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Kim Joos Letter 
 

1. The proposed Airport Influence Area (AIA) for Santa Ynez Airport represents a 
compilation of the four compatibility factors included in the Draft ALUCP that are 
primarily based on data provided by the Airport operator (i.e., FAR Part 77 airspace 
surfaces, noise contours, overflight areas, and six safety zones reflecting areas of varying 
degree of aircraft accident risk.)  The comment does not provide enough data to support 
an extension of the area covered by the AIA. The area suggested for expansion lies 
beyond the edge of the proposed safety zones and the outer boundaries of the Part 77 
airspace surfaces.  However, if additional data can be provided to justify expansion of the 
AIA boundary, such as evidence of noise complaints from residents in the area in 
question, a modification to the relevant compatibility factor could be considered.   

 
Wynmark Letter 

1.  The Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan recognizes different 
airport environs by providing compatibility tables for each of the three airport types 
found in the County; urban, rural and military.  The urban compatibility policies and 
corresponding matrices are applicable to the Santa Barbara and Santa Maria Airports. 
   

2. Infill policies for urban airports will be considered for inclusion in the draft Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan.  Staff recommends that Chapter 2 of the draft ALUCP be revised 
to include the following definition for infill: 

Development of vacant or underutilized land within established communities or 
neighborhoods that is: (a) already served with streets, water, sewer, and other 
infrastructure; and (b) comprised of existing land uses inconsistent with the 
compatibility criteria in this Compatibility Plan (see Policy 2.11.1 for criteria to 
be used by local agencies to identify potential infill areas for compatibility 
planning purposes). 

Staff also recommends the addition of policy 2.11.1:  

Infill:  Where land uses not in conformance with the criteria set forth in this 
Compatibility Plan exist at the time of the plan’s adoption, infill 
development of similar land uses may be allowed in that area even if the 
proposed new land use is otherwise incompatible within the factor/layer.   

(a) Except as specifically provided below, all policies provided in this 
Compatibility Plan shall apply to infill. 

(b) Infill development is not permitted in the following locations. 

(1) No type of infill development shall be permitted in Safety Zone 1 
(the runway protection zones). 



(2) Residential infill development shall not be permitted within Safety 
Zone 2 or Safety Zone 5, except as provided for in Policy 2.11.3 
(Development by Right). 

(3) Residential infill development shall not be allowed where the 
dwellings would be exposed to noise levels of more than 70 dB 
CNEL. 

(4) Infill is not applicable within Review Area 2 as land uses are not 
restricted in this area, other than with respect to height limits and 
related airspace protection policies and overflight notification 
requirements. 

(c) In locations within Safety Zones 2 and 5 (nonresidential development) 
and Safety Zones 3, 4 and 6 (residential and nonresidential 
development), development can be considered for infill if it meets any 
one of the following criteria. 

(1) The parcel or parcels on which the project is to be situated is part 
of an area identified by the local agency on a map as appropriate 
for infill development, the local agency has submitted the map to 
the ALUC for infill identification and processing, and the ALUC 
has concurred with the infill identification.  The intent is that all 
parcels eligible for infill be identified at one time by the local 
agency.  This action may take place along with the process of 
amending a general plan for consistency with this Compatibility 
Plan or may be submitted by the local agency for consideration by 
the ALUC at the time of initial adoption of this Compatibility Plan. 

(2) The project application submitted by the local agency to the ALUC 
for a consistency determination identifies the site as an area 
appropriate for infill development and the ALUC concurs with the 
infill identification.  This situation may apply if a map has not been 
submitted by the local agency for infill identification consistent 
with the requirements of Policy 2.11.1 (c)(1), above. 

(3) The ALUC determines that the parcel is part of an identifiable area 
of existing development, and: 

• At least 65% of the identifiable area was developed 
prior to adoption of this Compatibility Plan with land 
uses not in conformance with this Compatibility Plan; 

• The proposed development of the parcel would not 
extend the perimeter of the area defined by the 
surrounding, already developed, incompatible uses; 



• The proposed development of the parcel would be 
consistent with zoning regulations governing the 
existing, already developed, surrounding area;  

• The area to be developed cannot previously have been 
set aside as open land in accordance with policies 
contained in this Compatibility Plan unless replacement 
open land is provided within the same compatibility 
zone. 

(d) In locations within Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 that qualify as infill in 
accordance with the criteria in Paragraphs (b) and (c) above, the 
average maximum intensity (the number of people per acre) or density 
(the number of dwelling units per acre) of the site’s proposed use shall 
not exceed the greater of: 

(1) The average intensity/density of all similar uses that lie fully or 
partially within the boundary of the area identified by the local 
agency as appropriate for infill development, as specified in 
Paragraph (c)(1) above, or the boundary of the area determined by 
the ALUC to be part of an identifiable area of existing 
development as specified in Paragraph (c)(3) above; or  

(2) The average intensity/density of all similar existing uses that are 
fully or partially within a distance of 0.25 mile from the boundary 
of the proposed development within the identified safety zone, as 
specified in Paragraph (c)(2) above.  

 

3. In order to prevent duplication and/or the creation of inconsistent non-conforming use 
policies, the draft ALUCP non-conforming use policy (Policy 2.11.1) recommends that 
local jurisdictions use the non-conforming use restrictions contained in State law and in 
each local agency’s respective land use regulations and zoning. The standards set forth by 
such State law and local agencies’ land use regulations and zoning will be used by the 
ALUC to determine when it has jurisdiction to review a nonconforming use.    This 
approach was discussed and recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee during 
their meeting on June 12, 2012.  

 
Kellogg Avenue LLC Letter 
 

1. The Runway Protection Zones (RPZs) for the runways at Santa Barbara Airport are 
derived from the latest version of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) (March 2008, 
revalidated by the Federal Aviation Administration in February 2009).  The Runway 25 
RPZ is located in the correct location relative to the runway end; however, the width of 
the RPZ was incorrectly depicted.   The area covered by the Runway 25 RPZ has been 
revised to reflect the correct dimensions as shown on the ALP.  
   



2. At the September 10, 2012 Technical Advisory Committee meeting, both staff and 
consultants indicated that SBCAG, acting in its capacity as the ALUC for Santa Barbara 
County, must be “guided by” the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook 
(Handbook, published by the Division of Aeronautics of the Department of 
Transportation), when formulating, adopting or amending its ALUC for Santa Barbara 
County as required by Public Utilities Code Section 21674.7.  See also, Public Utilities 
Code Section 21674.5.  Therefore, to the extent an ALUC deviates from the guidance 
provided in the Handbook, specific findings should be made to indicate the ALUC’s 
reasons for deviating from the guidance which the Handbook provides and the manner in 
which the ALUC will continue to meet the statutory mandates of the State Aeronautics 
Act.  
 
The case of the Watsonville Pilots Assn. v. City of Watsonville, (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 
1059, provides further clarification on this issue.  Consistent with the ruling in the 
Watsonville case, alternative procedure ALUC counties, like Santa Barbara, must be 
“dependent” on the Handbook’s criteria.  Again, “dependent” is a fairly strong mandate; 
therefore, specific findings that any deviations from the Handbook’s guidance would be 
consistent with the purposes of Section 21670 would be required. 
 

3. Exhibit A-15 on page A-53 in Appendix A provides existing land use maps for the Santa 
Barbara Airport environs.  The ALUC does not have jurisdiction over existing land uses 
regardless of whether such uses are incompatible with airport activities.  Pub.Util.Code 
21670(a)(2) and 21674(a).  Additionally, existing zoning and the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project will be analyzed in the context of the environmental 
review process for the draft ALUCP. 
   

4. In addition to flight tracks derived from the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport’s FAR Part 
150 noise study showing where aircraft operate around the Airport, information on noise 
complaints from residents in surrounding areas provided by the Airport operator was used 
to determine the appropriate overflight compatibility factor for the Airport.  These noise 
complaints were generally consistent with the description of noise complaints included in 
the 1993 Airport Land Use Plan and described in the Airport’s FAR Part 150 noise study 
and are indicative of a longstanding pattern of complaint relative to the way aircraft 
operate at the Airport. 
   

5. Public Utilities Code Sections 21676(b), 21676.5(a), 21675.2(a) and related sections 
require that certain projects involving land located within an AIA, as defined by the 
ALUC,  be reviewed by the ALUC for consistency with the operative ALUCP.  The 
current ALUCP was adopted in 1993; therefore, since 1993, projects submitted to the 
ALUC for a consistency determination have been reviewed based on the 1993 ALUCP 
which provides policies relating to noise and safety compatibility with the airports.   

 
6. The draft ALUCP proposes six safety zones for Santa Barbara Airport consistent with 

guidance provided in the Caltrans Handbook.  Zone 1 is the Runway Protection Zone 
(RPZ) shown on the Santa Barbara Airport Airport Layout Plan and approved by the 
Federal Aviation Administration.  



 
Appendix E of the Caltrans Handbook explains the research and characteristics used to 
develop the recommended safety zones and safety policy guidance provided in the 
Caltrans Handbook.  Appendix E also provides National Transportation Safety Board 
(NTSB) data regarding the accident location patterns.   

 
Section 3.2.3 of the Caltrans Handbook discusses safety compatibility policies and the 
delineation of safety zones.  As indicated on page 3-15, “runway protection zones 
encompass only the most highly concentrated areas of accident locations near runways 
and have the ‘highest level of risk’ for an aircraft accident.” (page F-12).  As the data in 
Appendix E clearly indicates, a “significant percentage of near-airport aircraft accidents 
occur in locations beyond the runway protection zones.” As shown on Figure E3, page E-
18, Appendix E, approximately seventy percent (70%) of the fatal or serious injury 
accidents occur within 4 miles of the nearest airport and over fifty percent (50%) of the 
fatal or serious injury accidents occur beyond 5 miles of the nearest airport.   

 
 

7. The compatibility policies set forth in the ALUCP for land located within the runway 
protection zones were formulated in accordance with the law and guidance provided in 
the Handbook and Public Utilities Code 21674.7.  Economic factors were considered by 
staff in formulating the policies contained in the proposed ALUCPs, to the extent 
economic factors are reflected in the Handbook recommendations and guidance.  Table 
III-4 of the draft ALUCP does allow for economic uses of undeveloped land within the 
RPZ.  This table derives its guidance from the Caltrans Handbook and Figure 4-B on 
page 4-20.  Additionally, the Caltrans Handbook is guided by the FAA’s Advisory 
Circular 150/5300-13: Airport Design.  The FAA’s Airport Design advisory circular 
recommends that “churches, schools, hospitals, office buildings, shopping centers, and 
other places of public assembly, as well as fuel storage facilities, be prohibited. 
Automobile parking is considered acceptable only on the outer edges of RPZs (outside 
the extended object free area).” (Caltrans Handbook, page 3-12)  In locations close to the 
ends of runways, extreme noise levels, high accident potential and significant limitations 
on the height of objects necessarily may restrict the choice of land uses.  It is important to 
note here, however, that ALUCs do not have the authority to acquire property; rather, this 
is an action which only the airport owner can take. 

 
8. The “infill” option was discussed at the TAC meeting on September 10, 2012.  Infill 

policies have been developed for inclusion in the draft ALUCP and will be considered by 
the ALUC in connection with its review of the draft ALUCP.  The proposed draft infill 
language can be found in response to comment #2 of the Wynmark public comment 
letter.   

 
9. During prior meetings of the Technical Advisory Committee, the committee members 

requested clear advice related to land use compatibility policies around the airports.  
Based on the guidance of the Caltrans Handbook, that guidance extends beyond noise and 
safety to include both overflight and airspace protection.  For additional information 



about the role of the Caltrans Handbook, refer to comment #A of the City of Goleta 
public comment letter. 

 
Goleta Letter 
 

A.  Although the draft Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan does not have jurisdiction over 
existing uses regardless of whether such uses are incompatible with airport activities, the 
ALUCP takes the existing airport environs into consideration through the application of 
three types of compatibility policies; urban, rural and military.  The Santa Barbara 
Airport is considered an urban airport with urban safety compatibility policies.   

 
At the meetings of Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), there were repeated requests 
for specific and clear guidance related to the implementation of the Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan.  The broad land use policies in the 1993 Airport Land Use Plan were 
reported to be difficult to implement and subject to inconsistent application.  At the 
request of the TAC along with the advice of the California Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook (Handbook), published by the Division of Aeronautics of the Department of 
Transportation related to safety compatibility policies, the draft ALUCP provides distinct 
land use categories along with clear implementation advice.  Introduced in Chapter 3 of 
the Handbook and illustrated in Figures 4B through FG, the Handbook includes the 
maximum residential and nonresidential densities for each of the six safety zones along 
with land uses to normally allow, limit, avoid and prohibit. The draft ALUCP provides 
these recommendations in a safety matrix format.   
 
At the September 10, 2012 TAC meeting, both staff and consultants indicated that 
SBCAG, acting in its capacity as the ALUC for Santa Barbara County, must be “guided 
by” the Handbook when formulating, adopting or amending its ALUC for Santa Barbara 
County as required by Public Utilities Code Section 21674.7.  See also, Public Utilities 
Code Section 21674.5.  Therefore, to the extent an ALUC deviates from the guidance 
provided in the Handbook, specific findings should be made to indicate the ALUC’s 
reasons for deviating from the guidance which the Handbook provides and the manner in 
which the ALUC will continue to meet the statutory mandates of the State Aeronautics 
Act.  
 
The case of the Watsonville Pilots Assn. v. City of Watsonville, (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 
1059, provides further clarification on this issue.  Consistent with the ruling in the 
Watsonville case, alternative procedure ALUC counties, like Santa Barbara, must be 
“dependent” on the Handbook’s criteria.  “Dependent” is a fairly strong mandate; 
therefore, specific findings that any deviations from the Handbook’s guidance would be 
consistent with the purposes of Section 21670 would be required. 

 
Analysis of potential environmental impacts related to the implementation of the draft 
ALUCP, including a land use displacement analysis, will be completed during the 
environmental review process.  The purpose of the development displacement analysis 
will be to identify those specific land uses allowed under current zoning that would be 
rendered incompatible or conditionally compatible with the proposed ALUCP.  Based on 



the potential impacts that are identified during the displacement analysis, the appropriate 
environmental document, as determined by SBCAG, will be prepared. 

 
Attachment 1  
 
Attachment 1 provides maps comparing the existing 1993 ALUCP safety zones with the 
proposed ALUCP safety zones for Santa Barbara Airport.    

 
Attachment 2  
 
1. To calculate concentrations of people for conditional non-residential uses, the City of 

Goleta requests utilization of the California Building Code with the parking ordinance 
used as a supplemental measurement tool for land uses such as open space.  This 
request corresponds to the staff recommendation. Residential uses are measured in 
dwelling units per acre.  The City also requests that Exhibit F be expanded 
substantially to include as many uses as possible.  Exhibit F is derived directly from 
the Caltrans Handbook and includes the most comprehensive information available.  
Therefore, further expansion of Exhibit F cannot be provided. 

 
2. As discussed in Appendix A, the proposed safety zones for the Airport were 

developed based on guidance provided in the Handbook, which includes dimensions 
for “generic” safety zones. Generic safety zones developed by Caltrans are based on 
historic accident location patterns for different types of airports and account for 
specific runway and airport operating characteristics.  Safety zones for Santa Barbara 
Airport were developed by selecting the appropriate sets of generic safety zones from 
the examples provided in the Handbook for each of the runways at the Airport and 
overlaying them on the runways.  The appropriate set of generic safety zones was 
determined based on runway length, number of operations, minimum visibility 
requirements for aircraft approaching the runway, and the dimensions of the Runway 
Protection Zone (RPZ). As discussed in Chapter 6 and Appendix A, adjustments were 
made to the safety zones to reflect the unique operating conditions at the Airport, 
specifically existing and future aircraft activity.  Aircraft activity at SBA is described 
in detail on Pages A-46 through A-47, and visually represented through the flight 
tracks shown on Exhibits A-17 through A-22.   

 
Safety Zone 1 for the Runway 25 end has been modified to reflect the correct 
dimensions of the Runway 25 RPZ as depicted on the ALP.   
As discussed above, Safety Zones 2-6 have been developed based on guidance 
provided in the Caltrans Handbook and represent distinct geometric zones reflecting 
location of aircraft during different phases of flight and corresponding risk of accident 
based on historic statistical data. Safety zones are not adjusted based on the existing 
land uses around an airport.  “Safety Zones should be defined independent of existing 
and future land uses and other geographic features.”  (Handbook, page 3-14)  Instead, 
safety zones reflect the best way to protect the safety of pilots in the air and people on 
the ground.   

 



Refer to response # 2 in the Wynmark letter for additional information related to infill 
policies.   

 
3. Analysis of potential environmental impacts related to the implementation of the draft 

ALUCP, including a land use displacement analysis, will be completed during the 
environmental review process.  The development displacement analysis will identify 
specific land uses allowed under current zoning that would be rendered incompatible 
or conditionally compatible with the proposed ALUCP.  This analysis will be 
conducted on a parcel-by-parcel basis and will analyze the proposed safety zones, the 
General Plan designation, and the zoning for each parcel and will determine whether 
the new safety zone designation could “displace” potential future development. Based 
on the potential impacts that are identified during the displacement analysis, SBCAG 
will determine the appropriate environmental document to prepare as well as any 
required mitigation. 

 
4. The second sentence of A.4.1: Airport Background states that “The City of Goleta 

borders the Airport property to the north and west.”  This sentence has also been 
added to A.4.4. 

 
5. The comment is noted and the appropriate correction has been made.   

 
6. The ALUC does not have jurisdiction over the use of the Runway Protection Zone 

nor the ability to create an object free area (OFA); therefore, it would not be 
appropriate to include a discussion on creation of an OFA in the ALUCP.   

 
7. The Handbook recommends safety zones be limited to a realistic number.  The intent 

of the set of zones is that risk levels be relatively uniform across each zone, but 
distinct from the other zones.  Safety Zone 6 covers an Airport’s local traffic pattern 
utilized by smaller general aviation aircraft.  The use of five safety zones instead of 
six is only recommended for very small, low-activity airports (i.e., less than 2,000 
operations per runway end per year) and very large commercial service airports where 
aircraft generally make straight-in approaches and straight-out departures and there is 
minimal general aviation activity. While Santa Barbara Municipal Airport is a 
commercial service airport with over 200,000 projected annual operations, the 
majority of operations at the Airport represent general aviation activity, including 
aircraft operating within the local traffic pattern.  Accordingly, six zones are 
necessary to protect continued operations of the airport and protect the safety of those 
on the ground and it would be inappropriate to eliminate Safety Zone 6.  Refer to 
response for Attachment #2, comment #2 for information related to the size of safety 
zones.   

 
8. Refer to response # 2 in the Wynmark letter for information related to infill policies.   

 
9. If an infill policy is approved for inclusion in the ALUCP, each local jurisdiction may 

provide a map of the areas proposed for infill development for consideration by the 
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) during its approval of their General Plan or 



for consideration by the ALUC at the time of initial adoption of the ALUCP.  The 
intent would be for all parcels eligible for infill to be identified at one time by the 
local jurisdiction and approved by the ALUC.  

 
10. State law requirements regarding Real Estate Disclosure require that, as part of many 

residential real estate transactions, information be disclosed regarding whether the 
property is situated within an airport influence area.  For purposes of the ALUCP, the 
disclosure provisions of state law are required for new development.  Also, ALUC 
policy requires that signs providing the state notice requirements be prominently 
posted in the real estate sales office and/or other key locations at any new project 
within the AIA.  In addition to these real estate disclosure requirements, the ALUCP 
requires that an overflight notification document be recorded for any local agency 
approval of residential land use development within the area identified in the 
ALUCP.  Recordation of an overflight notification document is not required for 
nonresidential development.    

 
11. Refer to response for Attachment #2, comment #2 for information related to the 

Runway Protection Zone. Table A-8 of Appendix A provides the approved approach 
procedures for each runway.    

 
12. The compatibility policies set forth in the ALUCP for land located within the runway 

protection zones were formulated in accordance with the law and guidance provided 
in the Handbook and Public Utilities Code 21674.7.  Economic factors were 
considered by staff in formulating the policies contained in the proposed ALUCPs, to 
the extent economic factors are reflected in the Handbook recommendations and 
guidance.  Table III-4 of the draft ALUCP does allow for economic uses of 
undeveloped land within the RPZ.  This table derives its guidance from the Caltrans 
Handbook and Figure 4-B on page 4-20.  Additionally, the Caltrans Handbook is 
guided by the FAA’s Advisory Circular 150/5300-13: Airport Design.  The FAA’s 
Airport Design advisory circular recommends that “churches, schools, hospitals, 
office buildings, shopping centers, and other places of public assembly, as well as 
fuel storage facilities, be prohibited. Automobile parking is considered acceptable 
only on the outer edges of RPZs (outside the extended object free area).” (Caltrans 
Handbook, page 3-12)  In locations close to the ends of runways, extreme noise 
levels, high accident potential and significant limitations on the height of objects 
necessarily may restrict the choice of land uses.  It is important to note here, however, 
that ALUCs do not have the authority to acquire property; rather, this is an action 
which only the airport owner can take. 

 
13. Refer to response # 2 in the Wynmark letter for information related to infill policies.   

 
 
 


