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County of Santa Barbara 
 

1. The Cumulative Projects List in the Initial Study references one dated August 2018. It may be 
worth looking over the one on our website dated March 2021 to make sure it doesn’t affect 
your cumulative impacts analysis, and have the ND reference this more recent version. 
 
Response: County staff provided SBCAG with a Cumulative Projects List in May 2022. This list 
was used to verify the latest entitled projects within the AIA of each of the region’s airports 
prior to updating the displacement analysis. The Initial Study has been updated to indicate the 
updated date and planning analysis. 
  

2. Similarly, the Initial Study states that parcels were screened for existing development using 
aerials from 2016. More recent aerial data may be available to reference and ensure analysis is 
up to date. 
 
Response: Comment noted. The aerial photography is one “tool in the toolbox” our consultant 
used to determine vacant parcels.  
  

3. Appendix F- Induced Growth Analysis- the parcel info “Size” is confusing for APN 107-250-021 
and 107-250-021. Its unclear if the size information may be the net change in parcel area from 
the 1993 overlays to the draft ALUCP revisions. For example, the parcel size for 107-250-021 is 
12.16 and the Analysis lists it as 2.4 acres. Also, the table states the “Draft ALUCP Zone” for 107-
250-021 will be in Zone 6, when the maps show it will partially be in Zone 2 and 4. The Analysis 
lists 107-250-022 as 15 acres, and its parcel size is 27.4 acres. Again, fifteen acres may be the 
change from the 1993 to draft ALUCP overlay coverage, but this is not clear from the Analysis. 
Also the table states the “Draft ALUCP Zone” is Zone 6 when it should be Zone 4. You may want 
to review and clarify this information; however, we don’t think these changes to the appendix 
information would change the impact analysis.  
 
Response: Comment noted. The parcel sizes have been updated to indicate the total parcel size 
for the entire parcel, as well as the size of the parcel that resides within Safety Zone 6. As noted 
in the Initial Study, the analysis only applies to the portions of the parcel residing in the draft 
ALUCP Safety Zone 6: 
 

“The potential for the ALUCPs to induce substantial unplanned growth in an area was 
examined and the analysis is included in Appendix F. As noted, some areas of the region 
that formerly restricted under the currently enacted 1993 Airport Land Use Plan will no 
longer be subject to restrictions under the Draft ALUCPs. The analysis found that, upon 
implementation of the Santa Maria ALUCP, there are three currently vacant parcels in 
the Orcutt area that are currently within the 1993 Airport Land Use Plan “Approach 
Zone” that would shift into the Santa Maria ALUCP Zone 6. The three parcels are in the 
County’s C-2 zoning district. The removal of the County’s Approach Zone overlay from 
these parcels, which limits concentrations of non-residential growth to 25 people per 
acre, has the potential to result in increased nonresidential land use intensities of 

https://www.countyofsb.org/821/Cumulative-Projects-List
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between 10 and 296 people per acre, dependent upon the land use type and parcel. The 
density and intensity restrictions are less restrictive in Safety Zone 6 than in the 1993 
Airport Land Use Plan Approach Zone. For a description of the Safety Zone delineation 
for Santa Maria Airport, see Chapter 4 and Appendix A of the Santa Maria Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan. The adoption of the ALUCP by the ALUC would begin a process 
of the County working with ALUC staff to amend its Comprehensive Plan to be 
consistent with the latest adopted ALUCP compatibility criteria. While the removal of 
the overlay from these parcels removes the prior 1993 Airport Land Use Plan growth 
restriction, this removal should not be classified as “growth inducing” because any 
future development on these parcels would still be in line with the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan and zoning.” 

 
APNs 107-250-021 and -022 are “split” between the draft ALUCP safety zones 2, 4, and 6. Areas 
residing within safety zones two and four would not need to be included in the induced demand 
analysis in Appendix F, as they are currently in the 1993 ALUP Approach overlay zone and would 
continue to be subject to restrictions in the updated ALUCP (Safety Zones 2 and 4). 
 

4. Finally, the Initial Study references the 2015-2023 Residential Sites Survey and its Housing 
Opportunity Sites. We recognize and appreciate your coordination with us regarding how the 
changes to the Safety Zones and Noise Contours could affect the County’s 2023-2031 
opportunity sites and recognize that they had not been finalized for public review until after 
release of your IS/ND. It may be helpful to note this coordination with our Housing Element 
Update Team and recognize that future rezones and our Housing Element will take into account 
the changes in ALUCP restrictions when inventorying housing opportunity sites.  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
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Caltrans Division of Aeronautics 
Note: CT Aeronautics provided comment letters for each of the individual Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plans. Their comments and SBCAG staff responses are summarized below. 

Santa Maria Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
 

CT-SMX 1. Page 2-6, and 2-8 - 2.5.1 Actions that Always Require ALUC Review and Figure 2-1 
Actions Always Subject to ALUC Review 

Need to add: Specific Plans, Ordinances and Regulations per PUC Section 21676(b) 

HB page 6-1 Any proposal by a county or city to adopt a general plan and/or specific plan 
(collectively, local plan) must be referred to the ALUC for review if the boundaries of the local 
plan encompasses lands within an airport influence area as defined in an ALUCP. Amendments 
to such plans also must be referred to the ALUC if the change affects locations within an airport 
influence area. Referral to the ALUC must take place prior to the local jurisdiction’s action to 
adopt or amend the plan (PUC Section 21676(b)). 

HB page 6-3 ALUC review of county or city proposals to adopt or amend zoning, building, and 
other land use ordinances and regulations is required in instances where those ordinances and 
regulations implicate compatibility criteria and policies. 

The SAA explicitly requires ALUC review of these policy instruments during the period prior to 
when the local plan has been made consistent with the ALUCP or has been adopted by 
overruling the commission (PUC Section 21676(b)). 

Response: Section 2.5.1.a has been amended to state the following: “The adoption, approval or 
amendment of any General Plan or Specific Plan (Pub. Util. Code §21676(b)) that affects 
allowable land uses within the AIA…” 

 

CT-SMX 2. TABLE 3-2 SANTA MARIA AIRPORT SAFETY COMPATIBILITY CRITERIA 

A. Allows up to 4 dwelling units per acre in Safety Zone 2. 

This Density does not reflect the guidance of the Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of 
the PUC and the Handbook. The Handbook guidance for Safety Zone 2 for Urban areas is 
dwelling units per acre, and for Suburban areas is 1 per 10 -20 acres. 

 Response: Residential uses are conditionally compatible in Zone 2, the condition being that: 

“Portions of parcel including accessory buildings can be in Zone 2, but new dwellings 
must be outside the zone” 

B. Allows Residential, >20.0 d.u/acre in Zones 3 and 4  

This is above the average of surrounding residential area as guided by the Handbook. 
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Response: As shown in the table, residential uses are conditionally compatible in Zones 3 and 4, 
the conditions being that: 

“15% of site must meet "open land" criteria; this density permitted only on sites or parts 
of sites located within 0.25 mile of a 4-lane divided highway, golf course, or other public 
land qualifying as "open land;" utility lines on site and along perimeter must be under-
ground or placed under-ground in conjunction with project; max allowable density in 
any single acre limited to 25.0 d.u./ac. in Zones 3 and 4.” 

C. Allows Indoor Large Assembly (capacity 300 to 999 people): sports arenas, theaters, 
auditoriums, assembly halls is allowed in Safety Zones 3 and 4.  

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP and The Handbook.    The Handbook 
guidance prohibits major shopping centers, theaters, meeting halls and other assembly 
facilities, children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals, nursing homes, stadiums, group 
recreational uses in Safety Zones 3 and Children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals, 
nursing homes, stadiums, group recreational uses in Safety Zone 4.  This intensity and allowing 
any of these prohibited uses in Safety Zones 3 and 4 does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Response: As shown in the table, Indoor Large Assembly is conditionally compatible in Safety 
Zones 3 and 4. The condition being that a project cannot exceed 150 people per acre in Safety 
Zone 3 and 200 people per acre in Safety Zone 4. These do not exceed the recommended 
density allowances for urban areas in the Handbook. 

D. Allows Outdoor Large Assembly (capacity 300 to 999 people) in Safety Zone 4.  

Safety Zone 3 allows maximum non-residential usage density up to 450 persons per acre. The 
ALUCP allows up to 999 persons per acre.  This intensity does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Safety Zone 4 allows maximum non-residential usage density up to 600 persons per acre. The 
ALUCP allows up to 999 persons per acre.  This intensity does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Response: This is a misinterpretation of the non-residential maximum intensity criteria. For all 
non-residential projects, the maximum intensity criteria is 150 people per acre in Safety Zone 3 
and 200 people per acre in Safety Zone 4. 

With the incorporation of Risk Reduction Features (as outlined in Section 3.3.12), the intensity 
criteria can be increased dependent upon the measures taken; up to 300 people per acre in 
Safety Zone 3 and up to 400 people per acre in Safety Zone 4. 

These do not exceed the density recommendations for urban areas for Safety Zones 3 and 4 in 
the Handbook. 

E. Allows Indoor Small Assembly (capacity 50 to 299 people): meeting rooms, dining halls, 
dance studios, places of worship in Safety Zones 2, 3, and 4. 
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This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP and The Handbook for Safety Zone 2.  
Additionally, the Handbook prohibits theaters meeting halls and other assembly uses in Safety 
Zone 3. 

Response: The draft SMX ALUCP sets a limitation of 80 people per acre for conditionally 
compatible land uses in Safety Zone 2. This does not exceed the density limitation 
recommended for urban areas for Safety Zone 2 in the Handbook. 

F. Allows Large Eating/Drinking Establishments in free-standing building (capacity ≥300 
people) in Safety Zones 3 and 4. 

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP for safety Zone 3. 

Response: See above. This land use is conditionally compatible in Safety Zone 3, and the 
maximum intensity would be 150 people per acre. This is within the non-residential intensity 
allowance listed in the Handbook for urban areas. 

G. Storage or Use of Hazardous Materials (flammable, explosive, corrosive, or toxic) 

Allowed as CC in Safety Zones 2,3,4,5. Why? What are the conditions that would make it 
allowable? 

Handbook page 4-30 states: 

“Manufacturing, storage, or use of hazardous materials may warrant special consideration 
depending upon the specific materials and quantities. The concern is whether an aircraft 
accident could cause an explosion or release of toxic materials, thus posing dangers to the 
nearby population. Uses that involve the storage of hazardous materials (e.g., gas stations) 
should be avoided in locations where aircraft may be operating at low altitudes, or where data 
has shown the risk of accidents to be greater. Specifically, locations where the manufacturing or 
bulk storage of hazardous materials should be avoided include safety zones one through five.” 

Response: SBCAG will consider adding conditions that assess the specific substance, quantity 
and the available storage solutions to make them compatible. Examples include above ground 
fuel storage tanks that are contained by concrete vaults (example: 
http://www.unitedconcrete.com/convault/head_convault.htM ). These are acceptable solutions 
for storage that are devised to ensure compatibility. If fire code can be met, then it should be at 
least conditionally compatible (as noted in the condition). 

H. Primary and Secondary Schools: public K – 12; private schools is allowed in Safety Zones 3 
and 4. 

The Handbook prohibits children’s schools in Safety Zones 3 and 4. 

Response: This land use is conditionally compatible due to the presence of existing schools in 
these Safety Zones and the need to allow for flexibility for these sites to expand if needed in the 
future. As noted in the conditionally compatible criteria, “No new school sites or land 
acquisition” would be allowed. 

  

http://www.unitedconcrete.com/convault/head_convault.htM
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I. Day Care Facility are allowed in Safety Zones 2, 3, and 4. 

The Handbook prohibits Large daycare centers in these Safety Zones 

Response: New projects would not exceed the non-residential intensity limitations set for Safety 
Zone 2 (80 people/acre), Safety Zone 3 (120 people/acre) and Safety Zone 4 (200 people/acre). 

J. Medical Facilities (except doctor’s offices): congregate care facilities (>5 clients); skilled 
nursing facility; social service facilities are allowed in Safety Zones 3 and 4. 

Handbook prohibits hospitals and nursing homes in these safety Zones. 

Response: There are existing medical and congregate care facilities in these Safety Zones 
currently that need to be given flexibility should future development expansions be required. 
Therefore, this land use was assigned as conditionally compatible, with an additional condition 
that “no new sites or land acquisition” be included in the ALUCP.  

K. Communication Facilities: small cell site Wind Turbines allowed in Safety Zones 2, 3, and 4. 

Would require FAA analysis. But still must ask the question why allow wind turbines in these 
areas. 

Response: This relates back only to the ALUCP safety criteria and would therefore be applicable 
to density or intensity on the site. Please refer to FAA FAR Part 77 policies, which are included in 
Section 3.4 of the ALUCP (Airspace Policies). 

L. Major Utilities allow Power Plants in Safety Zones 3 and 4.  

They need to determine if it would be a hazardous use or not. Handbook guidance is to avoid 
hazardous uses in these Safety Zones. 

Response: Electrical substations are compatible in Zones 3 and 4. The ALUCP does not include 
power plants in Table 3-2 of the ALUCP. 

CT-SMX 3: Additional Handbook Guidance for determining urbanization of an area Page 4-18: 

Rural… 

Suburban—1-2 story buildings, surface parking 

Urban—up to 5 story buildings, parking structures 

Dense urban—high rise buildings. 

The ALUCP is welcome to use any of the above characteristics of existing development when 
determining which Handbook guidelines to use.  In this case, the Division believes that the 
“Suburban” densities are appropriate 

Response: Comment noted. As made expressly clear throughout the ALUCP, the Santa Maria 
Airport was considered as an “urban” airport for the purposes of developing the underlying 
planning assumptions of the ALUCP. 
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CT-SMX 4: Additional Handbook Guidance Page 2-8: 

Although, the Airport Influence Area (AIA) is identified in a map, please also include a written 
description of the AIA boundaries. 

Response: The geographic scope for the Santa Maria AIA is included in Section 2.4.1. 

 
Santa Barbara Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
 

CT-SBA 1: Page 2-6, and 2-8 - 2.5.1 Actions that Always Require ALUC Review and Figure 2-1 
Actions Always Subject to ALUC Review 

Need to add: Specific Plans, Ordinances and Regulations per PUC Section 21676(b) 

HB page 6-1 Any proposal by a county or city to adopt a general plan and/or specific plan 
(collectively, local plan) must be referred to the ALUC for review if the boundaries of the local 
plan encompasses lands within an airport influence area as defined in an ALUCP. Amendments 
to such plans also must be referred to the ALUC if the change affects locations within an airport 
influence area. Referral to the ALUC must take place prior to the local jurisdiction’s action to 
adopt or amend the plan (PUC Section 21676(b)). 

HB page 6-3 ALUC review of county or city proposals to adopt or amend zoning, building, and 
other land use ordinances and regulations is required in instances where those ordinances and 
regulations implicate compatibility criteria and policies. 

The SAA explicitly requires ALUC review of these policy instruments during the period prior to 
when the local plan has been made consistent with the ALUCP or has been adopted by 
overruling the commission (PUC Section 21676(b)). 

Response: Section 2.5.1.a has been amended to state the following: “The adoption, approval or 
amendment of any General Plan or Specific Plan (Pub. Util. Code §21676(b)) that affects 
allowable land uses within the AIA…” 

CT-SBA 2: 3.2.3 Acceptable Noise Levels for Specific Types of Land Use Actions b) States: 

The maximum airport-related noise level considered compatible for new residential 
development in the environs of the Santa Barbara Airport is 65 dB CNEL. (See, e.g., Handbook, 
pp. xi, 4-4 to 4-12.) 

Although, the Handbook states: That 65 dB may be acceptable in noisy urban locations.  It 
should be noted that the Handbook also states that 65 dB is generally not acceptable for most 
new developments and that the California’s Office of Planning suggests that 60 dB as the 
maximum “normally acceptable” noise exposure for residential areas. 

Response: Comment noted. The ALUCP simply points back to the Handbook in setting the 
threshold, policy, and criteria. It is important to look back to Section 3.2.2 Measures of Noise 
Compatibility. As stated, “The criteria in Table 3-1 indicate the maximum acceptable airport-
related noise levels, measured in terms of CNEL, for residential and a range of nonresidential 
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land uses.” The section goes on to provide factors considered in setting the criteria. Further, 
Section 3.2.3 sets the threshold for noise evaluation at the projected 55 dB CNEL contour. The 
Plan requires the dedication of an avigation easement to the Airport for conditionally 
compatible land uses within the 65 dB CNEL contour. Finally, Section 3.2.5 provides specific 
interior noise level guidance for any land use that would have indoor activities that may be 
easily disrupted by noise. 

CT-SBA 3: 3.3.11 b) 3) Special Provisions for Safety Zone 1 states:  

In instances where the affected property is privately owned and the airport owner does not 
intend to acquire property interests, the following uses and only these uses shall be considered 
acceptable: Other uses not in structures and not exceeding a usage intensity of 10 people per 
any single acre. 

This should be added to Table 3-2 Santa Barbara Airport Safety Compatibility Criteria 

Response: This would be a significant change to the SBA ALUCP. Please specify if this change 
should be made to the other ALUCPs and clarify where this is permitted, shown or referenced in 
the Handbook or in FAA Advisories for RPZs. For now, a footnote has been added to Table 3-2 
indicating the provisions available in Section 3.3.11 b of the ALUCP. 

CT-SBA 4: TABLE 3-2 SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT SAFETY COMPATIBILITY CRITERIA 

A. Allows Residential, >20.0 d.u/acre in Zones 3 and 4  

This is above the average of surrounding residential area as guided by the Handbook. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2A. 

B. Allows up to 4 dwelling units per acre in Safety Zone 2. 

This Density does not reflect the guidance of the Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of 
the PUC and the Handbook. The Handbook guidance for Safety Zone 2 for Urban areas is Zero 
dwelling units per acre, and for Suburban areas is 1 per 10 -20 acres. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2B. 

C. Allows Indoor Large Assembly (capacity 300 to 999 people): sports arenas, theaters, 
auditoriums, assembly halls is allowed in Safety Zones 3 and 4.  

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP and The Handbook.    The Handbook 
guidance prohibits major shopping centers, theaters, meeting halls and other assembly 
facilities, children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals, nursing homes, stadiums, group 
recreational uses in Safety Zones 3 and Children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals, 
nursing homes, stadiums, group recreational uses in Safety Zone 4.  This intensity and allowing 
any of these prohibited uses in Safety Zones 3 and 4 does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2C. 

D. Allows Outdoor Large Assembly (capacity 300 to 999 people) in Safety Zone 4.  
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Safety Zone 4 allows maximum non-residential usage density up to 600 persons per acre. The 
ALUCP allows up to 999 persons per acre.  This intensity does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2D. 

E. Allows Indoor Small Assembly (capacity 50 to 299 people): meeting rooms, dining halls, 
dance studios, places of worship in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP and The Handbook for Safety Zone 2.  
Additionally, the Handbook prohibits theaters meeting halls and other assembly uses in Safety 
Zones 2, 3. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2E. 

F. Allows Community Assembly: commercial entertainment & recreation; cultural 
institutions & facilities; passive open space in Safety Zones 2,3,4 5. 

The Handbook prohibits assembly uses in Safety Zones 3 and 4 and group recreational uses in 
Safety Zones 2, 3, 4 and 5. 

Response: These land uses are listed as conditionally compatible in the listed zones. Project 
applicants will be required to adhere to the non-residential intensity limitations listed in Table 3-
2 (Safety Zone 2 – 80 people / acre, Safety Zone 3 – 150 people per acre, Safety Zone 4 – 200 
people per acre and Safety Zone 5 - 150 people per acre). These intensity limits are consistent 
with those listed in the Handbook for urban areas. 

G. Allows Large Eating/Drinking Establishments in free-standing building (capacity ≥300 
people) in Safety Zones 3 and 4. 

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP for safety Zone 3. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2F. 

H. Allows Mid-Size Eating/Drinking Establishments in free-standing building (capacity 50 to 
299 people) in Safety Zone 2. 

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP and The Handbook for Safety Zone 2. 

Response: See above. This land use is conditionally compatible in Safety Zone 2, and the 
maximum intensity would be 80 people per acre. This is within the non-residential intensity 
allowance listed in the Handbook for urban areas in Zone 2. 

I. Allows Community/Neighborhood Shopping Centers <300,000 s.f. with mixture of uses 
including eating/drinking establishments; Regional Shopping Centers ≥300,000 s.f. with 
mixture of uses including eating/drinking establishments in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

The Handbook guidance is to avoid (Use generally should be permitted only if an alternative site 
outside the zone would not serve intended public function.) shopping centers and most eating 
establishments in Safety Zones 2 , 3, 4, and 5. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SBA 2F.  
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J. Processing and Above Ground Storage of Bulk Quantities of Highly Hazardous Materials 
(tank capacity >60,000 gallons): 

For Safety Zones 3 and 4, there is “I” but it is yellow instead of red as the rest of things that are 
incompatible are shown. Needs to be made red to be clear. 

Response: The Santa Barbara Airport ALUCP has been updated to correct the error. 

K. Storage or Use of Hazardous Materials (flammable, explosive, corrosive, or toxic) 

Allowed as CC in Safety Zones 2,3,4,5. Why? What are the conditions that would make it 
allowable?  Handbook page 4-30 states: 

“Manufacturing, storage, or use of hazardous materials may warrant special consideration 
depending upon the specific materials and quantities. The concern is whether an aircraft 
accident could cause an explosion or release of toxic materials, thus posing dangers to the 
nearby population. Uses that involve the storage of hazardous materials (e.g., gas stations) 
should be avoided in locations where aircraft may be operating at low altitudes, or where data 
has shown the risk of accidents to be greater. Specifically, locations where the manufacturing 
or bulk storage of hazardous materials should be avoided include safety zones one through 
five.” 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2G. 

L. Manufacturing: custom manufacturing; heavy manufacturing; research & development 
and technology; cannabis manufacturing and testing 

Allowed as CC in Safety Zones 2,3,4,5. Why? What are the conditions that would make it 
allowable? Note quote above of Handbook page 4-30 

Response: As noted in Table 3-2, the conditions on conditionally compatible, non-residential 
land uses are the lot coverage requirements and intensity (people per acre) limits. 

M. Primary and Secondary Schools: public K – 12; private schools is allowed in Safety Zones 3 
and 4. 

The Handbook prohibits children’s schools in Safety Zones 3 and 4 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2H. 

N. Day Care Facility are allowed in Safety Zones 2,3,4. 

The Handbook prohibits Large daycare centers in these Safety Zones 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2I. 

O. Medical Facilities (except doctor’s offices): congregate care facilities (>5 clients); skilled 
nursing facility; social service facilities are allowed in Safety Zones 3 and 4. 

Handbook prohibits hospitals and nursing homes in these safety Zones  

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2J. 
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P. Communication Facilities: small cell site Wind Turbines allowed in Safety Zones 2, 3, and 4. 

Would require FAA analysis. But still must ask the question why allow wind turbines in these 
areas. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2K. 

Q. Major Utilities allow Power Plants in Safety Zones 3 and 4.  

They need to determine if it would be a hazardous use or not. Handbook guidance is to avoid 
hazardous uses in these Safety Zones. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2L. 

R. Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Facilities are allowed in all Safety Zones except zone 
1. 

Only if it is not a wildlife attractant, need to conform with FAA rules and regulations including, 
but not limited to Advisory Circular 150/5200 33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near 
Airports. Of particular concern are landfills and certain recreational or agricultural uses that 
attract large flocks of birds which pose bird strike hazards to aircraft in flight. 

Response: Comment noted. 

CT-SBA 5: Safety Zone Compatibility Policy Map.  

States that: Safety zones for the parallel runways (Runways 15L/22R and 15R/22L) were based 
on Example 1: Short General Aviation Runway, included in the Handbook. Example 1 assumes a 
runway length less than 4,000 feet. 

Basing these runways on the short General Aviation Runway in the Handbook for Runways less 
than 4,000 feet does not reflect the guidance of the Handbook and conflicts with the safety 
standards of the PUC and the Handbook.  This is because these runways are over 4,000 feet and 
considered medium not short by the Handbook. 

Please note we did consider the justification included in the ALUCP and the technical 
Memorandum dated June 19, 2020, from Nick Johnson, of Johnson Aviation, Inc 

Response: Comment noted. 

CT-SBA 6: Figure 4-2 Safety Compatibility Policy Map: Santa Barbara Airport 

Safety zones for runways 15L/22R and 15R/22L are not correct due mainly to the short template 
from the Handbook being used instead of the Medium since the runway length is 4,184 
feet.  This results in incompatible land uses being allowed because it does not reflect the 
guidance of the Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 
Example:   

What should be Safety Zone 4 north of runways 15R and 15L, is not in any Safety Zone at all, and 
thus no compatibility requirements from the ALUCP would apply. Additionally, what should 
be areas located in Safety Zone 2 and 3 have significant portions located in the ALUCP’s Safety 
Zone 6.   
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This is very significant.  According to the Handbook, Safety Zone 2 is the Inner 
Approach/Departure Zone, with a high-risk level accounting for between 8 to 22% of near-
runway accidents.  Safety Zone 3 is the Inner Turning Zone with a moderate to high risk level 
accounting for between 4 to 8% of near-runway accidents.  Safety Zone 4 is the Outer 
Approach/Departure Zone with a moderate risk level accounting for between 2 to 6% of near-
runway accidents. 

 Response: Comment noted. 

CT-SBA 7: Additional Handbook Guidance for determining urbanization of an area Page 4-18: 

Rural… 

Suburban—1-2 story buildings, surface parking 

Urban—up to 5 story buildings, parking structures 

Dense urban—high rise buildings. 

The ALUCP is welcome to use any of the above characteristics of existing development when 
determining which Handbook guidelines to use. 

Response: Comment noted. As made expressly clear throughout the ALUCP, the Santa Barbara 
Airport was considered as an “urban” airport for the purposes of developing the underlying 
planning assumptions of the ALUCP. 

Additional Handbook Guidance Page 2-8: 

Although, the Airport Influence Area (AIA) is identified in a map, please also include a written 
description of the AIA boundaries. 

 Response: The geographic scope for the Santa Maria AIA is included in Section 2.4.1. 

Santa Ynez Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
 

CT-IZA 1: Page 2-6, and 2-8 - 2.5.1 Actions that Always Require ALUC Review and Figure 2-1 
Actions Always Subject to ALUC Review 

Need to add: Specific Plans, Ordinances and Regulations per PUC Section 21676(b) 

HB page 6-1 Any proposal by a county or city to adopt a general plan and/or specific plan 
(collectively, local plan) must be referred to the ALUC for review if the boundaries of the local 
plan encompasses lands within an airport influence area as defined in an ALUCP. Amendments 
to such plans also must be referred to the ALUC if the change affects locations within an airport 
influence area. Referral to the ALUC must take place prior to the local jurisdiction’s action to 
adopt or amend the plan (PUC Section 21676(b)). 

HB page 6-3 ALUC review of county or city proposals to adopt or amend zoning, building, and 
other land use ordinances and regulations is required in instances where those ordinances and 
regulations implicate compatibility criteria and policies. 
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The SAA explicitly requires ALUC review of these policy instruments during the period prior to 
when the local plan has been made consistent with the ALUCP or has been adopted by 
overruling the commission (PUC Section 21676(b)). 

Response: Section 2.5.1.a has been amended to state the following: “The adoption, approval or 
amendment of any General Plan or Specific Plan (Pub. Util. Code §21676(b)) that affects 
allowable land uses within the AIA…” 

CT-IZA 2: TABLE 3-2 SANTA YNEZ AIRPORT SAFETY COMPATIBILITY CRITERIA 

A. Allows up to 4 dwelling units per acre in Safety Zone 2. 

This Density does not reflect the guidance of the Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of 
the PUC and the Handbook. The Handbook guidance for Safety Zone 2 for Urban areas is 
dwelling units per acre, and for Suburban areas is 1 per 10 -20 acres. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 4B. Furthermore, Santa Ynez Airport 
was classified as a rural airport when developing policies for the ALUCP. 

B. Allows up to 8 dwelling units acre in Zones 3 and 4  

This is above the average of surrounding residential area as guided by the Handbook. 

Response: As noted in Figure III-10 of the Initial Study, existing land uses around the Santa Ynez 
Airport are characterized by low, medium and high-density residential (to the west and north); 
as well as commercial and industrial uses (west and north). Agricultural uses are predominant to 
the south and east of the airport. The Handbook states that “maximum residential densities 
maintain current zoning if less than density criteria for suburban setting” in Safety Zones 3 and 
4. Santa Ynez Airport was classified as a rural airport for the for the purposes of developing the 
planning assumptions in the ALUCP. 

C. Allows Indoor Major Assembly (capacity >1000 people): sports arenas, theaters, 
auditoriums, assembly halls is allowed in Safety Zone 4.  

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP and The Handbook.    The Handbook 
guidance prohibits major shopping centers, theaters, meeting halls and other assembly 
facilities, children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals, nursing homes, stadiums, group 
recreational uses in Safety Zones 3 and Children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals, 
nursing homes, stadiums, group recreational uses in Safety Zone 4.  This intensity and allowing 
any of these prohibited uses in Safety Zone 4 does not reflect the guidance of the Handbook as 
it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Response: The land use is conditionally compatible in Safety Zone 4. Land uses here would not 
be allowed to exceed an intensity limit of 150 people per acre. 

D. Allows Indoor Large Assembly (capacity 300 to 999 people): sports arenas, theaters, 
auditoriums, assembly halls is allowed in Safety Zones 3 and 4.  

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP and The Handbook.    The Handbook 
guidance prohibits major shopping centers, theaters, meeting halls and other assembly 
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facilities, children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals, nursing homes, stadiums, group 
recreational uses in Safety Zones 3 and Children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals, 
nursing homes, stadiums, group recreational uses in Safety Zone 4.  This intensity and allowing 
any of these prohibited uses in Safety Zones 3 and 4 does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Response: The land use is conditionally compatible in Safety Zones 3 and 4. Land uses here 
would not be allowed to exceed intensity limit of 120 people per acre in Zone 3 and 150 people 
per acre in Zone 4.  

E. Allows Outdoor Large Assembly (capacity 300 to 999 people) in Safety Zones 3 and 4.  

Safety Zone 3 allows maximum non-residential usage density up to 450 persons per acre. The 
ALUCP allows up to 999 persons per acre.  This intensity does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Safety Zone 4 allows maximum non-residential usage density up to 600 persons per acre. The 
ALUCP allows up to 999 persons per acre.  This intensity does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Response: This is a misinterpretation of the non-residential maximum intensity criteria. For all 
non-residential projects, the maximum intensity criteria is 120 people per acre in Safety Zone 3 
and 150 people per acre in Safety Zone 4. Outdoor large assembly is conditionally compatible in 
Safety Zones 3 and 4 and projects that propose this land use would not be allowed to exceed the 
intensity limitations in the ALUCP. These do not exceed the intensity recommendations for rural 
airports/areas for Safety Zones 3 and 4 in the Handbook. 

F. Allows Indoor Small Assembly (capacity 50 to 299 people): meeting rooms, dining halls, 
dance studios, places of worship in Safety Zones 3, and 4. 

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP and The Handbook for Safety Zone 2.  
Additionally, the Handbook prohibits theaters meeting halls and other assembly uses in Safety 
Zone 3. 

Response: This land use is “Incompatible” in Safety Zone 2 in the ALUCP. The land use is 
conditionally compatible in Safety Zone 3 and would not be allowed to exceed the non-
residential intensity of 120 people per acre, which is consistent with the guidance in the 
Handbook for rural areas. 

G. Allows Large Eating/Drinking Establishments in free-standing building (capacity ≥300 
people) in Safety Zones 3 and 4. 

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP for safety Zone 3. 

Response: As noted above, for all non-residential projects, the maximum intensity criteria is 120 
people per acre in Safety Zone 3 and 150 people per acre in Safety Zone 4. This land use is 
conditionally compatible in Safety Zones 3 and 4 and projects that propose this land use would 
not be allowed to exceed the intensity limitations in the ALUCP. These do not exceed the 
intensity recommendations for rural airports/areas for Safety Zones 3 and 4 in the Handbook. 
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H. Storage or Use of Hazardous Materials (flammable, explosive, corrosive, or toxic) 

Allowed as CC in Safety Zones 2, 3, 4, and 5. Why? What are the conditions that would make it 
allowable? 

Handbook page 4-30 states: 

“Manufacturing, storage, or use of hazardous materials may warrant special 
consideration depending upon the specific materials and quantities. The concern is 
whether an aircraft accident could cause an explosion or release of toxic materials, thus 
posing dangers to the nearby population. Uses that involve the storage of hazardous 
materials (e.g., gas stations) should be avoided in locations where aircraft may be 
operating at low altitudes, or where data has shown the risk of accidents to be greater. 
Specifically, locations where the manufacturing or bulk storage of hazardous materials 
should be avoided include safety zones one through five.” 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 4G. 

I. Primary and Secondary Schools: public K – 12; private schools is allowed in Safety Zones 3 
and 4. 

The Handbook prohibits children’s schools in Safety Zones 3 and 4 

Response: This land use is conditionally compatible due to the presence of existing schools in 
these Safety Zones and the need to allow for flexibility for these sites to expand if needed in the 
future. As noted in the conditionally compatible criteria, “No new school sites or land 
acquisition” would be allowed. 

J. Day Care Facility are allowed in Safety Zones 3,4. 

The Handbook prohibits Large daycare centers in these Safety Zones 

Response: New projects would not exceed the non-residential intensity limitations in Safety 
Zone 3 (120 people per acre) and Safety Zone 4 (150 people per acre). 

K. Medical Facilities (except doctor’s offices): congregate care facilities (>5 clients); skilled 
nursing facility; social service facilities are allowed in Safety Zones 3 and 4. 

Handbook prohibits hospitals and nursing homes in these safety Zones  

Response: There are existing medical and congregate care facilities in these Safety Zones 
currently that need to be given flexibility should future development expansions be required. 
Therefore, this land use was assigned as conditionally compatible, with an additional condition 
that “no new sites or land acquisition” be included in the ALUCP. 

L. Communication Facilities: small cell site Wind Turbines allowed in Safety Zones 2, 3, and 4. 

Would require FAA analysis.  But still must ask the question why allow wind turbines in these 
areas. 

Response: Please refer to SBCAG Response CT-SMX 2K. 
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M. Major Utilities allow Power Plants in Safety Zones 3 and 4.  

They need to determine if it would be a hazardous use or not. Handbook guidance is to avoid 
hazardous uses in these Safety Zones. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 2L. 

N. Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Facilities are allowed in all Safety Zones except zone 
1. 

Only if it is not a wildlife attractant, need to conform with FAA rules and regulations including, 
but not limited to Advisory Circular 150/5200 33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near 
Airports. Of particular concern are landfills and certain recreational or agricultural uses that 
attract large flocks of birds which pose bird strike hazards to aircraft in flight. 

Response: Comment noted. 

CT-IZA 3: Additional Handbook Guidance for determining urbanization of an area Page 4-18: 

Rural… 

Suburban—1-2 story buildings, surface parking 

Urban—up to 5 story buildings, parking structures 

Dense urban—high rise buildings. 

The ALUCP is welcome to use any of the above characteristics of existing development when 
determining which Handbook guidelines to use.  In this case, the Division believes that the 
“Suburban” densities are appropriate 

Response: Comment noted. As made expressly clear throughout the ALUCP, the Santa Ynez 
Airport was considered as a “rural” airport for the purposes of developing the underlying 
planning assumptions of the ALUCP. 

CT-IZA 4: Additional Handbook Guidance Page 2-8: 

Although, the Airport Influence Area (AIA) is identified in a map, please also include a written 
description of the AIA boundaries. 

Response: The geographic scope for the Santa Ynez AIA is included in Section 2.4.1. 

 

Lompoc Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
 

CT-LPC 1: Page 2-6, and 2-8 - 2.5.1 Actions that Always Require ALUC Review and Figure 2-1 
Actions Always Subject to ALUC Review 

Need to add: Specific Plans, Ordinances and Regulations per PUC Section 21676(b) 
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HB page 6-1 Any proposal by a county or city to adopt a general plan and/or specific plan 
(collectively, local plan) must be referred to the ALUC for review if the boundaries of the local 
plan encompasses lands within an airport influence area as defined in an ALUCP. Amendments 
to such plans also must be referred to the ALUC if the change affects locations within an airport 
influence area. Referral to the ALUC must take place prior to the local jurisdiction’s action to 
adopt or amend the plan (PUC Section 21676(b)). 

HB page 6-3 ALUC review of county or city proposals to adopt or amend zoning, building, and 
other land use ordinances and regulations is required in instances where those ordinances and 
regulations implicate compatibility criteria and policies. 

The SAA explicitly requires ALUC review of these policy instruments during the period prior to 
when the local plan has been made consistent with the ALUCP or has been adopted by 
overruling the commission (PUC Section 21676(b)). 

Response: Section 2.5.1.a has been amended to state the following: “The adoption, approval or 
amendment of any General Plan or Specific Plan (Pub. Util. Code §21676(b)) that affects 
allowable land uses within the AIA…” 

CT-LPC 2: 3.3.11 b) 3) Special Provisions for Safety Zone 1 states:  

 In instances where the affected property is privately owned and the airport owner does not 
intend to acquire property interests, the following uses and only these uses shall be considered 
acceptable: Other uses not in structures and not exceeding a usage intensity of 10 people per 
any single acre. 

This should be added to Table 3-2 Lompoc Airport Safety Compatibility Criteria 

Response: Comment noted 

CT-LPC 3: TABLE 3-2 LOMPOC AIRPORT SAFETY COMPATIBILITY CRITERIA 

A. Allows up to 4 dwelling units per acre in Safety Zone 2. 

 This Density does not reflect the guidance of the Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of 
the PUC and the Handbook. The Handbook guidance for Safety Zone 2 for Urban areas is zero 
dwelling units per acre, and for Suburban areas is 1 per 10 -20 acres. 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 4B. Furthermore, Lompoc Airport was 
classified as a rural airport when developing policies for the ALUCP. 

B. Allows up to 4 dwelling units per acre in Zones 3 and 4  

This is above the average of surrounding residential area as guided by the Handbook. 

Response: As noted in Figure III-6 of the Initial Study, existing land uses around the Lompoc 
Airport are characterized by low -density residential (to the west, south and east); as well as 
commercial and light industrial uses (west, south and east). Agricultural uses are predominant to 
the west, east, and north of the airport. There is also a federal prison located north of the 
airport. The Handbook states that “maximum residential densities maintain current zoning if 
less than density criteria for suburban setting” in Safety Zones 3 and 4. Lompoc Airport was 
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classified as a rural airport for the for the purposes of developing the planning assumptions in 
the ALUCP. 

C. Allows Indoor Large Assembly (capacity 300 to 999 people): sports arenas, theaters, 
auditoriums, assembly halls is allowed in Safety Zones 3 and 4.  

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP and The Handbook.    The Handbook 
guidance prohibits major shopping centers, theaters, meeting halls and other assembly 
facilities, children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals, nursing homes, stadiums, group 
recreational uses in Safety Zones 3 and Children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals, 
nursing homes, stadiums, group recreational uses in Safety Zone 4.  This intensity and allowing 
any of these prohibited uses in Safety Zones 3 and 4 does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Response: The land use is conditionally compatible in Safety Zones 3 and 4. Land uses here 
would not be allowed to exceed intensity limit of 120 people per acre in Zone 3 and 150 people 
per acre in Zone 4.  

D. Allows Outdoor Large Assembly (capacity 300 to 999 people) in Safety Zones 3 and 4.  

Safety Zone 3 allows maximum non-residential usage density up to 450 persons per acre. The 
ALUCP allows up to 999 persons per acre.  This intensity does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Safety Zone 4 allows maximum non-residential usage density up to 600 persons per acre. The 
ALUCP allows up to 999 persons per acre.  This intensity does not reflect the guidance of the 
Handbook as it exceeds the safety standards of the PUC and the Handbook. 

Response: The land use is conditionally compatible in Safety Zones 3 and 4. Land uses here 
would not be allowed to exceed intensity limit of 120 people per acre in Zone 3 and 150 people 
per acre in Zone 4.  

E. Allows Indoor Small Assembly (capacity 50 to 299 people): meeting rooms, dining halls, 
dance studios, places of worship in Safety Zones 3, and 4. 

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP and The Handbook for Safety Zone 2.  
Additionally, the Handbook prohibits theaters meeting halls and other assembly uses in Safety 
Zone 3. 

Response: The land use is conditionally compatible in Safety Zones 3 and 4. Land uses here 
would not be allowed to exceed intensity limit of 120 people per acre in Zone 3 and 150 people 
per acre in Zone 4.  

F. Allows Large Eating/Drinking Establishments in free-standing building (capacity ≥300 
people) in Safety Zones 3 and 4. 

This exceeds the maximum intensity of this ALUCP for safety Zone 3. 
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Response: The land use is conditionally compatible in Safety Zones 3 and 4. Land uses here 
would not be allowed to exceed intensity limit of 120 people per acre in Zone 3 and 150 people 
per acre in Zone 4.  

G. Storage or Use of Hazardous Materials (flammable, explosive, corrosive, or toxic) 

Allowed as CC in Safety Zones 2,3,4,5. Why? What are the conditions that would make it 
allowable? 

Handbook page 4-30 states: 

“Manufacturing, storage, or use of hazardous materials may warrant special consideration 
depending upon the specific materials and quantities. The concern is whether an aircraft 
accident could cause an explosion or release of toxic materials, thus posing dangers to the 
nearby population. Uses that involve the storage of hazardous materials (e.g., gas stations) 
should be avoided in locations where aircraft may be operating at low altitudes, or where data 
has shown the risk of accidents to be greater. Specifically, locations where the manufacturing 
or bulk storage of hazardous materials should be avoided include safety zones one through 
five.” 

Response: Please refer to response to comment CT-SMX 4G. 

H. Primary and Secondary Schools: public K – 12; private schools is allowed in Safety Zones 3 
and 4. 

The Handbook prohibits children’s schools in Safety Zones 3 and 4 

Response: This land use is conditionally compatible due to the presence of existing schools in 
these Safety Zones and the need to allow for flexibility for these sites to expand if needed in the 
future. As noted in the conditionally compatible criteria, “No new school sites or land 
acquisition” would be allowed. 

I. Day Care Facility are allowed in Safety Zones 3,4. 

The Handbook prohibits Large daycare centers in these Safety Zones 

Response: New projects would not exceed the non-residential intensity limitations in Safety 
Zone 3 (120 people per acre) and Safety Zone 4 (150 people per acre). 

J. Medical Facilities (except doctor’s offices): congregate care facilities (>5 clients); skilled 
nursing facility; social service facilities are allowed in Safety Zones 3 and 4. 

Handbook prohibits hospitals and nursing homes in these safety Zones  

Response: There are existing medical and congregate care facilities in these Safety Zones 
currently that need to be given flexibility should future development expansions be required. 
Therefore, this land use was assigned as conditionally compatible, with an additional condition 
that “no new sites or land acquisition” be included in the ALUCP. 
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K. Communication Facilities: small cell site Wind Turbines allowed in Safety Zones 2, 3, and 4. 

Would require FAA analysis.  But still must ask the question why allow wind turbines in these 
areas. 

Response: Please refer to SBCAG Response CT-SMX 2K. 

L. Major Utilities allow Power Plants in Safety Zones 3 and 4.  

They need to determine if it would be a hazardous use or not. Handbook guidance is to avoid 
hazardous uses in these Safety Zones. 

Response: Please refer to SBCAG Response CT-SMX 2L. 

M. Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Facilities are allowed in all Safety Zones except zone 
1. 

Only if it is not a wildlife attractant, need to conform with FAA rules and regulations including, 
but not limited to Advisory Circular 150/5200 33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near 
Airports. Of particular concern are landfills and certain recreational or agricultural uses that 
attract large flocks of birds which pose bird strike hazards to aircraft in flight. 

Response: Comment noted. 

CT-LPC 4: Additional Handbook Guidance for determining urbanization of an area Page 4-18: 

Rural… 

Suburban—1-2 story buildings, surface parking 

Urban—up to 5 story buildings, parking structures 

Dense urban—high rise buildings. 

The ALUCP is welcome to use any of the above characteristics of existing development when 
determining which Handbook guidelines to use.  In this case, the Division believes that the 
“Suburban” densities are appropriate 

Response: Comment noted. As made expressly clear throughout the ALUCP, the Lompoc Airport 
was considered as a “rural” airport for the purposes of developing the underlying planning 
assumptions of the ALUCP. 

CT-LPC 5: Additional Handbook Guidance Page 2-8: 

Although, the Airport Influence Area (AIA) is identified in a map, please also include a written 
description of the AIA boundaries. 

Response: The geographic scope for the Lompoc AIA is included in Section 2.4.1. 
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Vandenberg Space Force Base Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
 

CT-VSFB 1: Residential uses are allowed in noise contours above 65 dB in the VBG ALUCP   

DoD Instruction 4165.57 discourages residential land uses in areas above 65-70dB, and strongly 
discourages them in areas above 70 dB 

The California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook states that 65 dB is the maximum normally 
acceptable noise level for residential land uses and is generally not acceptable for new 
developments. The California Governors Office of Planning suggests that 60 dB as the maximum 
normally acceptable noise exposure for residential areas. 

Response: Comment noted. 

CT-VSFB 2: The Safety Zone Map (Figure 4-2 in the VBG ALUCP) does not depict the compatible 
use districts (CUDs) as defined in the VBG AICUZ. As the CUDs are the defining factor for 
determining land use compatibility, the Division would recommend including a map of the CUDs 
in the VBG ALUCP.  

It should be noted that the Compatible Use Zones map (Figure 4 in the VBG AICUZ) does not 
clearly depict all 13 CUDs in the map legend. The Division suggests the County review producing 
an updated version where all CUDs are easily identifiable. 

Response: Comment noted. It is our understanding that Table 3-1 represents a combination of 
noise and safety criteria, therefore, Figures 4-1 and 4-2 accurately capture the noise and safety 
compatibility criteria for VSFB from the AICUZ and AICUZ addendum from 2006.  

CT-VSFB 3: The Clear Zone is not identified in VBG ALUCP Military Noise and Safety Compatibility 
Criteria Table 3-1, it is unclear what the land use restrictions are for this zone. The only 
information regarding the compatibility policies for the Clear Zone is that no structures are 
allowed. 

Response: Comment noted. It should be noted that VSFB is located entirely on federal land. Any 
land use action taken by the federal government in the clear zone area would not be subject to 
the policies in the VSFB ALUCP. 

CT-VSFB 4: There are no clear non-residential intensity requirements listed for the Clear Zone, 
APZ I, or APZ II. 

DoD Instruction 4165.57 Table 1 Land Use Compatibility in APZ provides guidance related to 
setting non-residential intensity requirements. 

Response: The Airport Land Use Commission is not responsible for setting intensity 
requirements on federal lands for military airports, per PUC 21675(b). These are developed in 
the AICUZ and the ALUC is required to incorporate by reference. For more information on non-
residential compatibility criteria, please refer to Table 3-1 and the notes on pages 3-10 and -11. 

CT-VSFB 5: There are no existing or future land use maps included in the VBG LUCP, only in the 
VBG AICUZ.  
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Response: Please refer to Appendix A for a map of existing and future planned land uses in the 
vicinity of Vandenberg Space Force Base. 

CT-VSFB 6: As the VBG LUCP is mandated to be consistent with the policies set forth in VBG 
AICUZ, the VBG LUCP relies on policies set back in 1986 (36 years ago). The Division 
recommends that the County review the above comments and consider instituting updated 
compatibility policies. Pursuant to the findings of Muzzy Ranch Co. v Solano County ALUC (2008) 
164 Cal.App4th 1, the land use compatibility plan can be more restrictive than the AICUZ. The 
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook Page 3-48 also provides the following guidance: 

“AICUZ compatibility criteria tend to be minimal in terms of the degree of protection 
from incompatible land uses which they afford. ALUCs and local jurisdictions can and 
should consider setting higher standards in their own respective compatibility planning. 
Ensuring a high degree of land use compatibility around military airports is particularly 
prudent given the economic importance which major bases have to the surrounding 
communities and the fact that land use compatibility is one of the factors considered in 
the government’s assessment of which bases to maintain in operation.” 

Response: Comment noted. As the Airport Land Use Commission, we are mandated by the PUC 
21675(b): 

“The commission shall include, within its airport land use compatibility plan formulated 
pursuant to subdivision (a), the area within the jurisdiction of the commission 
surrounding any military airport for all of the purposes specified in subdivision (a). The 
airport land use compatibility plan shall be consistent with the safety and noise 
standards in the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone prepared for that military airport. 
This subdivision does not give the commission any jurisdiction or authority over the 
territory or operations of any military airport.” 

As shown on Figures 4-1 and 4-2, the noise contours and safety zones are located entirely “on 
base”, which are federally-owned. Any land use action taken on federal lands would not be 
subject to ALUC review. 
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Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
 

Chumash 1: The Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians ("Tribe") hereby requests government-to-
government consultations as to the above-mentioned Project. 

Response: SBCAG staff met with Mr. Sam Cohen on Monday, November 14, 2022 to discuss the 
Santa Ynez Airport overflight comments (see below) and initial SBCAG response.  

Chumash 2: The Tribe also makes its fourth demand for the immediate cessation of over flights 
from the Santa Ynez Airport over the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation.  

On April 25, 2009, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians ("Tribe") as part of its comments to 
the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan and previously to SBCAG in its capacity as ALUC the Tribe 
repeated complained regarding over flights of the Santa Ynez Reservation and noise from the 
Santa Ynez airport.  

On September 10, 2008, as part of its comments to the Santa Ynez Airport Draft Mitigated 
Negative Declaration No. 08NGD-00000-00019/03DVP-00000-00025/03CUP-00000-00042 (the 
"DMND"), the Tribe objected both to the 5. Noise issue and 6. Trespass issue-Avigation 
easement over Gainey Property but not Reservation.  

On December 29, 2010, the Tribe made its third demand to cease and desist overflights of the 
Reservation.  

On September 3, 2019, the Tribe made its fourth demand to cease and desist overflights of the 
Reservation.  

The Tribe specifically reiterates its responses to the DMND as follows: 

Noise issue-continuation and possible increase of Reservation Overflight in violation of 
takeoff protocol to bank to the South instead of flying West 

The Shutt Moen Associates, Santa Ynez Airport, Airport Layout Plan, Narrative Report  

(Nov. 2, 2000) as quoted in the DMND appendix explained the problem of noise in 2000: 

P. 6-7 Noise Compatibility 

Single-event over flight noise can be of particular concern at general aviation airports, 
especially when a small number of operations by certain aircraft may be distinctly 
louder than the majority of aircraft using an airport. The occasional loud individual 
events are often the principal cause of noise complaints from people living nearby. To 
date, this has not been a regular concern at Santa Ynez Airport.  

p. 8 Noise Compatibility Concepts 

As with measured noise impacts, the ideal strategy for limiting over flight impacts is to 
avoid residential or other noise sensitive development in areas underlying common 
flight tracks. As this was not possible in the area west of the Santa Ynez Airport, a noise 
abatement procedure for departures on Runway 26 was developed. Under this 
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procedure, pilots are requested to make a turn to the south to avoid overflying the 
developed area, if this can be safely accomplished. Most pilots are able to routinely 
follow this procedure. 

All weekend long, pilots fly directly over the reservation in direct violation of the flight 
plan requirement to bank south. In fact the takeoff flight plans in DMND, Appendix B, p. 
B-1, 1999/2019 Flight Tracks-No Runway Extension show flight a path to the West and 
not a mandatory requirement to bank to the South.  

6. Trespass issue-Avigation easement over Gainey Property but not Reservation 

The DMND admits there is only an avigation easement over the Gainey property to the 
east of the Reservation but which does not include the Reservation. 

DMND, p. 7, sec. 2.3  

An Avigation Easement was filed with Santa Barbara County in April 1950. The easement 
is off the east end of the runway and extends in an eastern direction for 6,026 feet 
across lands currently held by Gainey Vineyards. 

Those planes not banking to the South after takeoff are clearly trespassing in the 
airspace over the Reservation. The Tribe asks that such overflights cease and desist 
immediately. 

Response: The Airport Land Use Commission does not have jurisdiction over the airports in the 
region and cannot enforce airport takeoff protocols, overflight issues, and/or avigation 
easements. 
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Other Public Comments 
Clean and Quiet SBA 

A review of this recent decision showed that the record of nolse complaints had no significant or 
adverse effect on the surrounding environment in the airport zone. This raises concerns of local 
residents. We are experiencing loss of sleep due frequent scheduled early morning and-late 
night flights. This effect Is occurring in noise and risk-sensitive lands-in the airport zone or the 
Airport Influence Areas established by the ALUCP.  

This Negative Declaration does not recognize the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) or 
contour safety zones or overflight notification as pilots seem to ignore prior history where they 
were directed to fly over the Pacific Ocean upon departure in order to avoid residential areas 
where people in Goleta are sleeping. These are not new land uses, but existing for many, many 
years with significant residential development with a population In the City of.Goleta of 
approximately 30,000 people, so It is difficult to imagine that the Negative Declaration could 
ignore them.  

In view of the above results of our review we strongly request that an updated EIR be prepared 
to reflect more intense planned development of land use relative to the planned expansion of 
the airport and more frequent very early and very late night flights over residential areas. 

Response: Comment noted. The Airport Land Use Commission does not have jurisdiction over 
the airports in the region and cannot enforce airport takeoff protocols, overflight issues, and/or 
avigation easements. 

Susan Bryant, Santa Maria Resident 
Regarding safety and noise compatibility maps (Santa Maria Airport) 

SB 1) this draft plan transfers and uses some unmodified maps created 2004, correct? 

Response: SBCAG staff and our consultant relied on some activity data contained in the 2004 
Santa Maria Airport Master Plan and related 2010 environmental impact report (EIR) completed 
for the 2004 Airport Master Plan. 

SB 2) what year was noise level data (dB) collected for the 2019 maps? 

Response: Under California state law, the noise contours provided in the ALUCP must reflect the 
anticipated growth in operations at the Airport during at least the next 20 years. (Public Util. 
Code §21675(a). Figure 4-1 in the SMX ALUCP shows noise contours that reflect operating 
conditions at the Airport under forecasted year 2017 conditions (See SMX Master Plan Update 
Final EIR, 2010). While the number of annual average daily operations used to produce the noise 
contour reflect forecasted operational numbers that are higher than those presented in the 
forecast being used for the 2017 Master Plan update, model inputs including runway length, 
runway use percentage, flight track usage, time of day distribution, and weather conditions 
should remain relatively similar. Because the 2017 noise contour represents a higher number of 
operations, the contour is likely larger than a noise contour based on the forecasts for the 2017 
Master Plan update and thus more conservative. 
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SB 3) what entity collected that data for the 2019 maps? 

Response: Santa Maria Public Airport District retained a consultant to prepare its 2004 Airport 
Master Plan and associated environmental impact report (2010). 

SB 4) how were military flights measured/incorporated for noise and safety level determinations 
in those maps? 

Response: The data that was provided does not split between civil/public and military 
operations for daily total flights at Santa Maria Airport. 

Regarding reference to Santa Maria Airport Master Plan 

SB 5) this plan does not use or reference Santa Maria Airport Master Plan of 2019 as it appears 
currently on their website? (The airport does not identify it as a draft.) 

Response: When SBCAG updated the Santa Maria Airport ALUCP during its second update cycle, 
the Santa Maria Airport Master Plan was not final. We also determined that the operations 
recorded in the 2010 Master Plan were higher and were therefore, conservative to assume for 
the purpose of developing noise contours and safety zones in the vicinity of the airport and the 
surrounding community. 

SB 6) section 1.2.2 states use of SM Airport Master Plan of 2004 and 2015 as most recently 
adopted (?). 

Response: The comment references the following sentence. “In the letter dated June 13, 2018 
the Division of Aeronautics approved the ALUC's request to use the airport operator's most 
recently adopted Airport Master Plan (2004) and ALP (September 2015) for the Santa Maria 
Airport.” The ALP refers to the Airport Layout Plan, which is a scale drawing of existing and 
proposed airport facilities, their location on an airport, and the pertinent clearance and 
dimensional information required to demonstrate conformance with applicable standards. The 
ALP is a separate planning and engineering process for the airport and is subject to FAA 
approval.  

SB 7) section 4-.2.2 states 2017 Airport Master Plan Update currently underway (?). 

Response: At the time the Santa Maria Airport ALUCP was prepared, the Santa Maria Airport 
Master Plan was in draft form. 

SB 8) airport master plan 2015 or 2016 or 2017 or 2019? 

Response: To clarify, Santa Maria Airport has Airport Master Plans prepared in 2004 and 2019. 
The 2019 Santa Maria Airport Master Plan was in draft form when the Santa Maria ALUCP was 
being prepared. 

SB 9) Regarding 4.2.2 Airport Activity Forecast 

This plan references FAA approved forecasts developed for use in the 2017 Airport Master Plan 
Update. As stated, 2036 forecasts represent a 30% increase in aircraft operation of 2015 
baseline. 
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This statement does not separate commercial from military. The airport's Table 2E (2019 from 
website) uses a 2016 FAA Terminal Area Forcast which separates out military use and shows 
0.0% increase through 2036. 

This zero percentage increase of military use is repeated consistently throughout airport master 
plan. However, it is not the reality of current military use in 2022. 

Should not this ambiguity of military flights be clarified to reflect accurate impact to noise and 
safety data/levels? 

Response: Comment noted. These forecasts relate to those developed during the Santa Maria 
Airport Master Plan and ALUC staff have forwarded these on to Santa Maria Airport staff. Under 
state law, the ALUC is required to incorporate the FAA and airport forecasts into the ALUCP, 
however, we are not in a position to change the forecasts at this time when the MP has already 
been adopted. 
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Mike Glick, Goleta resident 
I am writing to express my opposition to the Initial Study and Negative Declaration including but 
not limited to the following: 

MG-1: On it’s face, to say that the airport will not have significant negative environmental 
impacts on the surrounding community considering the planned future expansion of airport 
activities and planned/mandated residential rezoning is ludicrous.  The airport is already having 
significant negative impacts on existing development and SBA/SBCAG is not doing anything to 
mitigate those existing problems (to the point of not even maintaining current mitigation 
measures that were required decades ago) so to try to say that SBCAG can look decades into the 
future, based on current flight patterns and SBA operations projections is obviously fallacious 
and flawed methodology. 

SBCAG ignores the fact SBA has created an unsafe environment of excess noise, pollution, and 
safety risks in the surrounding communities despite SBCAG making previous findings of no 
significant impacts which really points out the flaws in SBCAG methodology of predicting future 
impacts.  In other words, if previous (1963 and 1993) 30 year updates by SBCAG to the SBA LUP 
failed to capture significant impacts, and SBCAG continues to use the same flawed methodology, 
how can SBCAG now claim no significant impacts? 

For example, in SBCAGs 1993 ALUP for SBA this is their forecasted flight pattern (noise contours) 
which, according to the LUP, should be valid today in 2023 (forecasted 30 years starting in 
1993). 
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But here is the flight pattern from the 2003 SBA Master Plan EIR which looks NOTHING like the 
1993 prediction for 2023, severely underestimates impacts, and does not show the use of the 
noise mitigation corridors.  It should also be noted that the CNEL noise contours are reported in 
dB but that is misleading and erroneous since the units are not decibels at all but some 
weighted average of noise level over a 24 hour period with obviously dilutes and underpredicts 
the impacts of noisy jet flyovers in normally quiet residential areas especially during sleep time 
between 11pm and 7am (as defined by FAA). 

 

 

 

And here is the noise contour plot from the 2022 update of the Airport Background Data and 
Assumptions Report (“Assumptions”).  This plot is supposedly the forecast for 2053 to be used in 
the 2023 ALUP??!!  And note that the noise contours are essentially identical to the erroneous 
2003 EIR plot therefore indicating that nothing was done to update the already insufficient 
forecast. 

 



SBCAG Responses to Comments ALUCPs and IS/ND 
December 2022 Page 31  

 

 

Obviously, the 2003 and 2022 updated noise contours look NOTHING like the 1993 forecast but 
the SBCAG IS/ND makes no mention of this glaring error nor do they make any attempt to close 
the proverbial loop and analyze the root cause of the disconnect or try to improve their flawed 
methodology to increase the accuracy of the current forecast (i.e. to show the use of the noise 
abatement corridors).  If SBCAG cannot or will not account for existing errors in their 
methodology they cannot then make a claim of no significant impacts to the surrounding 
community.  Even if we ignore the obvious errors between the 1993 forecast and the 2003 
actual data and the 2022 forecast (forecast for 2053??!!) just the fact that the actual noise 
contours from 2003 are unchanged in the forecast in 2023 (i.e. 2053 forecast) indicates a 
fundamental flaw in the analysis methodology and does not pass even a rudimentary 
reasonableness check.  Or to use a saying from the analysis community, “garbage in = garbage 
out”.  To look at it another way, SBCAG is getting their input from SBA to analyze if SBA is having 
significant negative impacts to the surrounding community, so how is that not the proverbial 
“fox guarding the hen house” especially if SBCAG is apparently not even doing a reasonableness 
check on the inputs they receive from SBA? 

Response: Under state law, SBCAG, as the ALUC, is required to use data from the Airport Master 
Plan when developing noise contours for the ALUCP. The planning assumptions are clearly 
outlined in Chapter 4 and Appendix A of the Santa Barbara Airport ALUCP.  

Under California state law, the noise contours provided in the ALUCP must reflect the 
anticipated growth in operations at the Airport during at least the next 20 years. (Public Util. 
Code §21675(a)) Figure 4-1 of the Santa Barbara Airport ALUCP depicts noise contours for Year 
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2032 conditions at the Airport. These noise contours are taken from the Draft EIR prepared for 
the Draft Final Airport Master Plan in 2014 and are based on the Airport’s approved forecasts. 
The 2032 noise contour represents 133,150 annual operations, or 365 annual average daily 
operations. The noise analysis assumes a valid representation of the fleet mix by aircraft type for 
the future year at the Santa Barbara Airport and ALUC staff supports the findings in the Santa 
Barbara Airport Master Plan and EIR. 

MG-2: Beyond that, anecdotally speaking, if they use the 65 CNEL contour as the measure of 
“significant impact” note that the 65 CNEL contour only extends to Storke Road (to the west) for 
example in the latest noise contour plot, an obvious error.  To say that there are no significant 
impacts due to noise west of Storke Road is ludicrous as can be seen (read: heard) by even the 
most casual bystander.  Note also that even the 60 CNEL contour only extends to about Ellwood 
Beach Drive but from personal experience it is a daily occurrence that homes further west in the 
Ellwood and Santa Barbara Shores neighborhoods are overflown by large, noisy commercial jets 
on a daily basis as late as 1:05 am and as early as 5:15 am which causes sleep deprivation to the 
residents of these homes (not to mention pollution, safety risks, etc.) which is obviously a 
significant impact (health and safety) and points out another non-conservative flaw (read: 
underpredicts significant impacts) in the methodology.  Again, the noise contour plots come 
from SBA which is the entity that SBCAG is supposed to be analyzing yet no reasonableness 
check was done on the plots while it appears that the plots have not been updated correctly or 
at all and do not capture significant impacts.  Sleep deprivation is a glaring significant negative 
impact as it can lead to illness and death or cause secondary problems of accidents/mistakes at 
work or when driving a vehicle or operating power tools or equipment.  And this point does not 
even consider the increasing and seemingly incessant daytime overflies by large commercial jets 
many of which are louder, old technology. 

SBCAG has not been successful in predicting and mitigating significant impacts in their 1963 and 
1993 studies so why should anyone believe that the 2023 update will be any better since SBCAG 
does not look backwards in their study to identify and correct flaws in their methodology.  This 
is a textbook example of the proverbial definition of insanity, doing the same thing over and 
over (for the third time) and expecting a different result. 

Response: See response to MG-1 above. Additionally, the Airport Land Use Commission does 
not have jurisdiction over the airports in the region and cannot enforce airport takeoff 
protocols, overflight issues, and/or avigation easements. 

MG-3: Goleta City (and I believe Santa Barbara County) are looking at rezoning some parcels (in 
an effort to meet State mandates for housing) that are subject to SBA impacts but no mention of 
this is in the IS/ND.  How can they not consider imminently planned State mandated rezoning 
and make the claim of no significant impacts?  The answer is they can’t. 

Response: An evaluation of the vacant and under-utilized sites identified for housing in the 
Goleta and County Housing Elements was included in the Development Displacement Analysis 
Technical Report, which is included in the Initial Study Appendix B. 

MG-4: SBA has become lackadaisical in their maintenance and airline compliance with the so 
called “noise abatement corridors” referenced in numerous other SBCAG and SBA documents 
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but there is no mention of this in the IS/ND despite the obvious significant impacts (i.e. the 
“noise abatement corridors” were created to mitigate significant impacts but if they are not 
being used how can there not be significant impacts?). 

No mention is made in the IS/ND of the health and safety impacts of sleep deprivation, pollution 
and risks due to frequent flights over residential and commercial areas.  Anecdotally, I am 
getting headaches now (literally, not figuratively, well actually both) and I’ve never had a history 
of headaches. 

Response: As noted above, the Airport Land Use Commission does not have jurisdiction over the 
airports in the region and cannot enforce airport takeoff protocols, overflight issues, and/or 
avigation easements or noise corridors. 

MG-5: Paragraph 3.2.3 a) states that the projected 55 dB(sic) CNEL contour is the threshold for 
evaluation but the maps only show contours down to 60 CNEL. 

Response: Comment noted. 

MG-6: Section 1.1 of the Plan states, “This Compatibility Plan…safeguards the general welfare of 
the inhabitants within the vicinity of the Airport and the public in general (Pub. Util Code 
21675(a)).”  Clearly given that the general welfare of the inhabitants is not currently being 
safeguarded due to the level of SBA current activity causing sleep deprivation not to mention 
the practically incessant daytime noise interruptions I don’t see how this plan will safeguard the 
general welfare into the future and SBCAG cannot then make a determination of no significant 
impacts.  Until the current level of significant impacts are mitigated to the greatest degree 
possible, requiring SBA and the airlines to commit resources to existing mitigation measures, a 
plan for future increased SBA operations cannot proceed without significant impacts, by 
definition.  The fact that SBCAG does not have a noise contour plot that anticipates the use of 
the noise abatement corridors is one glaring example of how “This Compatibility Plan…” DOES 
NOT SAFEGUARD “the general welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity of the Airport”. 

Response: Regarding airport activity, see response to comment MG-2 above.   

MG-7: Section 2.11.2 requires the submittal of “Existing and proposed flight track locations, 
current and projected noise contours, and other supplementary noise impact data that may be 
relevant”.  This has not been done. 

Response: This is a clarifying response. This section outlines procedures for local jurisdictions 
when submitting a project to the ALUC for consistency review. 

MG-8: It appears that Figure 4.4 in the IS is missing.  The Figures jump from 4.3 to 4.5. 

Response: Comment noted. 

MG-9: In the IS it explicitly states that SBCAG is using 2011 data (paragraph 4.1) so how is SBCAG 
forecasting noise contours out to 2053? 

Response: See response to MG-1 above. 
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MG-10: SBCAG and SBA need to go back to the drawing board with the idea that they must take 
seriously the concept and REQUIREMENT of safeguarding “the GENERAL WELFARE OF THE 
INHABITANTS WITHIN THE VICINITY OF THE AIRPORT”, “minimize the public’s exposure to 
excessive noise and safety hazards” and “protecting the public health, safety and welfare”, as 
they say in their own document. 

Response: Comment noted. 

 Kathleen Kelly, Goleta resident 
 

KK-1: After reading the Notice of Intent to Adopt an Initial Study/Negative Declaration for the 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans for Santa Barbara Airport, Santa Maria Airport, Lompoc 
Airport, Santa Ynez Airport, And Vandenberg Space Force Base (dated October 27, 2022), I am 
registering my objection to its approval. 

Despite numerous community complaints concerning aircraft noise and inappropriate flight 
paths that ignore the existing Noise Abatement Corridor, the document states that “The IS/ND 
concludes that there is no substantial evidence in the record that this project may have direct, 
indirect, or cumulative effects on the environment that may be significant or any adverse effects 
that fall within the "Mandatory Findings of Significance" contained in §15065 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines.” 

This would appear to be in direct contradiction to the document’s own expressed objective "to 
protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly expansion of airports and the 
adoption of land use measures that minimize the public's exposure to excessive noise and safety 
hazards within areas around public airports to the extent that these areas are not already 
devoted to incompatible uses". 

This, coupled with the new zoning laws regarding housing development density in the area, 
makes it clear that the existing Negative Declaration should not be approved and, moreover, 
that a new EIR should be initiated regarding any further expansion at the Santa Barbara Airport.  

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Response: Thank you for your comments. The Airport Land Use Commission does not have 
jurisdiction over the airports in the region and cannot enforce airport takeoff protocols, 
overflight issues, and/or avigation easements, or noise corridors. Regarding the housing 
development density issue, an evaluation of the vacant and under-utilized sites identified for 
housing in the Goleta and County Housing Elements was included in the Development 
Displacement Analysis Technical Report, which is included in the Initial Study Appendix B. 
Finally, any expansion at the Santa Barbara Airport will be analyzed in the forthcoming Santa 
Barbara Airport Master Plan Update. 
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Erika Blos, Santa Barbara resident 
 
I object its approval due to the environmental impact on this area specifically but also greater 
Goleta and Santa Barbara area. We have a major problem with pollution and noise disturbance 
already that needs to get resolved first. Absolutely NO to the Intent to adopt the initial study. 
More research and improvements are needed. 
 
Response: Thank you for your comments. This is an operational issue and the Airport Land Use 
Commission has no jurisdiction over operations at our airports. 

Anne Schowe, Santa Barbara resident 
 

Please reject SBCAG's Negative Declaration regarding the SB Airport. 

We live in Hope Ranch near the crest of a Hill. Except in emergencies or seriously 
adverse weather, no aircraft should fly over our house. But planes fly low over our house every 
day at all hours. We never used to have these constant disturbances. Not only are they noisy but 
they put us and our neighbors in the direct path of an air disaster.  

Response: Comment noted. This is an operational issue and the Airport Land Use Commission 
has no jurisdiction over operations at our airports. 

John Jostes, Goleta resident (Bel Air Knolls) 
 
Dear Andrew:  I am writing to object to the adoption of a Negative Declaration on the Airport 
Land Use Plan for the Santa Barbara Airport.  As a resident located at 1339 Rialto Lane, I have 
experienced a significant shift in air traffic approaching Runway 7/25 from the east.  Prior to 
2021, the majority of commercial and private aircraft approached the runway by abiding by the 
recommended approach over the Pacific Ocean.  However, since the initiation of Southwest 
flights and other factors, commercial aircraft are flying over residential areas including bel Air 
Knolls for their approach.  I understand that this is due to the handoff that takes place between 
FAA air traffic controllers  and pilots when pilots request clearance for a visual approach 
because they can see the runway.  However, because the approaching flights sometimes fly as 
low as 1500 - 2000 feet above residences and other sensitive receptors, the noise contours for 
the airport are no longer valid.  In order for the current conditions to be reflected in the 
environmental document, a Part 151 Noise study should be initiated as a prerequisite for issuing 
any environmental document.  Therefore, it is my request that any adoption of a Negative 
Declaration be deferred until such time as the Airport has current noise contours calculated and 
mapped.   

 
Thank you for your interest in our concerns.  Please include me in any public noticing for this 
project. 

Response: Thank you for your comments, they will be forwarded on to the Santa Barbara airport 
staff. As you may be aware, The Airport Land Use Commission does not have jurisdiction over 
the airports in the region and cannot enforce airport takeoff protocols, overflight issues, and/or 
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avigation easements, or noise corridors. State law requires that the ALUC use the planning 
assumptions in the latest, adopted Airport Master Plan to develop the ALUCP. However, the 
information you’ve provided is valuable and worth noting for the development of the pending 
Santa Barbara Airport Master Plan. 


	County of Santa Barbara
	Caltrans Division of Aeronautics
	Santa Maria Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
	Santa Barbara Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
	Santa Ynez Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
	Lompoc Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
	Vandenberg Space Force Base Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

	Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians
	Other Public Comments
	Clean and Quiet SBA
	Susan Bryant, Santa Maria Resident
	Mike Glick, Goleta resident
	Kathleen Kelly, Goleta resident
	Erika Blos, Santa Barbara resident
	Anne Schowe, Santa Barbara resident
	John Jostes, Goleta resident (Bel Air Knolls)


