals process. Based on the information now available, the 
Commission therefore concludes that the project is consistent with the requirements of Section 30251 
of the Coastal Act. 
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VIII. Substantive File Documents 

City of Santa Barbara Coastal Plan, Airport and Goleta Slough 
City of Santa Barbara, 1982. 

Santa Barbara Airport Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
for the Aviation Facilities Plan 

U.S. Department ofTransportation Federal Aviation Administration/City of Santa Barbara, 2001. 

Section 404(b )(1) Assessment 
US Army Corps of Engineers (1996) 

Biological Assessment and Impact Analysis 
Federal Aviation Administration and City of Santa Barbara (200 1 URS Corp) 

Biological Assessment for the Southern Steelhead Trout 
Santa Barbara Municipal Airport (200 1 URS Corp) 

Master Drainage Plan, Santa Barbara Municipal Airport-Drainage Assessment for Airport Facllity 
URS Corporation, 2001 

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 
Santa Barbara Municipal Airport (2001 URS Corp) 

Santa Barbara Municipal Airport: Runway 7-25 Alternatives 
Hodges and Shutt, 1995. 

Federal Aviation Administration Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 
U.S. Department ofTransportation Federal Aviation Administration, 1997. 

Alternatives Study for the Runway Safety Area Extension Project 
Master Drainage Plan Santa Barbara Airport 

URS Corporation, 2001. 

Draft Aviation Facllities Plan 
City of Santa Barbara Airport Department, 2001. 

Draft Final Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan for the Airfield Safety Projects, 
Santa Barbara Airport 

URS Corporation, 2001. 

Supporting Environmental Information for the Safety Area Grading Project 
Santa Barbara Municipal Airport 

Woodward-Clyde, 1996. 

Staff Report and Recommendation on Consistency Determination No. CD-70-92 
California Coastal Commission, 1992. 

• 

• 

• 
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Proposed Findings on Consistency Certification No. CC-064-99 
California Coastal Commission, 1999. 

Staff Report: Application No. 4-97-134 
California Coastal Commission, 1997 
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34 Letter to Karen Ramsdell, Airport Director, Re: The suitability of the Engineered Material 
Arresting System (EMAS) as a viable alternative, U.S. Department of Transportation Federal 
Aviation Administration (2002) 
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TADLE3A 

DETAILED IMPACTS TO COASTAL ACT WETLANDS 

--······--·-···------

~Wres of permanent eflecl (removal due 1o pavliiO or creek conslructlon or oooverslon lo oUter heblta_L~L_ ,--···-- _ 

New 
Service Road NewRSA New Other New New Approach 

Ex. Ex. Tee. New along Tee. (500x1000') Runway and fiSAareas Runway and NewRSA Ughls on 
Cameros Ck Cktobe Cameros New Tee. Ck. S. ol Sed. at end of TaxlwayW. W.oiTec. Taxiway E. areas E. of Sa res-

Map Code Vegetation Se1les to be filled lllled Ckchannel Ckchannel Basin Runway of Tee. Ck. Ck of Tee. Ck. Tee. Ck. Aegis TaxlwayM Total 
Weiland Veaetationldomlnated bv hvdroohvtes)• 

1 Pickle weed 0.09 0.12 0.43 0.56 ---~0~ 
--·· - 1.2~ 

1H Plcklewerl!I-Mediterranean barley -··--~------

0.22 0.01 0.2~ 
1HB Picldeweed·Medherranean barley-brass bullous o.tl ·- -·-·-o ii 
1HC Plcldewced-Medlletnm•um barley-alkali weed 0.40 0.08 0.00 0.06 

·---·- ----- ---o.oc 
3 Salll!rass ----- !·-··---

0.54 0.54 
3CF sBiilrnss·alkali weed-alkali healh 0.25 - ---- 0:25 
4C Curlv doek-alk:all weed -~------

,~-:::~~·--~§!~ 0.02 0.08 
4FD Curly dock-alk:all healh-salle:ms ·----

0.10 0.04 0.05 . 0.19 
4P Curly doclc-bristiv ox-lonauc ----- ·--------0.02 002 

7ER Spikerush-curiY doelt 0.04 -:·---oo4 
8 Arrovo wUiow ----------

0.17 0.04 0.21 
11 Italian ryegrass 0.10 --- O:liii 

11LC llallan rvegms-alk:all weed 0.05 
··-

=--~~]:~j 0.03 
11LCF llalian rvel!rass-allcall weed-ilkall heath 0.08 
tlLCT Italian rve~:nw-alkall weed-wild lettuce 0.03 0.03 --- --~---

____ Q..Q~I 
11LCR ltnllan ryegrass-alk:all weed-curly dock 0.11 0.15 ,_ ·o.n! 0.26 
11LFR Italinn rYel!fliU·alkall weed-alkali l!eadt-eurlv dock -----~~ ---

"·0.07 0.14 0.33 ------11LFRO llalian rve11.rass-alkali healh-curly dock·olcldeweed 0.08 --·--- -------~ I~~-~--=-~-~ 
11LSC ltallan rvegrass·picldeweed-alkall weed 0.20 0.21 0.11 0.52 ------14R Cocklebur-curly dock 0.09 0.42 --- -· o.si 

·-------
14RMC Cocklebur-curly dock-alkali mallow-alkali weed '0.24 0.24 ---22LA Alkali weed·ltalian rYegrass-curly doclc 0.17 ----- ii.i7 
22LFR Alkali weed-Italian ryegrass-alkali heatlt-curly doek 0.14 0.24 ---·-·o.:ie 

-----· -- '"i4i 22LFRS Alkali weed-llalian ryegrass-alkali heath-curly dock·nlterw 1.0:! 0.27 • 0.11 
22S Alkali weed-nlckleweed 0.08 :==~06. 

22XM Alkali weed·cocklebur-alkall mallow ·) 0.03 1-----· 0.03 
24 lleliolrOilC 0.15 ----- ii.i5 

Sub!o!al= 0 0 . 0.00 2.24 0.99 1.50 0.58 1.30 0.43 0.58 0.10 0.29 8.01 -

Non-vegetated Areas Seasonallv Inundated or Saturated• .. .. _.··: 
I 19 !Salt Oais I I f. 0.341 0.321 0.011 I I I I I 0.67 

I I I I ... ,. I I I I I I I '·----~-· ooen Water and Mudflals in Tecolol/to and Cameros Creeks• 
21 !Ooen water • chinnels filled for RSA O.SI 4.11 4.62 

I 
Total Coastal Act Weiland lntpacls= 0 . .51 . 4.11 0.34 2.56 1.00 1.50 O • .SB 1.30 0.43 0 . .58 0.10 0.29 ll.JU -----

I . ------ --~'"" ----
·=Areas considered "wetlands· as defined int11e Coastal Act includina non veaetllted areas subleclla IJ8rladic inundation and open water 
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California Coast6mission • • 



' . 

I 
I. 

l 

1 

• 

TABLE4A 
SUJ.\11YIARY OF IMPACTS TO COASTAL ACT WETLANDS 

15 

I ' ! Permanent Effect* ; Temporary Impacts 
(acres) 

EXHIBIT NO. 13 

APPLICATION NO. CC-058-01 

Cle California Coastal Commission 



i J 
I l , J I 
! l ! 

100 

:;:.· .. 
IJ. 

• 

• 

• 
EXHIBIT N0.14 

APPLICATION NO. CC-058-Q1 



NORTH 

Goleta 
Slough 

No Scale 

EXHIBIT NO. 15 

APPLICATION NO. CC-058-01 

«t California Coastal Commission 

Wetland Impacts Along Taxiway M 



~ ~ ~ 
"tJ :::r: 
r -- OJ 
0 -

~ ~ 
- 0 0. z 
z 
9 
0 
(') 
• 0 

(1t 
00 
I 

0 ..... 

35()_ 700 

:scale in Feet 

EXPLANATION 

0 Safely Area Grading Project Mitigation Site 

Berms to be restored 

~ Tidal chaDJJel 

7 Derm number 

Sec Figure 13 for cross sections 

; \••...,..t\dt~Mrot>les\lt"'••·'"'9 

• 
-...... ,~~ ... 

• • ~ 



t: 

c 

EXPLANATION 

B Dense~ 6'-high mustard stands 

Cross section locations 
shown on Figure 11 · 

0 80 160 

Horizontal Scale in Feet 
Vertical exaggeration 10 times 

iverobles\sbo_profiles 4/1 

Art:o to be 
weaect and 
f'f:Yttqtt.oted 

Area to be 
.. -ed and 
revegetated 

Area to be 
weeded and 
revegetotsd 

Ar~c to b~ 
Wee<te'O Otld 
reveqetotc~ 

Area to be 
weeded and 
revegetoted 

B' 
Salt 

C' 

''·' Salt 

EXHIBIT NO. 17 

APPLICATION NO. CC-058-01 

~ California Coastal Commission 

FIGURE 13 

CROSS SECTIONS OF 
BERM HABITAT 
RESTORATION 



10 
""0 
r 
0 
~ 
5 z 
z 
9 
0 
0 
6 
U1 
0) 

6 
..a. 

m '" X " ::I: [I m 
:::j 
z 
9 .... 
0) 

Kt a.Qi;;:;;e:;bt!Wfi§A:&aii!Ef.ii!i!filiiii2ib\411!&i11.iiit!i!'W&eMlili&~~l:.!!~~:.;;7~~·:[:~\~ ;:_·;~; 

• • 

... 
• u 

. ··~ 

\ 
..... .... 

• •. 1 

... 
..... 

~ 
TIDAL 
SALTMARSH ... 

.. t.l 

,.I.'S 

.i• 1 

.u c 
..... • iii.J 

..... 
. ., 

.... 
.•.. 

~ 

... 

~) 
0 180 360 

Seale in Feet 

EXPLANATION - Seasooal impoundmenl (nontidal) - r..mtwater 

Dtalnage route 

Limit of historical bluffs 

See Fipre 19 for cro"" seetions 

FIGURE 15 

TOPOGRAPHIC MAP OF WETLAND 
RESTORATION SITE 

• .. 



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

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
l 

A 

Elevation C . 
(msl) 

UCSB North Bluff 
/restoration site 

Access road end 
airport property line 

UCSB North 
/Bluffs 

Enhance existing 
onds 

Access rood 
ond airport 

/ P<ooorty ''M 

Cross section locations 
shown on Figure 15 

0 250 500 

Horizontal Scale in Feet 
Vertical exaggeration 10 times 

t: \sboirport \deliverobles \sbo_proflles 

Exco>10te and 
create new 

A' 

B' 

~-· 

C' 
,_;. 

Create 

APPLICATION NO. CC-058-01 

«t California Coastal Commission 

FIGURE 19 

CROSS SECTIONS OF 
HABITAT 

RESTORATION 



L SEASONAL OPEN 
WATER t 

AREAK 

)> m ., X ~ ., :I: r- tii 0 =i 
~ z 
0 9 z t.J 
z 0 

9 
0 

kwlo<e,opr 

0 
I 
0 
UJ 

"'" ()0, 
'; I 

0 
dttti1m'iitilfl.M~~{t;:~1~tr~~~~~t~~-·:rt!t1:r.1tf.~·;~.::r.~·t·:~?·~ .. _,_ :~ · .... ,. • 

·~· 

Restoration Treatments: 

I!Difil Ennance existing transitional wellands 
(Wet meadow) 

[;ill Enhance existing transitional wetlands 

(Wei grassland) 
0 Grade and create new transitional wetlands 

D Remove exotic trees and weeds 

f.2!D Remove poison oak 

-Remove incinerator 

Ell! Protect existrng wetlands 

Noxious weeds will be removed 
throughout !he entire area 

N 

A 
100 0 100 200 Feel 
~ 

PROPOSED HABITAT 
RESTORATION 

AT AREAl 

\ 

-'\ 

• .. 



• 

• 

• 

Table 11 will be modified as shown below to provide more accurate and measurable performance 
goals: 

TABLE 11 
TARGET WETLAND VEGETATION GOALS AT YEAR 7* 

Restoration Site Type of Wetland Acres i Minimum Total Minimum Number of Maximum 
Percent Native Native Wetland Plant Percent Cover of 
Plant Cover by Species Successfully Non-native 

7 Years Established by 7 Weedy Species 
Years by 7 Years** 

. On berms next to Non-tidal low-growing 12.7 85 At least 3 species 10 
Tecolotito Ck and wetland herbs, grasses, from the following 
tidal salt marsh . & shrubs; palustrine list: alkali weed, 

persistent emergent saltgrass, alkali 
wetlands mallow, creeping rye-

grass, meadow barley, 
western ragweed, 
woolly sea-blight, and 
alkali heath 

In Area I; Non-tidal low-growing 11.6 75 At least 5 species 10 
amongst uplands wetland herbs and from the following 
and adjacent to grasses; palustrine list: spikerush, nut-
tidal marsh persistent emergent sedge, toad rush, 

wetlands bulrush, pickleweed, 
alkali heath, alkali 
weed, sand spurrey, 
meadow barley, and 
.sa]tgrass 

In Area R-2, Non-tidal low-growing 2.2 75 At least 4 species 10 
amongst upland wetland herbs and from the following 
and wetland grasses; palustrine list: spikerush, nut-
grassland mosaic persistent emergent sedge, toad rush, 

wetlands. . bulrush, pickle weed, 
alkali heath, alkali 
weed, sand spurrey, 
meadow barley, and 
salt crass 

New channels for Estuarine intertidal 9.3 10 At least 2 species 10 
Tecolotito and aquatic bed and from the following 
Cameros Cks unconsolidated bottom. list: bulrush, 

pickJeweed, alkali 
heath , and jaumea 

* The penod to measure performance may be extended if goals are not ach1eved, or three consecutive years smce the 
last active management have not occurred. 
**poes not include common naturalized species that are not aggressive, such as Italian rye grass or brass buttons . 
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URS 
October 10, 2001 

r--
~· 

' i 
Santa Barbara Airpon 
601 Firestone Road 

;-; i 
J ; i 

i :..-· ,./ 
- ! '.l 

Santa Barbara, California 93 l 17 
... 

Attention: Mr. John LedbetLer 

; r:··, 
11 I i 
UG 

I ; ; ' 
l u) 
:..__...; OCT 1 5 20l11 

Re: 
CAUFOR!~iA 

Update on Surveys for the Belding's Savannah Sparrow:·:JASTA~ CO!v\ivtSSION 
Santa Barbara Airpon, Aviation Facilities Plan · 

Dear Mr. Ledbetter, 

Per your request, we_ are summarizing our most recent surveys of the state endangered 
Belding's savannah sparrow in Goleta Slough at the Santa Barbara Airpon. URS Corporation 
is currently studying bird strike hazards for the Airport. We have been conducting various bird 

_surveys in and around the airfield since Apri12001. On May 21, 2001, Mr. Dave Compton, 
the senior ornithologist on our team, conducted a special early morning survey for the 
Belding's savannah sparrow as pan of our study. In addition, the survey was conducted to 
provide an estimate of the population for the US Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The savannah sparrow r.esides in tidal pickleweed ma~sh habitat in Goleta Slough. Scientists at 
UC Santa Barbara Museum of Vertebrate Biology conducted two previous srudies of this 
species in 1992 and 1994. The studies demonstrated that a moderate sized po-pulation is 
present, primarily located in basins A, B, and C (see attached map). The occurrence of the 
savannah sparrow was recently summarized in the EIRIEIS for the Aviation Facilities Plan. 
(page 3-210, and Figure 3.11-2) based on these srudies. 

A total of .68 individuals were sighted during our May 2001 survey, including 43 territorial 
males. Fifty-nine birds were sighted in basins .A through D, and four were sighted in basins E 
and F. Two individual were sighted in basinG and three were sighted in basin LIM. 1bese 
results are completely consistent with the previous surveys. The savaimah sparrow is highly 
restricted to the pickleweed marsh areas. No individuals were sighted at the location of the 
proposed Taxiway M or runway safety area extension site at the end of Runway 7-25. 
Although it may forage in adjacent upland scrub and grassland areas, this species is not 
expecred to occur at the above locatiOJ?S. 

Please call me if you have any questions or need additional information. Thank you. 

ohn T. Gray, Ph.D. 
Manager of Environmental Services 

Encls. 
UllS Corporation 
:130 Robin Hill Road. Suite 100 
Santa Barbara. CA 93117 
1el: 805.964.6010 
Fax: 805.964.0259 
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David B. Kessler, AICP 
U.S. Department ofTransportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
P.O. Box.92007 
Worldway Postal Center 
Los Angeles,·California 90009 

Dear Mr. Kessler: 

UNJTEC STATES CEI=IARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmaspheric Administration 
NA TIONA;. MAF!INE: FISHERIES SEi=lVI::::E 
Scuthwes: Region 
501 West Doean Boulevard, Suite 4200 
Long Beach. California 90802-4213 

OCT 2 6 2001 

F/S'WR4:\VBC 
151422S"WR01HC441 

HCD_Jl50 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the Santa Barbara Airport Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR!EIS) for the Aviation 
Facilities Pian (AFP), the Biological Assessment for the Southern Steelhead Trout (BA), the 
Essential Fish Habitat Assessment (EFHA), the Goleta Slough Tidal Restoration Feasibility and 
Bird Strike Study, the Proposed Enlargement of Cameros Creek Sedimentati2n Bas~ the Draft 
Final Wetlands Mitigation Plan, and .various correspondence between NM:FS~'the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA), and the City of Santa Barbara (City). All of these documents 
refer to the City of Santa Barbara (CitY) and FAA's proposed project involving the extension of 
Runway Safety Areas for Runway 7/25, expansion oftheA.lrline Terminal Building, New Air 
Cargo Building, New and Improved Taxiways, additional T -hangars, and a new road. N.MFS 
offers the following comments pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (¥.SFCMA). 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) Comments 

The proposed activities occur within the Southern California Evolutionary Significant Unit 
(ESU) for the Federally endangered steelhead ( Oncorhyndzus my kiss) and designated steelhead 
critical habitat. Activities that may potentially adversely affect steelhead and its critical habitat 
are described below. 

One of the primary elements of the AFP is to modifY the airfield to meet requirements of the 
FAA for Runway Safety Areas (RSAs). The RSA is the land surrounding a runway that must be 
smoothed and compacted such that damage to airplanes that overrun the paved surface would be 
minimized. Currently, the existing RSAs for Runway 7/25 do not meet FAA requirements. In 
order to comply with these requirements, the Airport has identified a preferred RSA extension 
alternative, which is described in Section 2.0 of the DEIRIEIS as' Alternative 1- West Creek 
Realignment'. For this alternative, Tecolotito Creek combined with Cameros Creek would be 
realigned. Specifically, the creek would be rerouted 2,000 feet to the west so that it would flow· 
around the westerly end of the newly extended RSA. Due to the significant earthwork,. ste:_~~T~. 

EXHIBIT NO. 25 ~~ 
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migration may potentially be adversely affected by construction impacts related to the creek • 
relocation. 

In addition, water quality impacts, associated with improvements and modifications to the AFP 
area related to construction, an overall increase of impervious surface ~. expanded Airport 
operations, and storm water discharge, may potentially adversely affect steelhead migration. The 
F .A.A has determined that the proposed project will not adversely affect 1he Federally endangered 
steelbead. NMFS concurs with this determination provided the following special conditions are 
implemented. 

1. The Cameros Creek sediment basin should be enlarged according to the proposed plan 
described in URS Corporation's Proposed Enlargement of Cameros Creek Sedimentation 
Basin dated July 31, 2001. The Tecolotito Creek sediment basin should ·also be enlarged 

· as described in the DEIS!EIR. Enlarging these basins will reduce the frequency of 
emergency dredging during times when steelhead may be present in Tecolotito and 
Cameros Creek. 

2. The new channel should be completed before connecting to the existing channel to avoid 
the need for.extensive stream diversions during construction. This reduces the time 

3. 

period when steelhead migration may be impacted. · 

Construction related to the connectio~·ofthe new channel to the e*-'.sting channel should 
only be conducted between July 15 and October 1 of any given year. During this time 
period, the likelihood of any adult or juvenile steelhead being present in 'tl?-e project 
vicinity is minimal. .. 

4. The applicant should install silt fencing, temporary instream siltation basins, stream 
diversions and implement other Best Management Practices (B:MPs) to minimize 
dovmstream turbidity and sedimentation impacts. <· 

If the FAA modifies the proposed action as identified above and then determines that the 
modified proposal action is not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat, this 
letter will constitute a written concurrence that the proposed action is not likely to adversely 
affect listed species or critical habitat pursuant to 50 C.F .R section 402.12(b ). Please provide 
documentation, either by written notice or by copy of ~e permit, of your decision to modify the 
proposed action a5 we have requested. If, however, the FAA chooses not to modifY the proposed ·. 
action as above, the FAA must then initiate formal section 7 consultation. 

• 

This concludes the informal section 7 consultation for this proposed action. Consultation must 
be reinitiated where discretionary federal agency involvement or control over the action has been 
retained (or is authorized by law) and; (1) ifil.ew information becomes available revealing 
effects of the action on listed species in a manner or to an extent not previously considered, (2) if 
project plans change, (3) if the agency action is subsequently modi£.ed in a manner that causes an • 
effect to listed species that was not considered, or (4) if a new species or critical habitat is · 
designated that may be affected by this action. 



Essential Fish Habitat Comments 

• . The proposed project occurs witlrin Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for the Coastal Pelagics and 
Pacific Groundfish Fishery Management Plans. Potential impacts to EFH related to this project 
include construction related turbidity and sedimentation, indirect impacts from hydrologic 
changes, increased stormwater runoff from an mcreased paved surface on the runway, the 
permanent loss of 13.3 acres of wetlands, and the temporary disturbance of 1.77 acres of 
wetlands. The F .AA has determined that the proposed project will not have permanent adverse 
effects on EFH. NMFS concurs with this determination provided the following 
recommendations are implemented. 

• 

• 

EFH Conservation Recommendations 

1. In order to reduce adverse effects associated with increased.stormwater runoff, the 
Airport should utilize BMPs to control industrial stormwater pollution and to monitor 

2. 

· stormwater quality. Aftertb,e Regional Water Quality Control Board approves the newly 
updated Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SPPP) for the new facilities, the Airport 
should submit a copy of the SPPP to NMFS. 

Due to the Valuable ecosystem functions that wetlands provide, the Airport should 
mitigate for the loss of wetlands associated with this project. Specific?}ly, the Airport 
should mitigate at a 2:1 ratio in accordance with the procedures described in the Draft 
Final Wetlands Mitigation Plan. Copies of the monitoring reports should be forwarded to 
NMFS. . 

3. N'MFS believes that out-of-kind habitat replacement, which involves restormg tidal 
circulation to closed basins in the Goleta Slough, would be beneficial to EFH. However, 

. the FAA has concerns about the effect of increased tidal water on bird strike hazards at 
the airport. Therefore, the Airport should implement a tidal restoration feasibility and 
bird strike study to evaluate the effects of increased tidal circulation on bird strike 
hazards. Once completed, a copy of the study and its recommendations for the future 
should be forwarded to NMFS. 

·Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires FAA to provide NMFS with a 
detailed 'V'lritten response to these EFH Conservation Recommendations, including a description 
of measures adopted by FAA for avoiding, mitigating, or offsetting the impact of the project on 
EFH. In the case of a response that is inconsistent with NMFS 's recommendations, FA.>\ mus~ 
explain its reasons for not following the recommendations, including the scientific justification 
for any disagreements with NMFS over the anticipated effects of the proposed action and the 
measures needed to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or offset such effects (50 CFR 600.920(j)) . 



Thank you for consulting with NMFS. If you have any questions related to this project, please 
contact Bryant Chesney at (562) 980-4037 orbzyantchesney@noaa.gov. 

cc: 
John Ledbetter, Santa Barbara Airport 
Sarah Iza, Santa Barbara Allport 

Sincerely, 

c?~£/f~ 
Rodney R. Mcinnis. 
Acting Regional Administrator 

... ~ ,,, ~ 

• 

.. 

• 
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Hovember 2&, ~001 

Mr. lh:yam;. Cl:l.eauy 
U • s . :Depart:.'l'lle%1t of Commerce 

REC,SIVED 
DEC . D ·3 iQilt 

~&ticn&l Oceanic &D4 ~•pha~ic -~=~~lstration 
National Marine !'iaheria• Service 
southwest Region 
SOl We&t ocean Boulevard, Suit'e 4200 
Long Beach, C&li!ornia JQBD2-4213 

··Dear Mr. Cheaney: 

Suta B• T"'bara .l::l.:p=::-t. 
laat.a a•:z::tJ•ra, CIJ..Uo:=ia 

City of San~ &arba,: 
Airport Oepar.tment a 

~raft BDvi:o=-antal ~act aepo:t/zaviro~•=tll Tmfa=~ Stat~t 
Concl\lai.o=. of Cou~.U&t.i.oz:~. 

The l"edera.l Aviation Ad.ministration · (!'AA) and the city cf Santa :Sa.rba.ra · 
(City) have had the opporcunity co review the National Marine Pishcriea 
Service (NMFS) letter to ue dated, October 2S, 2001. This letter was 
:r:espond.ing to the FAA's determinations puraua.nt- to· t.he · il:adangered 
Species Act (ESA) Secticn 7 &nd Magnuson Stevens Fisheries eonservatiqn 
and Management 'ACt - 2see~tial Fiab K&bicat {EFH) consultations related 
to the propo•ecl Aviation Facilities Plu. (AF'P) at: Sa.nta'"'Barbara 
Airport. The APP ia currently uru:ier envi:rcm.menta.l review pursuant to 
the National Envi:roDJI\ental Policy Act of ::I.SISS (NEPA) e.nci the California 
Environmental Q~ality Act of 1970 (CEQA) • 

The proposed project& occur within the range o! the Southern California 
Evol~tiona.ry SignifiCalJ.t 'Unit: (E:SO) for the Federally EDO&:agered • 
Souchern Steelhead Trout and deaignated Stee~head Critical Habitat, 
'l'he primary element of the Aviation Faci:I.itiee Plan for s~t:& :Barbara 
Airport is the enlargement of the Runway Safety Areas that surro'U.n4 
Runway 7/25. These safety A:eas cunent~y do net meet the minimum . 
design etandards established by the FAA. The preterred alternative, as 
identified in the corresponding Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report· (EIS/BIR) would involve the relocation of 
Tecolotit.o and carneroa Creeks ~n order to accommQdate these safety 
area&. '!'he NMFS is coneerned that the significa.nt earthwork and 
modificacion of critical habitat may potentially affect ateelhead 
rnisra.tion. The NMPS has p::opoaed the fo~lowing special; conditions, 
which t.he Ai;r;port and the FAA have agr~ed to fellow 1 

~. The carneroa Creek sediment. basin will be enlarged according to 
the ~reposed plan a~ described 1n the ~s COrporation•e Proposed 
Enlargement gf CarneroB creek Sedi~nt.ation Basin, dated ~uly 31, 
2001. In addition, the Tecolotito Creek sediment basin will be 
enlarged, as outlined in our previous correspondence. 

EXHIBIT NO. 26 

APPLICATION NO. CC~058-01 

C(t California Coastal Commission 
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2. To avoid 1:ha zwed. for ext.euive at.:aam c!ive:a~ou cmriz:as · 
conat.::uct:ic:m, t:.he uw cbennel -wil.l :De. ~l•~ pri.o:' to 
cormac~ion wit.h tl:ut cxiatag ci:l•nncl. '1'h.ia will :ec!:u.ce the 
opport.unity for int.e.r:z:"\lptic:m clu:.'iA; a:.e•J.haad. migration . 

.. • .. : 

3 • ecUt:uction ralatecl tQ the ccumactic:m cf the new cb1nnel to the.. ': 
exi&ting ch&zmel will be completed between J\lly 15 and. Qcto.be:r 1 · 
of ·ea.c:h year. ':hia ached.ule will. m:! t!'l.m:i ze the· pocential for . : 
adult or juvW.le ateall:::l.ead t:.o l::le in the projece II.:'U.. • •• 

4.. 'l'o mi:nimize d.ow.•tream t:urbiciity a:o.c3. aac:llUAtaticn. impact&, silt 
fencing, temporary :l.Zl stream ail.t.atic.::= baaiu', stream diveraione, 
anci other Beat M&Dagamant Practice• taMP~) will be u.eci. 

Theae statement• here):)y modify the prc:>pesed. project aa req'lleated. by 
MMFS1 the· adherence to theae conditicna concludes ~ informal section· 
7 ec:::tnsul tali ion fo:r thia propoaeci actic=.. · ' 

Pura~t to sect.ion 3DS(b) (')(B) of the Magnuaon-Stevens Aet for EFH 
canault:.ation, ~ following aoca.t.el'lllmta out.lin.e · the FAA' a ccmmi t.ment to 
the a.d.herance of the each of t:.he Spacial Ccmd.itiona mu:1 Conaervation 
Raccmmend&tiona o~tlined your Oct:.Cber 26, 200~~ letter. 

The proposed project ie also located within the Eaa~tial Fish Habitat 
{'!PH), for the Coastal Pelagic• an.c! Pacific Grow:.d.fiah M&2::l.agement. 
Pla.na. Potential impacts t.o EFH related to this project include i 
~crea.aed turbidity an.c! aeclirnentation, incllract impacta from hyclrologiC! 
chaDgee, increased stormwater runoff, permaDent loaa of 13.3 acres of 
wetlanda, and the temporary diaturbance of. 1. 7'7 acres of wetlands~ '!.'he 
FAA is committ.od to following the NMi'S' • pl'Cpoaed coneer.vat:ion 
recommenciatf=s pursuant to yow: letter d.a.t~d October 2S, 2001. 

1. ~o reduce the adverse effects associated with increased 
at.ormwater ri.moff, the FAA will utilize BMPa to control 
industrial atormwater pollution ~ to monitor atormwater 
quality. 'l'b.e Airport will also submit a. copy of t.he Sto:mwater 
Pollution Prev~tion Plan for the new facilities once, once it is 
approved by the Re;ional Wat:.e:r Quality Control :aoa.rd. · 

2. The Airport will mitigate for wet:la..nda at. a 2. 7 1l ratio, aa 
described in the Proposed Final Wetlands Mitigation Plan. The 
2.111 ratio il clearly higher than the ~tl ratio aa described i~ 
tbe Draft Wetland; Mitigation Plan. Copiee of the monit:.oring 
plans will be forwarded to ~S aS the projects progress. 

3. While the FAA c:onau.ra with the lllMFS a.aserocion that aut-of-kinQ. 
replacement would be beneficial to EF.E, the FAA'has concerns 
rega.:rtiing tidal rest.oration and bird strike hazards. curre~tly, 
a tidal restoration feasibility/bird strike at:.udy is uncierway at 
the Gole~a Slou.gh to evaluat.e the effects of inereaaed 
circulation on bird strike hazards. once compleeed, a copy of 
the s~udy and ita recommendation.~ will :be .fo:z:wa.:rd.ed to liiJO"S · 

/ 

• 

• 

•• 
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'r.b.eae lilea.&u:ea -=• cr:md.it.i.cms ~ t.l:!.e pe:::it· aa claa::r.i.l:lc4 :.a. tl:a.e ac~ · 
2,, .2001 lat.te:r·. Ti:l.e- atatemeT'tlil il:aclve ·l:!.e.rQy .coi.ncicle :wi.th :.be JOG'S · 
conae:va.ticn ··liec:;Ol!!QIInn•:ia.rw' ·:el&t.od. ;.o ~ -p~eQ. -prgj oc:u. · · 

Please call me at: 3l0/725·36I5. if you b.&ve any queat.icws c:once:rning 
thia m.a.tter. 

~. K,..!-..-nsc~~~~:.-_ ......., ... ______ _ 
David :8. · Eaasle:r, AICP 
bvironmez:1tal Prct.ec:tion Bpec.ialiat 

cc::: ~ ·. LaCIDet.t:•r, sant.a. .. Bar~ra JiJ.:rport 
owen. Thc:ml&s , Santa Ba.:rbar~ Ai~c:a:t 

• i 

. ' 

• J ••• 
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SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT JOINT EIRIEIS 
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, . ~ 
Tf'ala Draft EIRI51S evaluate& the Impacts resulting fromtheaxtansian of the: Runway 

Safety Areu for Runway 712.5 to meet current Federal Aviation Administration {FAA) 
design standards, the construction of Taxiway M adjacent to Runway 1 SR~33L, the 
e~ansion of the Airline Terminal Building and assooiated automobile parking·~facilltles, 
and the improvement of TaxiwayS, aircrt~ft parking aprons, air cargo proeesslr.g facilities, 
75. aircraft T-hangara, and a new on-airport .service road. The project is located in t.he 
Southcoast region of Santa Barbara County. and Ia owned and operated by the City of 
Santa Barbara. The project Is located within and adjacent to the Goleta Slou;h Ecological 
Reserve, an area designated and defined under the California Code of Regul;ttions. Title 
14 tf)etlon 630. The project has the potential to impact up to 8.36 acres of: wet1and 
habitats, a .tate listed apociea ,PasHrculus sandwichensl& beldingi(Beldfng's; iavannah 
sparrow), and alter Ianda or boundaries within the Goleta Slough Ecologlcai ~~~~rve. 

'··.~ 

The following statement. and comments have been preparad pursua;nt to tne 
California Department of Fish & Game's (The Department) authority aa Trus~e AQency 

· with juriadiction over natural resources affected by tht project (CEQA Section ·t5386) and 
pursuant to our authority as a Reaponslble Agency under CEQA'Sectlon 15381 over those 
as pacta of the proposed project that come under the purview of the California Endangered 
.Speel&$ Aet (Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et .scaq) and Fish and Gama Code 
Section 1600 et seq, and as manager of the Goleta SJough Ecologleaf Reserv~. 

The Department has worked over the years with the Airport, the City and other 
marnber& of the Goleta Slough Man•gement Commlttee(GSMC) to avaluats an,~ shape the 
proposed project deaign as It relata& to impacts to wildlife and their habitats both Within the 
Ecological Reserve and the surrounding watershed. On the whofe the Department finds 
the p•·ojed as prop0$ed (.AJtemative 1, relocations of the western portion orTet~lotito and 
Cam•ros Creek&) w-Ill result In significant. but m.elnly mitlgstble impacts. The C>epartment 

EXHIBIT NO. 27 
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Aviat1on Facllltias Plan 

roocmmends the City select this alternative. The Department does not recorl'lmend the 
sele;t(on of Alternative 2 {the boX cutverting ofiacolotlto Creek a&1hia cption would not 
fu11y mitigate for ·impacts to Belding's Savannah Sparrow aa woulcl be required by the 
California Endangered Species Act(CESA). In addition this altamative does no~ offer as 
wide as range cf wetland mitigation option&, and could create a paaaage barrier for 
Southern Steelhead. 

' The Department findS the wetland mitigation J)lan for the project mccept:4able. but ls 
'Jery concerned about the amphaais placed on giving the FAA's eonsult•mt Wildlife 
Services (WS) ultimate approval authority over mitigation and ra&torat!on actions within 
the Slough. ihe Department understands the F M'1 concern about bird strike h11zerd. and 
realizes the Importance of maintaining a safe ai~ort operation. but the Oepart.,ent feels 
t~at the overall mission and qualifications of WS does not provide fot an objective or 
ecologically aound approach to management of the Eeclo;ical R~erve. The Department 

· hoJ)ea the Airport will continue to utJUze the GSMC as the primary soundinQ board for 
review of adlvltiea l,pactino wildlife and their habitats within the slough ·ttnd it's 
watershed. Use of this well established anc! watershed baaed procesa may help the City 
avoid the need for additional mitigation measures to eompenaate for actions pm~91ed by 
wa ~ 

Typically the Department 'WOuld ask for mitigation ratios hlgherthan 2;1 ft)rimpacts 7 '"'-tT 
to wetland resources sueh as thou proposed by the project. Becaua6 the City h~a been ~s. 
the maln funding eouroe for the GSMC managament plan, and plans to c=ontlnue tha 
·procus the Department Is willing to allow a lower mitigation ratio. Though this is not a 
standard procedure the Department feels the GSMC process has reeulted {and wl!J result) 
to, an ove14111 benefit to the health of the Slough and Ecological Re-serve. 

The City will need to secure both sn incidental take permit for Belding's !)svannah -:z R9Q.. 
Sparrow.,and a Streambed Alteration Agreement for the relocation of Tecolo~lto and \'>~ 
Cameros Creeks. The Oe~artmant encourages the City to begin theae proce.aues soon, 
so eonstr.uctlon can occur according to ae,.,edule. The Department will provide the City gr 

Airport planners with tne appropriate Information to lnltlate tbe proceases. The .City will 
nbed to provide proof of payment of CEQA filing fees for both the SAA and the il'l~ldental 
ta.ke permit 

. On the whole the D;partment finds the Draft EIRIEIS for the Airport Facilities plan 
to be one of the most thorough and well presented CEOA documents they have reviewed. 
The Department believes the GSMC process waa Instrumental In heJplng develop try is level 
.of clarity and thoroughnes.s. If you have any questions regarding thase comments. please 
con1aet Morgan Wehtje at 805-491-3571 . 

./ffj01y ~-
Morgan~e ,, 
ESJV Supervisor ' 
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RECEIVED 
SEP 25 2001 

City ct Sarna ESarttare. 
Airport Depar.tment 

September 24, 2001 

David K=ul=r . 
. Fcdc:ral Aviaticn Admi.niatrati.a 

U.S. Department ofTnmsportaticm 
P.O. ~ox 92007 
Los Angeles, Califomia 9Q00;..20Q7 

<;l!' 

Subject: Propoaed Santa Barbara MuuicipaJ. .Ai:po:t A.viatian Facilities Plm and,the Need. 
for Soct:ion 7 Bndangmd Sp=cics Act Ccmml]taticm, SIDta Barbara County. 
Califarnia · 

Dear Mr. Kessler: 

We received a letter, dated January 30,2001, and.rcccivedbyus onFebrwu:y l, 2001, ttam.J'obn 
Ledbetter of the City of Santa Berba:a Municipal Airport reqw:ating ccmsultatian pursua:a.t to 
section 7(a)(2) of the El:ldangercd Spacies Act of1973, as utu:md=d (Aat);on b=balf' ofthe 
Federal Aviation Adm:inist:ration (FAA). . 

,-

The City of Santa. Barbara (City) is prcparin& an.A.via.tionFaciliticaPlau to meet the aviation 
needs at thll airport throuah th= you 2015. Ju part oftbil facilities plan. the current ail:port 
nm.way will need to be =xp~ to m==t FAA aa!=ty rogulatiON fer nm.way ovcmms.:;·A:n 
additional! ,000 feet of safety avcm.m would be re:quired over and abov= thll existing runway. A · 
total of 20.66 terrestrial acres would be affectad by the proposed project. ' · 

The biological aascsamem oonducted for the project DOW that, DO flderally listed threa~ed or 
endangered species arc Jikcly to b= affected b;y the proposed project. The only listed sptcics 
clUI'cmtly found in the vicinity ofthe·airport is the fec1crally c:nd.angcred. brown pelica.n;(PelecaJJus 

. acctdentalis). The brown pelican is ~casionally observed roos~ near the mouth affb.e Goleta 
Slough, approximately two miles a.way from the proposed runway expansion area. T11c' City .. 
ass=ns that brown pelicans woul4 not be affected. either directly or i.nd.ir=tly by the proposed 
project because th=y only occasionally roost at Golc:ta Slou.zb,. and the proposed project is n_early 
two milc:s from the roosting location. Although tb.c:re have been anecdotal reports of tb.e federally 

• 

• 

• 

endangered salt marsh bird.'s beak (Cordyla:nthw maritimu.s ssp. marltimus) existing h,istorically • 
in the project area, no records have bem found to v=rtfy its presence in Goleta Slough hnd it is · 
not expected to occur in the proposed project area. Goleta Sloush historically support:e!d the · · 
federally endangered light· footed. clapper rail (Rallu.s lan~rostri3 levipu), b~t the species has not 
been observed since 1972 8Jld is not expected to il:ili.abit the proposed P'"~"~~ ...... t A'r"J'IR '1"hfli! 'h:::~h;tRt in 

EXHIBIT NO. 28 
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the propouci·projoct atoa offcm )imjted potential habitat far light.foatcxl ~mila. 1'lu:: 
fcd.;rally c:nda:Qg=rcd ti&wat=r JOQY (~gabbu ~1 baa w·b=n TCpQI'U:d..frcm 
Goleta Slough, butng records ha.ve·bccc.found.m Yeri!Ytb:irpms:;:acc;'Surveys·CODdneted in 
1995 did not find tid=waw gobyin Goa Slough. .Furtbcrmo=, 1bc tid.owatc:r gabylW not·been 
-~nor~ it expected to be fo~ in Tccclotito Creek (IAficrty pcra. comm 2001):; 

We ciQ not exp~t that salt marsh bird' s beik, light"foctcd clapper rail, ar tWwatm gob~ inhabit 
the Goleta Slough area. 'I'h='afare, we cancu:r that the mpart fadljtics p1m, as propoaeci. would 
nat affect :federally tbreatcncd and. cndaiJgcred apeci cs If fMerally listed apccics arc ~;,: 
s~~ucntly detected in the project area, you must contact us to datermine whether further 
compliance with the En4angcrcd Species Act ofl973, as Balct~dcd, ia required. If you have any 
furthc:r q"Q.C:StiODS please ccmtaet Li&a Roberts r;Umy staff a1 (805) 644-1766. 

cc:: J obn Ledbetter. Santa Barba;a Aitport 

Sincerely, 

('1- _Diane K. Nodi' '\ 
Ficlti Supervisor 

.---; 

.; 

f{ .. 
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velocity are tied to the approach category (the 

approach speed) and design group (wingspan) of 

the aircraft .using ~e airport as defined above. 

In general, the faster and larger the aircraft, the 

more crosswind it can tolerate. Also, .most air­

craft can tolerate stronger crosswinds .on takeoff 

than on landing. Exhibit SF indicates the maxi­

mum crosswind components considered accept­

able for various aircraft categories. 

Design 
Group 

I 
II 

m 
IV 

Exhibit SF 

Acceptable Crosswind 
Velocities (in knots) 

1.0 knot- 1.15 mph 

Approach Category 

A B c 
; 

'10.5 10.5 .. 16.0 

13.0 13.0 16:0 

16.0 16.0 16.0 

20.0 . 20.0 20.0 

Source: Airpon Design Advisol)' Circular (AC 150/5300-13) . 

Current and·projected future aircraft use of San.ta 

Barbara Airport runs the full range of this ap­

proach category · and design group spectrum. 

Data .on crosswind coverage at various velocities 

are thus significant. Analysis of wind data for 

the Airport (see Wind Rose, Exhibit 3D in Chap­

ter 3) indicates that winds from the southwest, 

south, and .southeast are common, they mostly 

remai~ below 12.0 mph. The east/west primary 

runway thus. has very. good {98.9%) coverage 

even at .a low crosswind tolerance of 1 0.5 knots 
(12.0 mph). When combined with the coverage 

provided by .the crosswind (parallel) runway 

alignment, the airfield provides nearly 100% 

coverage. 

May 2om 

Draft Aviation Facilities Plan 

The conclusion drawn from this data is that, .al­

though not essential for crosswind coverage pur­

poses, the two no~rth-south runways are well 

aligned for the common, mild southerly winds. 

The more important function of the north .. south 

.runways is for operational capacity and flexibil­

ity as outlined in the following discussion. 

Operational Capacity 

• 

Adequate capacity to accommodate the projected 

volume of aircraft operations is a primary design 

consideration. Airfield capacity is generally 

measured in :terms of the number of aircraft op­

erations the runway and taxiway system can ac~ 

commodate without unreasonable delay in .an 

hour or over a year. Calculation of airfield ca­

pacity is dependent upon various physical _and · 

operational factors a; s~~wn in Ex}}ib~t SG. · • 

Exhibit SG 

Runway Capacity Factor-S 

• Runway configuration 

• Locatio~ of runway exits 
• .. Frequency in which different combinations of 

: runways are used 

• Mix of aircraft types using the airport (includ­
ing helicopters) 

• Amount of touch-and-go training activity . 

• Wind conditions and the degree .of airfield 

wind coverage 

• Existence of air traffic control facilities and 

navigational aids 

·• 

• 

• 

Extent of instrument vs. visual weather condi­

tions 

Peaking conditions (i.e., hourly, 'daily, and 

seasonal variations in traffic demand) 

Proximity of nearby airports and other factors 

affecting airspace 
Source: Airpon Design Advisory Circular 

EXHIBIT NO. 29 

APPLICATION NO. CC-058·01 
5-9 



• Chapter 5 - Aiifield Design Alternatives 

• 

• 

• 

At airports with instrument approach capabilities, 
such as Santa Barbara, hourly capacity is often 

measured separately for instrument flight rules 

(IFR) versus visual flight rules (VFR) weather 

conditions. IFR conditions are when weather 

conditions are below the minimum for flight under 

visual flight rules. IFR conditions, limiting opera­

tions to a single runway, occur 10% of the time. 

Most of the input data required for determining 

th~ Santa Barbara Airport runway capacities was 

originally documented in the 1990 Draft Airport 

Master Plan Update. This data has been reviewed 

·as part of the present study and the most impor­

tant information is brought forward into the analy­

ses below. 

Peak Hour Capacity 

The FAA defines peak ho)lr activity as being the 

busiest or peak hour of ~n averag~ day of the 

peak month of the year. With respect to deter­

mining hourly capacity at Santa Barbara Airport, 

the following is assum~d:~ 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

5-10 

The peak hour activity typically occurs be­

tween 5:00 and 6:00p.m; 

Arrivals represent 45% of peak hour opera­

tions under VFR (or visual) conditions and 

50% during IFR (or instrument) conditions; 

Large aircraft represent 5% of the VFR peak 

hour operations and 6% of the IFR peak hour 

operations; 

Touch-and-goes account for about 15% of 

the peak hour operations; 

All operations by airline and general aviation 

jets, commuter airline turboprops, and fire at­

tack aircraft are on the primary runway; 

About 65% of general aviation propeller 

airplane operations, including some twins, 

are on the north-south runways; 

• Simultaneous use of the two north-south is 
permitted under FAA air traffic control 

guidelines. However, because of the close 

spacing between the two runways, such op­

erations are allowed only by small, single­

engine airplanes maintaining two-way com­

munications and only under VFR conditions; 

and 

• Runway exits are optimally located to pro­

vide maximum capacity. 

Given these assumptions, the hourly capacity of 

the Santa Barbara Airport runway system is cal­

culated at approximately 180 operations during 

VFR or visual conditions. This capacity is pro­

vided only when wind conditions and the air 

traffic mix permit near simultaneous use of Run­

ways 15RJL or 33L/R with limited use of Run­

ways 7 or 25. The need for coordination of op­

erations on the intersecting runways means that a 

heavy traffic volume by large aircraft on Runway 

7-25 reduces the capacity available for the north­

south. 

At present, the Airport is operating at well below 

this theoretical capacity. The 1993 VFR peak­

hour air traffic volume was 65 operations/hour. 

The number of peak hour operations has not been 

calculated since 1993, however, informal discus­

sions with Air Traffic Control staff indicate that 

the 65 operations/hour is probably a realistic 

peak for 2001. This demand is projected to in­

crease only to 77 operations per hour, still Jess 

than half of the potential capacity. Consequently, 

the operational constraints described above, spe~ _ 

cifically, light aircraft operations limited mostly 

to the north-south runways, are seldom neces­

sary. The spacing of aircraft operations on Run­

way 7-25 is such that the delays to aircraft using 

Runways 15 or 33 are minimaL 

May 2001 
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Instrument flight rules or IFR capacity is calcu­
lated at 60 operations/hour. Although instrument 
departures can be made from any runway, all 
approaches are to Runway 7-25 even if some 
aircraft land on the north-south runways. In ef­
fect, under IFR conditions, only one aircraft at a 
time is able to operate. No projection has been 
made of hourly IFR demand, but it is certainly 
well below the hourly IFR capacity. 

Annual Capacity 

Theoretically, annual capacity might be calcu­

lated simply by multiplying hourly capacity by 
the number of hours .in a year. · Such a number 

would be meaningless, however, because de­
mand· at most airports drops nearly to zero dur­

ing nighttime hours and also varies substantially 
from month to month. Calculation of annual 
capacity therefore greatly depends upon assump­
tions regarding the relationships between peak 
hour and annual demand. In recognition of the 
variability introduced by these assumptions, the 
FAA uses the term annual ser\rice volume to 

represent a "reasonable" annual capacity. 

Additional assumptions for the calculation of 
the annual runway capacity for Santa Barbara 
Airport include the following: 

• Wind and weather conditions allow the 
optimum-capacity runway combinations 
(i.e., all three runways in use and most op­
erations on the north-south runways); 

• Instrument conditions, limiting operations 
to a single runway, occur 10% of the time; 

• The Airport is below operating minimums 
(i.e., effectively closed to all operations) 
2% of the time; and 

May 2001 

> . 

Draft Aviation Facilities Plan 

• Historically, peak month (August) activity 
has equaled 9.3% of the year and the .peak 
hour has represented 9.8% of the average 
day of the peak month. 

• 
These assumptions yield an annual service vol­
ume of approximately 475,000 operations. 
Higher off-peak usage would increase this ca­
pacity by 1 0% or more. However, even the 

4 75,000-operations capacity is well above both 
the projected 218,000 annual aircraft operations 
volume indicated in Chapter 4 and the historical 
(.1984) peak of some 241,000 operations.· Total 
annual aircraft operations counts averaged just 
Jess 170,000 during the 1995 to 1999 period. 

When the tower is closed (11 pm to 6 am), the 
Los Angeles Center handles approach/departure 

control. As is common throughout the United 
States where airports ;4o not have · a 24-hour • 

·tower, pilots commu~ic~te with each other using 
the Common Traffic Advisory Frequency or 
CTAF of 119.7. Pilots announce their inten­
tions and .call their position as they transition in 
and out of the Airport. 

Runway Length 

For the purpose of assessing runway length 
requirements, the FAA considers only the air­
craft types .that conduct at least 250 operations 
per year on that runway or are forecasted to do 
so in the future. Of the many aircraft types 
regularly flown at Santa Barbara.Airport, airline _ 
jets operating in scheduled service· are the most -­

affected by runway length limitations and are 
therefore deemed the critical aircraft group . 
Generally, the higher the temperature, the 
lighter the load the aircraft can carry in order to 
takeoff safely. Because these aircraft operate at 

s-n· 

• 
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AC No: 150/5060.S 
a a: 

l,. PtrJIPCIA:. 'B1ia ~ ciraalar (IC) u:plAiM ..,. to ccaiPlte a.iJ:part capcit7 
and aiJ:craft 4elay far a.irpol:t P'.anniJ!I; ~ deli~~ 

2. ~. ~is pii.JDlJcaticm c:ADCels tbe fal.lowiDg ~ral Aviaticm Mm!nia-
tratican (I'M) Adviatxy Circmlar• (~) : · 

a. .: 150/SO&O-u., Airpart. Capacity criteria uaed in Prepari.D!:T tbe .. ticnal 
AiJ:par:t Plan, 4at:e4 ~ 8, 1968, and 

b. ·ac 150/506G-3A, Ai:pcrt t:apcity Criteria U8e4 in Lo.ag BaDge Pla=fD!iJ, • 
4a.t:e4 '1lece11ber 24, 1.969. . 

- ~. 'BACIGiii:DID. Cbangea in t:be C=Owt~itiCX\ af t:be •tiaa. 18 aimraft fleet t:ogetber 
ri.tb. D~J;trcw•nta :i.D air t:affic caDt:al. (.I1ZC) prac:t.iaea !law catdatect aapacito.y 
c:a]DO]aticat oc:mt:.a.1Ded. t:be ca.-]]w' acB. AD I'M cc:at.racUX' reezaahwif t:'ba prcce-
41J.na fez detem:lntng aizpart CQ~~Cit.y·u4 __..tee~ Dlproleant:s t:b upCiate thea. 
!Ilia &C illpl.eant::a t:be• u.pr,...•ata. %D ad&Uticm, thia &C mfizlea tlefin!ticu af 
c:apacitf alld delay •. C'M'.IClft is tbe tbrCl&lfbllat rate, i.e. the wziwm DIDiber .of .. 
CJperatJ.oaa tbat can· taka pl.ilae 1n u.. bau. !!II!Eil:r 1a tbe 4:1ftereaae :i.D t.t. be~ 
a caastraiDed all4 an aJM:!OD•trained aUc.raft · C~;~Drt\t.ia!l.. IJ!Ieae &!f·illitioDa tate into 
acccant t:bat delays ~ l:leclla• of a!-.ltueau anew CX1 tbe facillt7. !be 
ac::ce~ leftl of delay will ftr!' frca a~t. m &itpart. 

4. APPLl:CA!riCJI ~ AliCE'OIS' DISmR •. !'o appl.y t.:beee pz:~a, a reaaaaal::llla 
uaderataa51Dg of the au:aaaatit.:al. acti'V'i.tJea te!Dg ct.'llldl:lated at, ar projecte4 far, 
tb.e airpart. is reqtdre4. Cue abmld be emmieed iD a.siDg &ftflabla aata 110 .. to 
avoicJ data vh:Lch zepn-=a a le'llll af actiYitJ' QCICilrriZIIJ spanilically c1uriD!i t:be · 
year--un.laaa it iS i.Dtellded ta eza•i ne that 8pecific CICIDC!itiaD. Sbce few ai.zport:a 
operate at ~ CJewnc1• le._la fol: -=:e tbaD Qlo as= tlu:ee coaeecntift hclu.r1t ~ aDf 
QDI day alli4 ...... ,., flw:t:aatea tECU9hCI1t a period ·-ll U short U CAl:. hall' 1 8Qie 

delay viU ccc:a.r dlzrizlg a t!Picallaaara operat::iaDs• l:t !a Bllggested tbat airpart 
4eaig'n be baaed em all bc:la.rl.l' de•"" 1d:W:::h can be u;.c:te4 to cx::cur at leut an a 
weekly baais. 
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.c"' Gate Grc:ap. !'.be te:a gate grcap iaeD'Wias tbl maher of gates la::ated in 

• 
tena~N' cCIIPlax vhic:h ue ·uaec1·1:1.r u air:U.., a: ~~bared by ·t.~~o cz -=.e wli- .,;~ 

, ,gr: ot1:aer ai.z:c:aft opez:at1118 at t:be &iJ:'pc:ct CD a 'wgnlarl.Y' ~ basi&. l.n •; 
ll&:lltt-·cuea tbe- teallil:a&l gate& llP! DDt u..C by gea.z:al av:i&ticm a.i.l:'cz:att. '- ·' 

1•3. CAPAC:rft" ~. !'he fDllc:lwi.D; wubpa:gz:apba •~h. t:e:u uaea ~z:e1ii. ~ 
.uaea iD tbia .ac az:e Clefizled iD AppeDCliz 4, Gl Oliaary af ~.fl'e:aaa. 

a. Aircraft Miz. Aircraft mi.z 18 tbe zelatiw pa=e~tage o.f c:peratiODB 
c::ozXlw::t:ed ·by each af tbe fc:ur claaMB af ai:l:=af't (A, B, C, and Dt. :. 'fable l,-1 ida~ 
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-
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~;._ .. ......_:;.,.,;:~·,:.· 

c. £!P!c1ty.. Ol~ity {throughput ea.paeity} ~.s 1!!. '!r!'!&P.!!:t" ~ t~ 111'.\EiD!ua 
"!JI""-r o:f ai=raft ~a.ti.O!'!S 'ttljcb can be M!!~!'"!!~~:t~~~ ·~ ~ e,<i"T~t C'Jt' 11ixpg.r;t. 
c•~rat in an J:ww:. Siu:e tbe capacit:.:r of e ~t .ett~Pt!t!bnt !a !Da!t~nt. af 
·tbe capacity of other ai::port. cua~nt&, it can b calctllsb!d aeparately. . . 

d. CeiliDs and Visibilitt. lor parpaaea of thh ac, the terJDs V!"ll, Il"R., Uc1 
PVC are u•d aa •••.tea relating to. tbe follawiDg .ceil.ings aDd viaibUitiaa. 

(1.) Viaaa.l flight rula (VftJ cCIIDC!it.iC.us QOCUr Ulenever t.be cloua ~illng 
is at .least 1,000 feet above grow:d level aDd·~ vi~~bi!ity .!s at.t. ~at ·thz:ee sta-
tute miles. · · · · 

. . (2) :r.ns~nt ·flight. mla (:rn.) cond:!.t'-~~ a:-~~!: ~m~r tb!l. aP9rted 
clcad cei.l.ing 1a at l~est 500 f.eet but leu than l,OIJfl. f~t s!'.ld/Q!: -v:isibilit:Y ia at 
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(3) Poor: visibi.lJ,ty .t!.r.d ceiling {~ c~,!:.ti~~ ~im:. 'td:!9naftl: tbe clcgd 
ceiling. u less tlm.n SOD f9et a.z!!Vm tba · vi!!~h:U .. !ty. :!.s ;:!.,~ tl!~ 0!!!! ~-~~ JIU:e., 

,, ! . 

e •. Delay. llelay ia the cUf.fereace betrleen ~ttl!:1.re-3 l!Dt3 Ube('ll~~inacl 
~atiDg time. 
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Kiz llldez 
t(C+3D) 

Ot:Q 20. , . 
2lt:Q so .. 
51 t.o· 80 
8l ta 120 
~tol.IO 

Ot:Q 20 
2lt:o so. 
Slta 80 
81 t;g uo 

121 to 180 

Oto 20 
211:0 so 
Sl t.o 80~ 
81 to 120 

121 t.o l.BO 

Oto 20 
2lto 50 
Sl =· 80 
81 to 120 

. 121 t:.o liD 

Oto 20 
21to so 
51 to 80 
81 to 120 

121 t.o 180 

IaJ 010 

llcla:ly Annpal 
CQN:ity 8erricle 
Opa/llr Volu-

vn. . D'Jt Ope/Yr 

98 59 230,000 
74· 57 195,000 
i3 5& 205,000 
55 53 210,000 
51 5D uo,ooo 

19'7 59 355,000 
145 5'7 275,000 
121 ·SC .260,000 
lOS 59 285,000 

94 60 340,000 

197 62 35S,OOO . 
149 63 2BS,.OOO 
126 65 275,000 
lll 70 300,000 
103 75 36S,OOO 

19'7 119 370,000 
149 U3 320,000 
126 111 305,000 
ll1 lOS 315,000 
103 ,, 370,000 

295 62 385,000 
213 63 305,000 
J.11 65 285,000 
JA9 70 310,000 
l29 75 375,000 

* Stagger:ecl tl:esbold ac!jg•t-Dta. uy ~y, see paraQraph 41. 

nvure 2•1. Caqjlaci tr .a UV :fol: l.oDg rage plaaming 
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210 U? sss,ooo 
111 l20 i7S,.OOO 

98 59 230,000 
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145 
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59 355,000 
57 275,.000 
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21 to ·so 
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81 t.o .120 < 

!~l to 1~0 

0 :tQ 20 
u to so 
51 to 80 
81. to 120 

l2l = 180 

O.to 20 
2'!. to SO 
~l to -89-
~!. t~ ··nc 

!?J. to a.•o 

Ot.o 20 
2lto 50 
51 to 80 
81 to uo 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Subject: Engineered Materials Arresting Systems 
(EMAS) for Aircraft Overruns 

1. PURPOSE. This advisory Circular (AC) contains 
standards for the planning, design, and installation of 
Engineered Materials Arresting Systems (EMAS) in 
runway safety areas. Engineered Materials means high 
energy absorbing materials of selected strength, which 
will reliably and predictably crush under the weight of 
an aircraft. 

2. BACKGROUND. Aircraft can and do overrun 
the ends of runways, sometimes with disastrous results. 
An overrun occurs when an aircraft passes beyond the 
end of a runway during an aborted takeoff or while 
landing. The majority of such overruns by air carrier 
aircraft come to rest within 1000 feet of the runway 
end and between the extended edges of the runway. 
Data on aircraft overruns over a 12-year period from 
1975 to 1987 indicate that a large majority of all 
overruns (approximately 90%) occur at exit speeds of 
70 knots or less (Reference 7, Appendix 2). In order to 
minimize the hazards of overruns, the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) incorporated into airport design 
standards the concept of a safety area beyond the 
runway end. To meet the standards, the safety area 
must be capable, under normal (dry) conditions, of 
supporting aircraft that overrun the runway without 
causing structural damage to the aircraft or injury to its 
occupants. Besides enhancing airport safety, the safety 
area provides greater accessibility for emergency 
equipment after an overrun incident. There are many 
runways, particularly those constructed prior to the 
adoption of the safety area standards, where natural 
obstacles (bodies of water or sharp drop-offs), local 
development (roads and railroads), or environmental 
constraints (wetland encroachment), make the 
construction of a standard safety area impracticable. 
There have been accidents at some of these airports 
where the ability to stop an overrunning aircraft within 
the runway safety area would have prevented major 
damage to aircraft and injuries to passengers . 
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Recognizing the difficulties associated with achieving 
a standard safety area at all airports, the FAA 
undertook research programs on the use of various 
materials for arresting systems and, in conjunction 
with industry, conducted a series of field tests utilizing 
an instrumented Boeing 72 7 aircraft. As a result of the 
data obtained from these test programs, the Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANY/NJ), in 
1997, installed an EMAS comprised of cellular cement 
on the Runway 4R safety area at John F. Kennedy 
International Airport. This prototype system is being 
monitored to provide information on system longevity. 

3. APPLICATION. At some airports, 
reconstruction of a runway requires its safety areas to 
be brought up to current standards to the extent 
practicable. Of course, conformance with current 
standards is desirable at all airports, even when not 
required by regulation. Occasionally, however, it may 
not be practicable to achieve a standard safety area as 
specified in Tables 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3 of 
AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design. In these situations, 
Appendix 14, Declared Distances, of that AC provides 
an alternative means of enhancing safety. The 
declared distance alternative allows an airport owner to 
declare what portions of an operational runway are 
available to satisfy the aircraft's accelerate-stop and 
landing distance requirements, with runway beyond 
these "declared distances" available as runway safety 
area. However, the use of declared distances at some 
airports may result in the inability to accommodate 
aircraft that are currently in use at that airport. In such 
a situation, installing an EMAS may be another way of 
enhancing safety. An EMAS is NOT a substitute for, 
nor equivalent to, any length or width of runway safety 
area and does not affect declared distance calculations. 
An EMAS is also not intended to meet the definition of 
a stopway as provided in AC 150/5300-13. 

EXHIBIT NO. 31 

APPLICATION NO. 
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The guidelines and standards contained herein are 
recommended by the FAA for the design of EMAS. 
This AC is not mandatory and does not constitute a 
regulation. It is issued for guidance purposes and to 
outline a method of compliance. One may elect to 
follow an alternate method, provided it is also found by 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to be an 
acceptable means of complying with Title 14, Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR), Chapter I, FAA. 
Therefore, mandatory terms such as "shall" or "must" 
used herein apply only to those who seek to 
demonstrate compliance by use of the specific method 
described by this AC, or for those for whom the use of 
these guidelines is mandatory, such as those installing 
an EMAS funded under Federal grant assistance 
programs. 

4. RELATED READING MATERIAL. 
Appendix 2 contains a listing of documents with 
supplemental material relating to EMAS. These 
documents contain certain information on materials 
evaluated, as wen as design, construction, and testing 
procedures utilized to date. Testing and data 
previously generated under FAA studies referenced in 
Appendix 2 may be used as input to an EMAS design 
without further justification. 

5. PLANNING CHARTS. The purpose of 
Figures Al-l through Al-4 is to allow a preliminary 
analysis, providing sufficient information to determine 
whether to proceed with a detailed engineering design 
of an optimum EMAS installation. They are intended 
to be used as a preliminary screening tool only. They 
are not sufficient for final design, which must be 
customized for each installation. The charts illustrate 
estimated EMAS stopping distance capabilities for 
various aircraft types. The design used in each chart is 
optimized specifically for the aircraft noted on the 
chart and assumes the availability of brakes and 
reverse thrust It should be noted that the absence of 
either would result in longer stopping distances. 

a. Example 1. Assume a candidate runway has 
a runway safety area that extends 500 feet beyond the 
end of the runway and the design aircraft is a DC-9 (or 
similar). Figure Al-l shows that an EMAS 500 feet in 
length (including a 100' jet blast buffer) is capable of 
stopping a DC-9 within the confines of the system at 
runway exit speeds of up to 94 knots. 

b. Example 2. Assume the same runway safety 
area but assume the design aircraft is a DC-10 (or 
similar). Figure Al-3 shows an EMAS of the same 
length, but designed for larger aircraft, can stop the 
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DC-1 0 within the confines of the system at runway exit 
speeds of up to 72 knots. 

6. SYSTEM DESIGN REQUIREMENTS. For 
purposes of design, the EMAS can be considered fixed 
by its function and frangible since it is designed to fail 
at a specified impact load. Therefore, an EMAS is not 
considered an obstruction under 14 CFR Part 77, 
Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. The following 
system design requirements shall prevail for all EMAS 
installations. 

a. Concept. An EMAS is designed to stop an 
overrunning aircraft by exerting predictable 
deceleration forces on its landing gear as the EMAS 
material crushes. It must be designed to minimize the 
potential for structural damage to aircraft, since such 
damage could result in injuries to passengers and/or 
affect the predictability of deceleration forces. 

b. Location. An EMAS is located beyond the 
end of the runway, centered on the extended runway 
centerline. It will usually begin at some distance from 
the end of the runway to avoid damage due to jet blast 
and short landings (Figure 1 ). This distance will vary 
depending on the available area and the EMAS 
materials. 

c. Design Method. An EMAS design shall be 
supported by a validated design method, which can 
predict the performance of the system. The design 
aircraft is defined as that aircraft using the associated 
runway that imposes the greatest demand upon the 
EMAS. To the extent practicable, however, the EMAS 
design should consider the range of aircraft expected to 
operate on the runway. In some instances, this may be 
preferable to optimizing the EMAS for the design 
aircraft. The design method shall be derived from field 
or laboratory tests. Testing may be based on passage of 
either an actual aircraft or equivalent single wheel load 
through a test bed. The design must consider multiple 
aircraft parameters, including but not necessarily 
limited to allowable aircraft gear loads, gear 
configuration, tire contact pressure, aircraft center of 
gravity, and aircraft speed. The model must calculate 
imposed aircraft gear loads, g-forces on aircraft 
occupants, deceleration rates, and stopping distances 
within the arresting system. Any rebound of the 
crushed material that may serve to lessen its 
effectiveness must be considered. 

d. Operation. The EMAS shall be a passive 
system. 

• 

• 

• 
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EMAS 

ELEVATION VIEW 

EMAS 
PLAN VIEW 

Figure 1. Typical EMAS (Not to Scale) 

e. Width. The minimum width of the EMAS 
shall be the width of the runway (plus any sloped area 
as necessary- see paragraph 6.h below). · 

f. Base. The EMAS shall be constructed on a 
surface capable of supporting the occasional passage of 
the critical design aircraft using the runway and fully 
loaded Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) 
vehicles without deformation of the base surface or 
structural damage to the aircraft or vehicles. It shall be 
designed to perform satisfactorily under all local 
weather, temperature, and soil conditions. It shall 
provide sufficient support to facilitate removal of the 
aircraft from the EMAS. Full strength runway 
pavement is not required. 

g. Entrance Speed. To the maximum extent 
possible within the available ·safety area, the EMAS 
shall be designed to decelerate all air carrier aircraft 
expected to use the runway at exit speeds of70 knots or 
less without imposing loads that exceed the aircraft's 
design limits, causing major structural damage to the 
aircraft, or imposing excessive forces on its occupants. 
For design purposes, it shall be assumed that the 
aircraft has all of its landing gear in full contact with 
the runway and is traveling within the confines of the 
runway and parallel to the runway centerline. 

h. Aircraft Evacuation. The EMAS shall be 
designed to enable safe ingress and egress as well as 
movement of ARFF equipment (not necessarily without 
damage to the EMAS) operating during an emergency. 

If the EMAS is to be built above existing grade, sloped 
areas sufficient to allow the entrance of ARFF vehicles 
from the front and sides must be provided. Provision 
for access from the back of the EMAS may be provided 
if desirable, but will result in a shorter effective length . 
Maximum slopes should be based on the EMAS 
material and performance characteristics of the 
airport's ARFF equipment. 

i. Maintenance Access. The EMAS shall be 
capable of supporting regular pedestrian traffic for the 
purposes of maintenance of the arresting material and 
co-located navigation aids without surface damage. An 
EMAS is not intended to support vehicular traffic for 
maintenance purposes. 

j. Undershoots. The EMAS shall be designed 
so as not to cause control problems for aircraft 
undershoots touching down in the arresting system. 
Fulfillment of this requirement may be based solely on 
flight simulator tests. Materials of density and strength 
greater than those shown by flight simulator tests not 
to cause control problems for aircraft undershoots will 
be deemed acceptable. 

k. Navigation Aids. The EMAS shall be 
constructed to accommodate approach lighting 
structures and other approved facilities within its 
boundaries. It shall not cause visual or electronic 
interference with any air navigation aids. All 
navigation aids within the EMAS must be frangible as 
required by 14 CFR Part 139, Certification ani 
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Operations: Land Airports Serving Certain Air 
Carriers. To meet the intent of this regulation, 
approach light standards must be designed to fail at 
two points. The first point of frangibility shall be zero 
to three inches above the top of the EMAS. The 
second point of frangibility shall be zero to three 
inches above the expected residual depth of the EMAS 
after passage of the design aircraft. 

I. Drainage. The EMAS shall be designed such 
that water will not accumulate on its surface or any 
portion of the runway or runway safety area. 

m. Jet Blast. The EMAS shall be designed and 
constructed so that it will not be damaged by expected 
jet blast. 

n. Repair. The EMAS must be designed to be 
repaired to a usable condition within 45 days of use by 
the design aircraft at the design entrance speed. It 
should be noted that this is a design requirement only -
not an operational requirement. 

7. MATERIAL QUALIFICATION. The material 
comprising the EMAS shall have the following 
requirements and characteristics: 

a. Material Strength and Deformation 
Requirements. Materials must meet a force vs. 
deformation profile within limits having been shown to 
assure uniform crushing characteristics, and therefore, 
predictable response to an aircraft entering the 
arresting system. 

b. Material Characteristics. The materials 
comprising the EMAS must: 

(1) Be wateNesistant to the extent that the 
presence of water does not affect system performance. 

(2) Not attract vermin, birds, or other 
creatures. 

(3) Be non-sparking. 

(4) Be non-flammable. 

(5) Not promote combustion. 

· (6) Not emit toxic fumes or malodorous 
fumes in a fire environment after installation. 

(7) Not support unintended plant growth with 
proper treatment. 
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(8) Have constant strength and density 
characteristics during all climatic conditions within a 
temperature range appropriate for the locale as 
specified by the airport owner. 

(9) Be resistant to deterioration due to: 

(a) Salt. 

(b) Typical aircraft and runway deicing 
fluids. 

(c) Aircraft fuels, hydraulic fluids, and 
lubricating oils. 

(d) Sunlight. 

(e) Water. 

(f) Freeze/thaw, if installed where 
freezing is possible. 

(g) Blowing sand. 

8. DESIGN PROPOSAL SUBMITTAL. The 
EMAS design shall be submitted to the FAA, Office of 
Airport Safety and Standards, through the responsible 
FAA Airports Regional or District Office, for review 
and approval and shall be certified as meeting all the 
requirements of this AC. The submittal shall include 
all design assumptions and data utilized in its 
development as well as proposed construction 
procedures and techniques. 

9. INSTALLATION. 

a. Material Conformance Requirements. A 
material sampling and testing program shall be 
established to verify that all materials are in 
conformance with the previously qualified force vs. 
deformation profile/limits. The sampling and testing 
program must be submitted to and approved by the 
FAA, Office of Airport Safety and Standards. 
Materials failing to meet requirements based on the 
testing program shall not be used. 

b. Construction. A quality assurance program, 
submitted to and approved by the FAA, Office of 
Airport Safety and Standards, shall be implemented to 
ensure that construction is in accordance with the 
approved design. 

10. MARKING. An EMAS is marked as an area 
unusable for landing, takeoff, and taxiing with yellow 
chevrons in accordance with AC 150/5340-1, 
Standards for Airport Markings. 

• 

• 

• 
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11. MAINTENANCE. An inspection and 
maintenance program, submitted to and approved by 
the FAA, Office of Airport Safety and Standards, shall 
be established and carried out by the airport sponsor to 
ensure original specified density and strength are 
maintained throughout the operating life of the EMAS. 
The program shall include any necessary procedures 
for preventive maintenance and unscheduled repairs, 
particularly to weatherproofing layers. Airport 
personnel must be notified that the EMAS is designed 
to fail under load and that precautions should be taken 
when activities require personnel to be on, or vehicles 
and personnel to be near, the EMAS. 

12. AIRCRAFT RESCUE AND FIRE FIGHTING 
(ARFF). 

a. Access. As required by paragraph 6.h, an 
EMAS is capable of supporting typical ARFF 

DAVID L. BENNETT 

Director of Airport Safety and Standards 

AC 150/5220-22 

equipment. However, as the sides of the system are 
typically steeply sloped, and the system will be severely 
rutted after an aircraft arrestment, ARFF vehicles so 
equipped should be shifted into all-wheel-drive prior to 
entering and maneuvering upon an EMAS. 

b. Tactics. Any fire present after the arrestment 
of an aircraft will be three-dimensional due to the 
rutting and breakup of the EMAS material. A dual­
agent attack and/or other tactics appropriate to this 
type of fire should be employed. 

13. NOTIFICATION. Upon installation of an 
EMAS, its length, width, and location shall be 
included as a remark in the Airport/Facility Directory. 
The following is an example of a typical entry: 

"Engineered 
400'L X 150'W, 
runway 16." 

Materials 
located 

Arresting 
at departure 

System, 
end of 

5 (and 6) 
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APPENDIX 2. RELATED READING MATERIAL. 

AC 150/5220-22 
Appendix 2 

This appendix contains a listing of documents with supplemental material relating to the subject of EMAS. These 
documents contain certain information on materials evaluated as well as design, construction, and testing procedures 
utilized to date. These publications may be obtained from the National Technical Information Service (NTIS), 
Springfield, VA 22151. 

1. DOT/FAA/PM-87127, Soft Ground Arresting Systems, Final Report-Sept. 1986- Aug. 1987, published Aug. 1987 
by R.F. Cook, Universal Energy Systems, Inc., Dayton, OH. 

2. 2. DOT/FAA/CT-93/4, Soft Ground Arresting Systems for Commercial Aircraft- Interim Report-Feb. 1993 by 
Robert Cook. 

3. DOT/FAA/CT-93/80, Soft Ground Arresting Systems for Airports- Final Report- Dec. 1993 by Jim White, Satish 
K. Agrawal, and Robert Cook. 

4. Draft Report- DOT IF AAICT -95, Preliminary Soft Ground Arrestor Design for JFK International Airport- March 
1995. 

5. Draft Test Report- Soft Ground Arresting System Using Cellular Concrete- Nov. 1994. 

6. DOT/FAAIAOV 90-1 ·Location of Commercial Aircraft Accidents/Incidents Relative to Runways, Julyl990. 

7. UDR-TR-88-07, Cook, R.F., Evaluation ofa Foam Arrestor Bed for Aircraft Safety Overrun Areas, University of 
Dayton Research Institute, Dayton, Ohio. 1988. 

1 (and 2) 
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Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

March 12, 2002 

Re: Consistency Certification CC-058-01 (Santa Barbara Airport) 

Dear Peter: 

EXHIBIT NO. :a-2. 
APPLICATION NO . 

On behalf of Santa Barbara ChannelKeeper, I write to express our views regarding 
Consistency Certification CC-058-01, the Santa Barbara Airport Project (the "Project"). At the 
January 7 hearing on this matter, we were pleased that Coastal Commission Staff recommended 
that the issue be heard in April 2002 in Santa Barbara. We are hopeful that before April, the City 
will commit to restoring tidal function at the Goleta Slough. All of the experts who have 
commented on this issue are in agreement that restoration of tidal circulation to the Goleta 
Slough is: (1) the best mitigation for this prqject; and (2) absolutely essential if the Goleta 
Slough ecosystem is to survive . 

ChannelKeeper believes that the Staff Recommendation on Consistency Certification 
(No. CC-058-01, "Staff Recommendation") was biased in favor of the project. Had the City 
refused to allow the matter to be continued, the Commissioners would have been forced to vote 
for or against consistency. Given how one-sided the Staff Recommendation read, it would have 
been very difficult for them to vote to deny consistency. We hope that the report prepared for 
the April hearing will present both sides of the key issues. 

While we disagree with the some of the positions Commission staff has taken in its 
Recommendation, we would like to acknowledge at the outset that staffhas consistently 
maintained a very courteous and professional attitude. Staff has been willing to talk about these 
issues at length on the telephone, and to provide documents as requested. 

Project Impacts on Goleta Slough 

The Goleta Slough is an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area ("ESHA"). The Santa 
Barbara Airport Proposed Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
('EIS/EJR') calls the Slough "the major environmentally sensitive habitat area in the Goleta 
Valley's coastal zone." A substantial portion ofthe Goleta Slough ecosystem is also a State 
Ecological Reserve- we believe the Staff Recommendation should reflect this fact and discuss 
its significance. Seven major creeks and several minor creeks flow from the Santa Ynez 
Mountains into the 430-acre Slough. An estimated 279 species have been reported in the Goleta 

• Slough, which was recently designated a "Globally Important Bird Area." 

Local experts from UCSB report that in 1983, the following species could be seen in the 
Goleta Slough: the black-tailed jackrabbit, gray fox, badger, long-tailed weasel, spotted skunk, 
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American bittern, California quail, greater roadrunner, Western screech-owl, short-eared owl, 
homed lark, white-breasted nuthatch, yellow warbler, Wilson's warbler, tricolored blackbird, 
arboreal salamander, red-legged frog, and the two-striped garter snake. 

Today, according to these UCSB scientists, none of these species can be seen at Goleta 
Slough. In less than 20 years, all of them have disappeared. As Wayne Ferren stated at the 
January 7 hearing, the Goleta Slough ecosystem will be dead before long if tidal function is not 
restored. 

Coastal Act Section 30236 

This Project violates Section 30236 of the Coastal Act, which provides as follows: 

"Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of riverS and streams shall 
incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to (1) necessary water 
supply projects, (2) flood control projects where no other method for protecting existing 
structures in the floodplain is feasible and where such protection is necessary for public 
safety or to protect existing development, or (3) developments where the primary 
function is the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat." 

• 

All parties agree that the Project constitutes an "alteration" of a stream as contemplated • 
by Section 30236. The only issues are: (1) whether the Project is a water supply, flood control, 
or wildlife habitat improvement project; and (2) whether the Project incorporates the "best 
mitigation measures feasible." 

Is the Proiect a water supply, flood control, or wildlife habitat improvement project? 

The purpose of this project is not for water supply, flood control, or wildlife 
enhancement. The purpose of this project is to extend a runway. 

According to the Staff Recommendation, however, the Project "is an allowable use for 
stream alteration under Section 30236" because it is a flood control project. The City has been 
working on the Project for two decades. Yet, to our knowledge, the City has never characterized 
this project as a flood control project. In fact, the City's stated position is that the Project is · 
consistent with Section 30236 because it is "necessary for public safety" and because it "would 
result in the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat in the mitigation areas." Staff was right in 
rejecting these two bases. Section 30236 does not have an exception for public safety. And 
whether habitat is improved in the mitigation areas is irrelevant. 

We do not think it is appropriate for Coastal Commission staff to manufacture a reason 
why this project is consistent with the Coastal Act, particularly where the reason is one that the 
project proponent itself has never advanced. 

To define the Project as either a flood control project is to eviscerate Section 30236. 
While the legislature clearly provided some ''wiggle room" in Section 30233 by crafting the 
"incidental public services" exception, the legislature equally as clearly provided no such leeway 

• 
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in Section 30236. The legislature intended that streams be filled only in three very limited 
circumstances. A runway extension is not such a circumstance. 

If the Coastal Commission considers this Project a flood control project, any project that 
fills in a stream could be considered a flood control project. Streams convey floodwater. 
Therefore, any project that fills in a stream creates a need to deal with the floodwater that the 
stream conveys. If a condominium developer wishes to extend a wing of condos on top of an 
adjacent stream, that developer will of course need to provide a mechanism to deal with the 
resulting flooding issues. That does not convert the project- a condominium expansion project 
- into a flood control project. Nor is this Project a runway expansion project- converted into a 
flood control project merely because flooding issues are addressed in the EIS/EIR. 

Again, we believe staffhas an obligation to explain this to the Commissioners. 

Does the Project employ the best mitigation measures feasible? 

In drafting Section 30236, the legislature also saw fit to require that any project that alters 
a stream employ the "best mitigation measures feasible." This is the strongest mitigation 
language in the Coastal Act. Whereas Section 30233 requires that projects employ "feasible 
mitigation measures," Section 30236 requires the best mitigation feasible. As staffknows, this is 
a critical distinction. All of the experts who have commented on this Project agree that restoring 
tidal function is the best mitigation measure that can be done to ensure the Slough's long-term 
survival. Indeed, experts have testified that without this mitigation measure, the Goleta Slough 
ecosystem will collapse. The Staff Recommendation failed to point this out to the 
Commissioners. 

In an EIS/EIR comment letter to the City dated July 9, 2001, noted UCSB wetlands 
experts Wayne Ferren and David Hubbard, stated: 

"The proposed actions will have substantial impacts on the ecosystem, but the proposed 
mitigation does not directly address the fundamental estuarine processes. The ecological 
integrity of the Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve and the whole estuary is dependent on 
tidal circulation. Some rare species are tide dependent including California listed species 
Belding's Savanna Sparrow. 

The proposed actions are unlikely to provide a substantial long-term benefit to the system 
and will not balance the loss of seasonal wetlands at a distant from sediment sources." 
(EIS/EIR, Volume 2, Appendices, Local Organizations) 

The Staff Recommendation included copies of many ofthe EIS/EIR comment letters, but 
this one from Messrs. Ferren and Hubbard was conspicuously omitted. We feel the 
Commissioners should have an opportunity to hear this view . 



Mr. Peter Douglas 
March 12, 2002 
Page4 

Even the EIS/EIR. itself notes that: 

"In comments to the City and the FAA following the scoping hearing, the National 
Marine Fisheries Service, the Santa Barbara Audubon Society, and the Goleta Slough 
Management Committee, while recognizing the bird strike issue, urged thorough 
consideration of tidal restoration to diked basins on the airport property. 

A long-term goal of restoration in the Goleta Slough is to create a self-sustaining and 
enhanced estuarine system. However, due to uncertainties regarding bird strike hazards 
as a consequence of tidal restoration in the Slough, the Airport is not proposing to 
mitigate project-related impacts by restoring tidal action .... " (EIS/EIR, p. 3-191) 

The Goleta Slough Ecosystem Management Plan also acknowledges that the restoration 
of tidal flow is the most important restoration measure that could be performed to preserve the 
Slough. Even the Santa Barbara City Council Agenda Report acknowledged this point: "The 
restoration of tidal circulation to the Goleta Slough is one action that would have broad 
ecological benefits. Improvement of tidal circulation is one of the central tenets of the Goleta 
Slough Ecosystem Management Plan." ' 

The EPA submitted an EIS/EIR. comment letter as well. It stated: "We have 

rl 

• 

environmental concerns regarding the adequacy of mitigation proposed to compensate for • 
unavoidable loss of wetlands and other waters ofthe United States due to the placement of 
dredged or fill material, and increased water pollution loading." The Staff Recommendation did 
not include or reference this letter either. 

Clearly, restoring tidal function is the best mitigation for this project. The only remaining 
question is whether it is feasible. The City bears the burden of establishing that the restoration of 
tidal function to the Goleta Slough is infeasible. (See Citizens for Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (Goleta I), 197 Cal.App.3d at p. 1181.) The City has failed to meet this burden. The 
City conceded this failure in the EIS/EIR: 

"In order to determine the feasibility of restoring historic tidal habitats in Goleta Slough 
as described in the GSEMP [Goleta Slough Ecosystem Management Plan], the City is 
conducting a focused 2-3 year pilot study oftidal restoration and bird use in on [sic] the 
airport property, the Tidal Circulation and Bird Strike Study." (EIS/EIR, p. 3-191) 

From conversations we have had with City staff, it appears that the City believes that 
FAA will withdraw funding for the Project ifthe City attempts to restore tidal function to the 
Goleta Slough. Coastal Commission and City staff apparently believe that the FAA is concerned 
about bird strikes. The Staff Recommendation states that "bird use of wetlands in the area 
surrounding Goleta Slough is a concern to the FAA, and to the City of Santa Barbara, due to the 
hazards birds pose to aircraft." 

Evidence in the record indicates clearly that restoring tidal function is feasible. As 
Wayne Ferren's testimony explains, prior restoration efforts in other portions of the Slough have· 
restored tidal flow, and have proven to be both feasible and effective. This was not discussed in 

• 
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the Staff Recommendation. Staff should contact Mr. Ferren, the leading expert on the Goleta 
Slough, and one of the leading wetland biologists in the country, to confirm these facts. 

Instead of dealing head on with the issue of feasibility oftidal function restoration, City 
and Coastal Commission staff make vague assertions about concerns expressed by FAA 
regarding the possibility of bird strikes. Coastal Commission staff should squarely address this 
Issue. Has the City demonstrated that tidal restoration is infeasible and, if so, on what basis? 

Bird Strike Hazards 

The best evidence that exists regarding the risk ofbird strikes at the airport is contained 
in a study commissioned by the City entitled Wetlands Mitigation Feasibility Study and Wildlife 
Hazard Assessment. Completed by Levine Fricke in May 2000, the study unequivocally 
concluded that tidal restoration would reduce the risk of hazardous bird strikes: 

"Based on these findings, the restoration of tidal processes to portions of the Goleta 
Slough as mitigation for loss of wetlands will reduce the level ofhazards presented by 
birds at SBMA [the airport]. The existing conditions actually pose a greater risk ofbird 
strike events due to the attractiveness of the current conditions for birds." (p. xi, see also 
p. 54) 

The report's recommendations section states that "restoration of tidal processes to the Goleta 
Slough will result in better drainage of the diked subareas. It will reduce standing, open, fresh 
water ponds, thereby reducing attractive habitats for waterfowl, gulls, and other problematic 
birds." (p. 55) 

This study represents the best evidence available regarding the issue of bird strike 
hazards. Yet, the Staff Recommendation made no reference to it. This is true despite the fact 
that I called it to Staffs attention during a telephone conversation in December. Staff agreed to 
look into it, but did not obtain a copy of the study, and instead relied on the City's description of 
the study. 

The best mitigation for this Project- restoring tidal function- is feasible and is critical 
for the survival of the Goleta Slough. For 60 years the airport has been primarily responsible for 
the destruction of the Slough. Now is the time to require that the appropriate restoration of it be 
performed if further destruction the filling in and degrading of over 32 acres is to be allowed. 

Coastal Act Section 30233 

Section 30233 ofthe Act only allows wetlands to be filled, diked or dredged for a limited 
number water-dependent activities. These water-dependent activities include: 

1. commercial fishing facilities 
2. navigational channels 
3. boat launching facilities 
4. public piers 
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5. restoration 
6. nature study 

There is an additional exception for "incidental public service purposes, including but not limited 
to, burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall 
lines." The Staff Recommendation argues strongly that this Project falls under this exception. 
We believe that reasonable minds can differ on this point. We understand that staff is free to 
urge whatever position it detennines is appropriate. However, we believe the Commissioners 
should at least be presented with the opposing viewpoint. 

The Commission's interpretive guidelines state that the only allowable "incidental public 
service" activities are those that "temporarily impact the resources of the area." (Statewide 
Interpretive Guidelines, App. A, p. 1 05.) Filling in two creeks with concrete is not temporary. 
The Staff Recommendation should explain this fact. The footnote to this section of the 
guidelines indicates that "limited expansion of roadbeds and bridges necessary to maintain 
existing traffic capacity may be permitted." Dicta in the Bolsa Chica opinion cited to this 
language. 

Capacity 

• 

• 

All parties agree that a project that expands "capacity" cannot fall within the "incidental • 
public service" exception of Section 30233. An important question, therefore, is whether this 
project expands capacity. First, we believe that, in answering this question, the Commission 
must look at the whole project, not just the runway portion of it. Taken as a whole, the project 
before the Commission clearly expands the airport's capacity to handle airport traffic. The 
project contemplates the following additions: 

Existing Facility Proposed Project %Expansion 

• Terminal Area 43,500 Sq. Ft. 95,360 Sq. Ft. +119% 

• Parking Spaces 1 ,690 spaces 2,636 spaces +56% 

• T-Hangars 55 T-Hangars 130 T -Hangars* +136Vo 

• Passenger Gates 4 gates 9 gates +125% 

A strong argument can also be made that the runway portion of the project also expands 
capacity. John Ledbetter stated at the January 7 hearing that this project would not expand 
capacity. Mr. Ledbetter stated that Santa Barbara will not service "fully loaded 747's bound for • 
Tokyo or Paris." He stated this twice in his testimony. This may be true, but what about planes 
that are larger and heavier than those that currently use the airport? If this project will allow 
larger or heavier planes to land, a strong argument can be made that this is an increase in 
capacity. 
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In December, Santa Barbara ChannelKeeper contacted the FAA's Flight Safety Division 
office in Van Nuys to clarify this matter. We spoke to an Operations Inspector, and asked him if 
the City's proposed runway modifications would allow larger or heavier planes to land and 
takeoff. He stated unequivocally that larger and heavier planes could use the Airport if: (1) 
additional paved or graded surface were added to the ends of the runway; or (2) if the runway 
were moved further away from obstructions. This Project would add 1,500 feet of paved or 
graded surface to the end ofthe runway, and it would move the runway 800 feet to the West, 
away from obstructions to the East. 

Similarly, Captain Pete Evans, a local pilot with 34 years' experience flying jumbo jets 
for Continental Airlines, testified on January 7 that adding more paved surface to the ends of the 
runway, and shifting the runway away from obstructions, would allow larger and heavier planes 
to use the airport. 

The runway extension will allow larger and heavier planes to land. Therefore, a strong 
argument can be made that this project represents an increase in capacity because more people 
can be transported, and planes can fly to more distant destinations. 

Staff focused on only one very narrow aspect of capacity, what the FAA calls "runway 
capacity." That type of capacity involves the number of planes that can l!Se a runway. 
ChannelKeeper concedes that the proposed project would not increase that type of capacity. 
Increasing the length of the runway will of course not allow more planes to land. However, it is 
disingenuous to treat this definition as some sort of trump card that establishes beyond doubt that 
this project does not increase capacity 

"Capacity" has numerous definitions. ChannelKeeper directs staffs attention to 
www.onelook.com, an online resource that searches dozens of dictionaries. In addition, 
California Public Utilities Code Section 21664.5 defines "airport expansion." That definition 
plainly is intended to include projects like this one. This should be pointed out to the 
Commissioners. 

Mitigation Ratios 

The Project will impact over 32 acres. Commissioner McCoy asked John Gray, the 
City's biologist, whether the Project included any mitigation for the 18 acres of upland habitat 
that would be impacted by the project. Mr. Gray answered "No." The City plans to do no 
mitigation for the over 18 acres of upland habitat impacted by this project. The Staff 
Recommendation failed to highlight this very important point. 

Mr. Gray stated that the City decided not to mitigate for upland losses because it wanted 
to focus its mitigation efforts on the wetland impacts. However, the proposed mitigation ratios 
are an anemic 2:1 for impacts to creeks and open channels and 2.9:1 for impacts to wetlands. 
The Coastal Commission usually requires a 4:1 mitigation ratio for wetland impacts, although 
the Staff Recommendation failed to note this. Applying Mr. Gray's logic, the City should be 
doing greater than 4: 1 mitigation for creeks and wetlands since it is doing no mitigation for the 
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upland habitat it seeks to pave over. Rather than exceeding that ratio, the City proposes a 
mitigation figure that's barely half of the amount that the Commission ordinarily requires. Why 
is the City receiving special treatment? 

According to Wayne Ferren, the mitigation proposed in the EIS/EIR is wholly 
insufficient. Mr. Ferren testified that the proposed mitigation is like putting Band-Aids on a 
patient that needs quadruple bypass surgery. The Goleta Slough is one of the most important 
remaining coastal wetlands in California. 

Safety 

ChannelKeeper's staff, members, and supporters are as concerned about safety as 
everyone else. We certainly don't want to take any action that would. put people at risk. 
However, we respectfully disagree with those who characterize this project as primarily a safety 
project. As the City made clear at the January 7 hearing, if the proposed runway extension does 
not occur, the City and FAA plan to continue to allow the same aircraft to land at the airport. 
This includes those aircraft that the City and FAA claim are so dangerous as to require this 
Project. If the airport is currently unsafe, we would expect that the City and the FAA would 
refuse to allow those planes that they claim are dangerous to use the airport. They would place a 
moratorium on all planes over a certain size or weight. 

Moreover, because the extension of paved surface will allow larger planes to land, the 
consequences of a catastrophic accident will be that much greater. 

The Commission's mandate is to protect our coastal resources. It is the FAA's mandate 
to ensure the safety of commercial aviation. The FAA has many tools available to it to ensure 
the safety of passengers that use the Santa Barbara Airport. Extending the runway into the 
Slough is only one of those options (see Alternatives section below). The FAA should look to 
one of the other options. If the West end of the runway were bordered by the ocean, rather than 
the Goleta Slough, the FAA would not be considering that option because it would view it as 
impractical. We believe FAA should view an extension into the Slough as equally impractical. 

LCP Amendment 

ChannelKeeper will address this issue in more detail in a separate letter. However, at this 
point, we wish to note that the City proposes a very disturbing and unacceptable amendment to 
The Airport and Goleta Slough Local Coastal Plan. Page 4-3 of that LCP currently provides that 
"no development is allowed within the Slough except that which is designed to maintain the 
Slough as a natural preserve." In order to accommodate the Project, the City proposes to amend 
this language to read as follows: "no development is allowed within the Slough except that 
which is designed to maintain the Slough as a natural preserve or that which is found to be 
consistent with PRC Section 30233." 

As discussed earlier, Section 30233 provides a list of activities that can take place in 
coastal wetlands. One of those is an exception for "incidental public service purposes." By this 
amendment, it appears that the City wishes to grant itself pre-approval of any project that it finds 

• 

• 
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has an incidental public service purpose. If the extension of a runway into the Slough and the 
doubling of the size of the airport terminal are "incidental," it is difficult to conceive of any 
public project that the City would find is not incidental. 

The Commission should reject this proposed amendment. If the Commission is inclined 
to entertain an amendment to this section of the LCP, at a minimum, the Commission should 
require that the amendment be narrowly tailored to allow for this Project. 

Alternatives 

The Coastal Act requires that the project proponent examine all "feasible alternatives." 
Here, the City performed no meaningful analysis of potentially feasible alternatives, including 
moving the runway to the East so as to avoid the Goleta Slough. It summarily discounted this 
alternative, with no discussion at all. Similarly, the City did not discuss the possibility of 
installing an Engineering Material Arresting System, or EMAS. The Goleta Valley Voice 
recently reported that this substance is being used at other airports. We have heard that the 
Burbank Airport recently installed it. We encourage staff to look into this. 

Coastal Act Section 30240 

Section 30240(a) of the Act states that ESHAs like the Goleta Slough "shall be protected 
against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources 
shall be allowed within those areas." The EIS/EIR itself finds that the Project's impacts to the 
Goleta Slough are significant. Runways and taxiways clearly are not dependent on wetland 
resources. 

Thank you very much. 

Cc: John Ledbetter, Project Planner 

Cordially, 

Drew Bohan 
Executive Director 
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April4, 2002 . 

The Honorable Sara Wan and 
Members of the California Coastal Commission 

RECEIVED 
APR 0 5 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

Federal Consistency Unit - California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco CA 94105-2219 

RE: Aviation Safety and Facilities Plan - Santa Barbara Airport 

Dear Chairwoman Wan and Commission Members: 

Tu5a 
JNFAVOR 

After ten years of community workshops, detailed study, environmental review and careful 
planning to ensure the safety of those who fly in and out of the Santa Barbara Airport, as well as 
those on the ground, our Aviation Safety and Facilities Plan is before you for a Federal Consistency 
finding. 

This Aviation Safety and Facilities Plan comes to you after approvals by the City of Santa Barbara 
Planning Commission and City Council, and the Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use 
·Commission. 

Your staff is to be commended for the excellent job they did prior to our hearing in January in 
preparing a solid staff report. And they have done so again for the April 9 meeting with the 
exception of a misunderstanding concerning the use of EMAS as an alternative for a Runway Safety 
Area. 

Your staff's analysis of our need to control flooding, the mitigations to improve the wetlands are 
very w~ll done. The confusion and misunderstanding about EMAS is understandable. Upon first 
looking at EMAS nearly eight years ago, our first impression was that it could be a viable 
alternative. 

Yet, after careful consideration at the outset of our Environmental Review process EMAS was 
rejected. The FAA does not consider EMAS a substitute for a standard safety area and does not 
consider it an option for the Santa Barbara Airport. It is important to note that EMAS is not a new 
technology; it is decade old technology and yet the FAA has only approved its use at a handful of 
U.S. Airports where there is no other option, Even in these cases the EMAS is not expected to 
provide the benefit of a standard safety area. EXHIBIT NO. 33 

APPLICATION NO. 
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The FAA does not consider EMAS as a viable alternative because: 

1. EMAS does not provide the safety needed 
(Just 20% to 30% of the area needed). 

2. EMAS does not work for lighter General Aviation aircraft. 
(70% of aircraft operations at Santa Barbara) 

3. EMAS does not work for undershoots on landings 
.(50% of operations) 

4. EMAS does not allow access by emergency equipment in most likely crash areas on both 
sides of the creek. 

This decision gives you two choices: A vote that finds the proposed standard RSAs consistent with 
the Coastal Act provides safety for the flying public and improvements that will help restore the 
health of the Goleta Slough. 

OR 

A vote that fmds the proposed standard RSAs not consistent with the Coastal Act denies more than 
730,000 people who fly in and out of the Airport each year the safety they deserve and denies the 
environmental benefits that come with the RSA project. 

Included with this letter are the following for your review: 

• Letter from. the FAA concerning Tidal Restoration dated March 12,2002 

• Letter from the FAA concerning EMAS dated March 28, 2002 

• An upland habitat mitigation plan 

• A booklet fully explaining our proposal 

On behalf of the City of Santa Barbara and the hundreds of thousands of people who fly in and out 
of the Santa Barbara Airport I thank you for your time and request a positive vote that will meet 
three important objectives - safety, the environment, and flood control. 

Sincerely, 

'11~~ 
Karen Ramsdell 
Director, Santa Barbara Airport 

ENCLOSURES 

CC: Coastal Commission Staff 
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U.S Department 
ofT r;":jnsportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

MAR "2 B 2002 
M:;. Karen RamsdeJ 1 

Ai l"POl:'t- Director 
Santa Barbara Airport: 
601 Vireston~ Boulevard 
Colet.o., C~':ll.ifor-ni.a 93117 

Dear M&- Ramsdell: 

We&tem-Paciiic. R&gtnn 
Airport£. Dl'ilston 

r:c:ot•r~J AviYIIurt Admmi&traiion 
P.O. E\ux (t2007 
I.OS Anq.:Otes. C"- 9000~-2007 

CALIFORNIA 
.COASTAL COMMISSION 

This 1ecter is in reeponse to your corre~pond~nce dated March 15, 200i, regarding 
the Federal Aviation Admini FJt:rAr..i on's (FAA) position on the USE! of En9ineered 
Materi.:..Ls An-est: i ng Syst.ems (EMAS) at Santa I3arbar<i< Al.rpo.r·t {SBA) . ;..::: you know, 
the FAA's primary mi::::;ion is t:o ensure the safe and efficient. usE! of navigable 
airspace inc.ludi ng the a.i.rpt,.L-t.' e aircraft movement: a .rea. TQ that end, that F'AA 
doE!fJ not. consider EMAS an acceptable subst:i t:ul.e for meeting FAA Airpcn'"L det.dgn 
standard" for Run\\'~Y Safety Areas. The FAA dc..1es not con::;ider EMA$ an equivalent 
t:o any leng1:.11 m· width of a etandard Runway S.:t.fety .o.n~a. Ar.::r;ordinsl;.-, EM.Z~.S doe:;; 
nrJt reeult in a runway safety aree t.hat. would be considered to meet. d.imeuelonal 
requirement~:. Tharc:::fore, EMAS would not meet.the object.ive of the proposed 
safety enhancement project at SBA. 

A P.unway Sa fcty Ar·ea .il:l a defined surface :;;urJ::ouncli ng t:.he run;,1ay prepare-d or 
suitable fo~ reducing the risk of damage to airplanez in the event of an 
undershoot, o·.rershoot ,· CJr excu.re.ion from the runway. At SBA. Tecoloti to Creek is 
located 300 feet we~t of the approach end of Runway 7; San Pedro Creek is 
locat~d 215-feet east of the approach end of Runway 25 with Fairview Avenue 
located 2.30-feet east of t.he runv:ay end. The cu~-rent .proposal to :;;hift r.:unv;ay 
7/25 BOO feet to the west, co construct standard ~afety o.reas, will enhance 
c•ve:ral I a i.r·port safety· b)' providing a full :1., 000 feet. ()f runway safety ar·ea ~ r. 
each runway end to accommodace the aforementioned scenarios- Further there is 
concer·n t-hat. EJ'vlJ\,5 would not enhance the safety of aircr·aft. operations in the 
everlt of an undershoot, where an aircraft:: wo1Jl d. enc-ounter ei the:r creek be:fo:n:: 
reaching t:he !::MAS. 'I'he installation of EMAS, without l·e1oca1:.i.ng the physical 
feat".un?.s def.lcrlbed, would not: prc:-vide the levc::l of s~;~fet.y t.h1:1t. would be realized 
by the proposed project. 

Therefore, given the fact that EMAS does noc ~eet the project objective, and· 
tl1ere are numcro1JS unique physical constraint::;· that would nor::. b(~ arJdn:~saed by the 
irJst.allation of EMAS, the Western-Pacific Reg:ion does not consider EMAS to be a 
viable alternative to constructing a Runway Safety Area t.hat meets Airport De:zign 
Standards at Santa Bal·bara Airport._ 

If you have any queBtions or would like to di:::cu~s this fur~hcr, pleAse contac~ 
Kc:vin Flynr1 of rny .st:~ff at.: (310j 725-3632. 

Sinc::er·ely; 
.. -

/' 7 //:1' (; 
,/ft?;-??Ld~<./ 0.. ~ ~-.:;.<_..; 
Herman C. Bliss EXHIBIT NO. '34 

APPLICATION NO. 

C.C.- OSf> • o \ 
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