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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT 

 

WHAT’S IN THIS DOCUMENT? This document contains a Draft Environmental Assessment 

(EA) for the San Luis Obispo County proposed Airfield Pavement and Facilities Improvements 

Project at Oceano County Airport (L52).  This document discloses the analysis and findings of 

the potential impacts of Proposed Action, the No Action Alternative, and other reasonable 

alternatives. This Proposed Action would encroach on a 100-year floodplain. 

 

BACKGROUND. The Draft EA was released on April 26, 2021. The notice of availability of the 

Draft EA was advertised in the local newspaper to inform the general public and other 

interested parties about the Draft EA and to provide an opportunity to request a public 

hearing regarding the Proposed Action. 

 

WHAT SHOULD YOU DO? Read the Final EA to understand the actions that the County 

and FAA intend to take relative to the Proposed Action. 

 

WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THIS? The FAA will decide to prepare and issue a Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI) or decide to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. 
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CHAPTER 1.  PURPOSE AND NEED  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the potential environmental effects associated 

with the Airfield Pavement and Facilities Improvements at Oceano County Airport (the Airport) in 

accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures and FAA 

Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport 

Actions.   

1.1 BACKGROUND 

San Luis Obispo County (the Airport Sponsor or Sponsor) owns and operates the Oceano 

County Airport (Airport).  As described in more detail in this chapter, the Airport serves primarily 

general aviation, piston-engine aircraft with wingspans of less than 49 feet.  The Airport is 

located 17 miles south of the City of San Luis Obispo in the unincorporated Oceano Urban Area 

of San Luis Obispo County.  Figure 1-1 shows the location of the Airport in the region. 

The Airport is sited about 2,000 feet east of the Pacific Ocean shoreline, 200 feet north of Arroyo 

Grande Creek, and 500 feet north of the Pismo Dunes Natural Preserve.  The Oceano County 

Airport is located south of the city of Pismo Beach and west of Arroyo Grande, in Oceano, 

California. Surrounding land use includes Oceano Lagoon, residential and commercial uses, and 

Pismo State Beach on the north; the Union Pacific Railroad and residential development on the 

east; Pismo Dunes Natural Preserve on the south; and a small residential development bordering 

the Pacific Ocean on the west (see Figure 1-2).    

1.1.1 Existing Facilities  

The Airport has a single runway, as shown in Figure 1-3.  Runway 11-29 is an asphalt runway 

2,325 feet in length and 50 feet in width.  The Runway is equipped with Medium Intensity 

Runway Lighting (MIRL).  Taxiways A, A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4 accommodate aircraft circulation 

between the runway and the apron providing access and circulation for aircraft parking 

positions and hangars.  Taxi lane B parallels the runway on the northeast along the edge of this 

apron, and Taxiway A parallels the full length of the runway on the southwest.  All taxiways are 

20 feet wide.  Connector Taxiways A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4 are lighted.  Taxiway A is equipped 

with Taxiway Edge Reflectors.   

Other airside facilities include a segmented circle, wind cone, rotating beacon, Automated 

Weather Observation System (AWOS), and a general aviation hangar area containing aircraft tie-

down parking positions and executive and storage hangars.  Landside facilities include an 

Airport office, electrical vault, fuel tank, vehicle parking area, and campground for airport users.   
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Figure 1-1  

AIRPORT LOCATION 

 Legend 

          Oceano County Airport                                                 

Source: Google Earth, 2019; RS&H, 2019.  
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Figure 1-2 

AIRPORT VICINITY 

Source: ESRI, 2019; RS&H, 2019.   
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1.1.2 Airport Design Standards, Critical Design Aircraft, and Aviation Activity Forecast 

This following review provides background underlying the rationale for the proposed Airfield 

Pavement and Facilities Improvements at Oceano County Airport.  These improvements are 

consistent with the FAA’s airport design objectives of preserving the safety, utility, and efficiency 

of the Airport1.  Aircraft operating at airports not designed to the corresponding standards may 

operate less efficiently due to reduced takeoff weights resulting from limited runway length, 

inefficient ground operations due to inadequate taxiway dimensions, or delays for aircraft 

separation if runways and taxiways are not separated by enough distance to allow concurrent 

operations.   

1.1.2.1 Airport Design Standards 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) establishes airport design standards in FAA Advisory 

Circular (AC) 150/5300-13A, Airport Design, to ensure that “… aircraft in a particular category can 

operate at the airport without restrictions or location-specific encumbrances that could impact 

safe and efficient operations2.”  Airport design standards for runways and taxiways are scaled to 

the most demanding aircraft (critical aircraft) that regularly uses a given airport or may 

realistically use it in the future.  Aircraft types are classified by approach (i.e., landing), speed, 

and size.   

Aircraft Approach Category and Airplane Design Group.  Approach speed is an important 

design consideration because aircraft with faster approach speeds that land at higher speeds 

require longer and wider runways, and greater separation between runways and taxiways.  

Table 1-1 shows the Aircraft Approach Category and Airplane Design Group (ADG) of aircraft 

routinely operating at the Airport.   

Aircraft size parameters include the ADG and Taxiway Design Group (TDG).  ADG and TDG 

affects taxiway and apron design, aircraft parking layout, and separation standards between 

runways and taxiways.  Aircraft routinely operating at the Airport are classified as ADG – I.   

Airport Reference Code.  For airfield planning purposes, aircraft are classified by both 

approach speed and design group in an Airport Reference Code (ARC).  For example, the ARC 

for an aircraft with an approach speed of less than 91 knots, a wingspan of less than 49 feet, and 

a tail height of less than 20 feet would be A-I.   

 
1 FAA AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1.  Paragraph 102.h, Airport Layout Plan.   

2 Ibid.  Paragraph 105.a, Applicability of airport design standards.   
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Figure 1-3  

EXISTING AND PROPOSED AIRPORT FACILITIES  

 

Source: ESRI, 2019; RS&H, 2019. 



Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need 

Oceano County Airport – Environmental Assessment    

   

   

   

   

   1-6 

INTENTIONALLY BLANK PAGE



Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need 

Oceano County Airport Draft Environmental Assessment  1-7 

Table 1-1 

AIRPORT REFERENCE CODES FOR AIRCRAFT TYPICALLY OPERATING AT OCEANO COUNTY AIRPORT  

Airport 

Reference Code 

Aircraft Characteristics Example Aircraft Type 

A-I Approach Speed – Less than 91 

knots 

Wingspan – Less than 49 feet 

Cessna 172 

 
 

B-II Approach Speed – 91 knots or 

greater, but less than 121 knots 

Wingspan – 49 feet or greater, 

but less than 79 feet 

Beechcraft Super King Air 200 (i.e., family 

grouping of critical aircraft) 

 
 

 Knot = 1 nautical mile (1.15 statute miles) per hour 

 Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, Table 1  

 

1.1.2.2 Critical Design Aircraft  

FAA AC 150/5300-13A, Airport Design, states that the characteristics of the critical design 

aircraft determine the application of airport design standards for runways, taxiways and 

taxilanes, aprons, and other facilities.  The critical design aircraft is defined as the most 

demanding aircraft that conducts at least 500 annual operations (one takeoff or one landing is 

an operation) at the Airport or is forecasted to do so in the future.  The critical design aircraft is 

often a composite aircraft representing a collection of aircraft classified by the parameters 

discussed in the previous section.   

The current critical design aircraft at the Airport is ARC A-I (small) composite of aircraft such as 

the Beech Bonanza 36, Beech Travel Air 95, Cessna 150, Cessna 170, Cessna 172, Piper Aeronca, 

Piper Archer, Piper Cherokee 28, Piper J-3 Cub, and Aviat Eagle II.  Aircraft with more demanding 
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ARC characteristics may also use the Airport on occasion, but not on a regular basis.  The ARC 

for the Airport is therefore A-I.   

1.1.2.3 Aviation Activity Forecasts  

The forecast for the Airport developed in the May 2015 Airport Layout Plan (ALP) Update 

Narrative Report (the Narrative Report) is based on the 2007 Master Plan forecast and the FAA 

Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) published in January 2015.  Appendix B compares the ALP Update 

forecast to the January 2018 TAF.  The forecasts of aviation activity indicate that the number of 

based aircraft and aircraft operations will remain relatively stable over the 20-year forecast 

period.  The TAF forecasts-based aircraft to increase from 20 to 23 between 2015 and 2035, and 

aircraft activity to remain at 6,000 annual operations through the forecast period.  Although the 

number of annual aircraft operations may temporarily decrease due to the COVID-19 public 

health emergency, this would not result in a change in the critical aircraft.  Given the minimal 

change in forecast-based aircraft and aircraft operations, a substantial change in the mix of 

aircraft based and operating at the Airport is unlikely.  The future critical design aircraft 

therefore continues to be ARC A-I.   

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The Sponsor proposes to build seven airfield pavement and facility improvements described 

below; collectively the Proposed Action.  Figure 1-3 shows that these proposed improvements 

are concentrated along the length of Runway 11-29 and the parallel taxiways.    

1. Widen Runway 11-29 from 50 to 60 feet.  This improvement will enhance safety by 

meeting the FAA airport design standards for an ARC A-I airport.  This component 

includes grading and paving the runway and grading the shoulders on either side of the 

runway to maintain required runway shoulder widths and drainage of stormwater flows 

to the existing drainage system.  This project element also includes the replacement of 

existing runway edge lighting consisting of MIRL. 

2. Widen Taxiways A, A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4 from 20 to 25 feet.  This improvement will 

also enhance safety by meeting the FAA airport design standard for an ARC A-I airport.  

The project includes grading and paving on either side of the taxiways, maintenance of 

required taxiway shoulder widths, and stormwater drainage consistent with FAA Airport 

Design standards.  The project includes the replacement and installation of new taxiway 

edge lighting and the necessary extension of electrical power supply. 

3. Relocate segmented circle and wind cone.  Relocating the existing segmented circle 

and lighted wind cone will enhance safety by improving the visibility of the wind cone for 

pilots taking off to the northwest; the predominant direction of operations at the Airport.  

The current location is about 615 feet from the northwestern runway end, and 1,600 feet 

from the southeastern runway end.  Moving the wind cone and associated segmented 
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circle about 360 feet to the southeast will place it closer to the center of the runway, 

enhancing visibility for pilots taking off to the northwest.  The project also includes an 

extension of the vehicle service road to the facilities and the extension of electrical power 

from the new electrical vault.   

4. Install taxiway edge lighting.  The project is to install taxiway edge lighting along the 

widened taxiways.   

5. Install hold position signage.  The project consists of the installation of hold position 

signage at each of seven runway crossings in compliance with AC/150 5340.18f.  This 

component will enhance safety by improving pilot situational awareness and reduce the 

possibility of runway incursions when the runway is in use.   

6. Install a new electrical vault and electrical connections.  The Airport’s current 

electrical vault is obsolete and would not accommodate the additional electrical demand 

associated with the proposed runway and taxiway lights.  The new electrical vault to be 

located near the rotating beacon, closer to the airfield lighting systems it would support, 

thus reducing the length of electrical lines to the rotating beacon as well as the new and 

relocated airfield lighting.  The project also includes demolition of the existing electrical 

vault along with existing vehicle parking and the existing office / house that the electrical 

vault is located within near the Air Park Circle entrance in the northwest quadrant of the 

Airport.  This structure is obsolete and no longer justifies the ongoing costs of 

maintenance.   

7. Install a pollution control facility (wash rack).  This stormwater best management 

practice would be installed on existing pavement as shown in Figure 1-3 to manage the 

aircraft wash water runoff.  The wash rack would require the extension of power and 

water supply as well as the installation of appropriate stormwater runoff containment 

infrastructure consisting of collection piping and an oil/water separator.  First flush 

stormwater (up to 0.5-inches) and wash water would be directed to the oil/water 

separator and then conveyed to the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District 

wastewater treatment facility located on Honolulu Street immediately adjacent to the 

Airport.  Stormwater not associated with aircraft washing would continue to discharge 

through existing stormwater conveyance infrastructure to the existing permitted outfall.  

The County will obtain a Class II Industrial User Permit to discharge aircraft washing 

effluent to the wastewater treatment facility.  The Class II permit conditions will specify 

the amount and type of effluent to be discharged and other permit conditions.  Required 

annual reports will typically include the following information.   

a. Quantities of discharge each month over the previous year,  

b. The results of self-monitoring conducted three times per year.  Sampling results 

typically include biochemical oxygen demand, total suspended solids, and pH.   
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1.3 SPONSOR PURPOSE AND NEED  

The Sponsor’s purpose and need for the proposed project includes the following elements.   

1. Enhancing safety at Oceano County Airport by modifying runways and taxiways to 

meet FAA Airport Design standards for the current critical aircraft at the airport.   

2. Upgrading the airfield electrical distribution system to provide a more efficient 

source of electrical power to current and proposed airfield lighting and equipment. 

3. Enhancing environmental quality in surrounding water bodies by Installing a 

pollution control facility (wash rack) to provide a location to wash aircraft where used 

wash water can be collected and treated to protect water quality consistent with 

current water quality regulations and permit conditions.   

1.4 FAA PURPOSE AND NEED 

The FAA’s statutory mission is to ensure the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace in the 

U.S as set forth under 49 U.S.  Code (USC) § 47101 (a)(1).  FAA must ensure that the Proposed 

Action does not derogate the safety of aircraft and airport operations at Oceano County Airport.   

Additionally, the purpose of the Proposed Action in connection with San Luis Obispo County’s 

request to modify the existing ALP is to ensure the proposed improvements to the airport do 

not adversely affect the safety, utility, and efficiency of the airport.  Pursuant to 49 USC § 47107 

(a)(16), the FAA Administrator (under authority delegated from the Secretary of Transportation) 

must approve any revision to the ALP regarding the safety, utility, and efficiency of the airport 

before the revision or modification takes effect.  The Administrator’s approval reflects a 

determination that the proposed alterations to the airport, reflected in the ALP revision or 

modification, do not adversely affect the safety, utility, or efficiency of the airport. 

1.5 REQUESTED FEDERAL ACTIONS 

San Luis Obispo County, as the Airport Sponsor will request the following federal actions from 

the FAA needed to implement the Proposed Action.   

1. Unconditional approval of changes to the ALP reflecting the improvements included in 

the Proposed Action.   

2. Determinations associated with the eligibility of certain projects incorporated in the 

Proposed Action for federal AIP funding.   
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1.6 ANTICIPATED TIMEFRAME FOR IMPLEMENTATION  

San Luis Obispo County has developed an Airport Capital Improvement Program (ACIP) for 

implementation of the projects incorporated in the Proposed Action.  Table 1-2 shows the 

estimated timeframe for project development reflected in the ACIP.   

Table 1-2 

ESTIMATED TIMEFRAME FOR PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION  

Project Design Construction 

1.  Install a new electrical vault and electrical connections 2020 2020 

2.  Widen runway from 50 to 60 feet 2021 2022 

3.  Widen Taxiways A, A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4 from 20 to 25 

feet 
2021 2022 

4.  Install taxiway edge lighting 2021 2022 

5.  Install hold position signage 2021 2022 

6.  Install a pollution control facility (wash rack) 2023 2023 

7.  Relocate segmented circle and wind cone 2024 2025 

Source: Oceano County Airport ACIP Fiscal Years 2017 – 2023  
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CHAPTER 2.  ALTERNATIVES  

This chapter describes identification and evaluation of potential alternatives to meet the 

Sponsor’s purpose and need for the proposed project and includes the following elements.   

1. Enhancing safety at Oceano County Airport by modifying runways and taxiways to 

meet FAA Airport Design standards for the current critical aircraft at the airport.   

2. Upgrading the airfield electrical distribution system to provide a more efficient 

source of electrical power to current and proposed airfield lighting and equipment.  

As described in Section 1.2, the Airport’s current electrical vault is obsolete, would 

not accommodate the additional electrical demand associated with the proposed 

improvements, and is distant from the airfield lighting systems it would support.   

3. Enhancing environmental quality in surrounding water bodies by Installing a 

pollution control facility (wash rack) to provide a location to wash aircraft where used 

wash water can be collected and treated to protect water quality consistent with 

current water quality regulations and permit conditions.    

2.1 CONSIDERATION OF POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVES   

The alternatives analysis initially considered a broad range of possible on- and off-Airport 

alternatives to identify alternatives that would meet the Purpose and Need for the Proposed 

Action.  The following alternatives were considered while identifying which alternative would be 

evaluated in detail in this EA.   

No Action Alternative.  As required by NEPA, the No Action Alternative is retained for detailed 

environmental impact evaluation in this EA.  The No Action Alternative provides a basis of 

comparison for the assessment of future conditions/impacts.  Under the No Action Alternative, 

the Airport would continue to operate with the existing facilities.   

Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action described in Section 1.2 will meet the purpose and 

need described in Section 1.3 to enhance safety by modifying runways and taxiways to meet  

FAA Airport Design standards, upgrade the airfield electrical distribution system, and enhance 

water quality by treating water from the proposed pollution control facility (wash rack). 

Other Possible Alternatives.  Some of the projects included in the Proposed Action are fixed by 

function, while others could be built in other locations on the Airport.  None of the projects 

could meet their intended purpose if developed outside of the Airport.  With these constraints 

in mind, the following on-site alternatives for implementing the Proposed Action were 

considered.   

1. Widen Runway 11-29 from 50 to 60 feet.  This improvement must be constructed along 

the length of the runway, which limits the range of possible alternatives.  The possible 
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alternatives to widening the runway described below would not be reasonable 

alternatives to the Proposed Action.   

a. Widening the runway on one side or the other of the centerline rather than 

equally widening on both sides of the runway centerline.  The centerline of the 

runway forms a slight ridge to shed water to the edges.  Widening one side 

would result in an uneven surface for aircraft.  Therefore, widening the runway an 

equal amount (5 feet) on both sides of the centerline to maintain an even runway 

surface centered on the runway centerline is the preferable approach and 

widening the runway an unequal amount on either side of the centerline was 

eliminated from detailed consideration.  

b. Partially widening the runway or widening only portions of the runway.  This 

concept would not meet the need for this project because it would not meet FAA 

Airport Design standards.  This alternative was eliminated from detailed 

consideration. 

c. Relocate the runway.  This alternative would require substantially more 

infrastructure development with associated costs and disturbance of 

undeveloped areas.  The existing runway could not be relocated within the 

Airport boundaries while maintaining FAA airport design standards of a 150-foot 

runway centerline to parallel taxiway centerline for an ARC A-1 airport.  In 

addition to the high cost of such an alternative, it could also require an 

acquisition of property to the south of the airport to provide sufficient area to 

meet FAA ARC A-1 runway-to-parallel taxiway separation standards.  This 

alternative was eliminated from detailed evaluation due to its high cost. 

2. Widen Taxiways A, A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4 from 20 to 25 feet.  Possible alternatives 

to widen these connecting taxiways to less than 25 feet would not meet FAA airport 

design standards but would have environmental impacts essentially the same as 

widening the taxiways to 25 feet.  Therefore, alternatives of widening the connecting 

taxiways to less than 25 feet were not evaluated in detail.   

3. Relocate segmented circle and wind cone.  This improvement could be constructed at 

other locations on the Airport, subject to siting constraints including the need to remain 

outside of runway and taxiway safety areas while remaining visible to pilots on either end 

of Runway 11-29.  Figure 2-1 shows the middle portion of the runway in which the wind 

cone would be visible to aircraft at either end of the runway.  The proposed wind cone 

and segmented circle location is in the eastern portion of this area, well away from 

wetlands in the western portion of the proposed area.  Other locations within the 

appropriate area to relocate the segmented circle and wind cone which are not an equal 

distance from each end of the runway provide less utility to the airport.  Therefore, such 

alternatives were eliminated from detailed evaluation.   
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Figure 2-1 

AREAS AVAILABLE FOR SITING PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS   

 

Source: RS&H, January 2019 

4. Install taxiway edge lighting.  This improvement is fixed by function in that taxiway 

edge lights can only be located on the taxiway edge.  No alternatives other than the No 

Action Alternative are possible.   

5. Install hold position signage.  This improvement is fixed by function.  Position hold 

signage can only be installed at runway crossings.  No alternatives other than the No 

Action Alternative are possible.   

6. Install a new electrical vault and electrical connections.  This improvement could be 

constructed at other locations on the Airport, subject to siting constraints including the 

need to remain outside of runway and taxiway safety areas while providing reasonable 

access to airfield facilities.  However, other locations would require more extensive 

trenching for power cables to the airfield lighting system with similar environmental 

impacts and slightly higher costs.  Therefore, alternative locations for this facility were 

eliminated from detailed evaluation.   

7. Install a pollution control facility (wash rack).  This improvement could be 

constructed at other locations on the Airport.  Figure 2-1 shows that the proposed 

location is adjacent to the Airport’s aircraft hangars and parking positions.  Other 

locations would require greater taxiing times for aircraft with similar environmental 
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impacts.  Therefore, alternative locations for a pollution-control facility were eliminated 

from detailed consideration.    

2.2 ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION  

FAA Order 1050.1F, paragraph 6-2.1.d states that “An EA may limit the range of alternatives to 

the proposed action and no action when there are no unresolved conflicts concerning 

alternative uses of available resources.3”  The analyses documented in Chapter 4 shows that the 

Proposed Action would not cause significant impacts to natural or human resources.  In the 

absence of “unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources,” only the No 

Action Alternative and Proposed Action are retained for further consideration.  Section 2.1 

above described the analysis leading to this conclusion.  The Alternatives retained for detailed 

consideration are described in the next section. 

2.2.1 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport would not develop the projects identified in 

Chapter 1.  The runway and taxiways at the Airport would remain as they are currently 

configured and not meet FAA Airport Design standards.  No taxiway edge lighting or hold 

position signs at runway crossings would be installed to enhance safety by improving pilot 

situational awareness.  In addition, the Airport would not upgrade the electrical vault and 

associated systems to enhance efficiency.  The segmented circle and wind cone would remain in 

their current locations rather than being relocated to enhance pilot visibility.   

Under this alternative, the Airport would also not install the pollution control facility (aircraft 

wash rack).  Aircraft owners would continue to wash aircraft on the apron areas adjacent to their 

hangars.  The resulting untreated effluent would continue to sheet flow across paved ramp areas 

into one of two outfalls, both of which lead to the Oceano Lagoon (see Appendix A).   

2.2.2 Proposed Action 

This section outlines the physical development and the operational characteristics of the 

Proposed Action.   

2.2.2.1 Physical Development 

Physical development associated with the Proposed Action described in Chapter 1 includes the 

following projects.   

1. Widen Runway 11-29 from 50 to 60 feet by widening the runway 5-feet on each side of 

the centerline and relocating the runway edge lighting.   

 
3  FAA Order 1050.1F refers to Question 23 in the CEQ Memorandum: Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National 

Environmental Policy Act Regulations, which defines unresolved conflicts in terms of conflicts of federal proposal with land 
use plans, policies or controls involving other federal, state, or local agencies.  FAA Order 1050.1F Section 7.1-2.g states that 
a final EIS must reflect compliance with the requirements of all applicable special purpose laws and requirements.   
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2. Widen Taxiways A, A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4 from 20 to 25 feet and install taxiway edge 

lighting. 

3. Relocate segmented circle and wind cone 

4. Install hold position signage 

5. Install a new electrical vault and electrical connections 

6. Install a pollution control facility (wash rack) 

Development of these improvements would not result in “unresolved conflicts concerning 

alternative uses of available resource.”  Therefore, in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, 

paragraph 6-2.1 (d), no further “build” alternatives are retained for detailed consideration.   

2.2.2.2 Operational Characteristics  

As noted in Chapter 1, none of the proposed improvements would change the level of aviation 

activity or number of aircraft operations at the Airport.  Therefore, the number and type of 

aircraft operations at the Airport would be the same under the Proposed Action and No Action 

Alternatives.   

2.3 SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

Table 2-1 is a summary comparison of the environmental impacts of the No Action and 

Proposed Action alternatives based on the detailed evaluation described in Chapter 4.  As 

described in Chapter 4, implementation of the Proposed Action would not cause significant 

adverse impacts to any natural or human resource and, in contrast to the No Action Alternative, 

would meet the Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action.   

2.4 FEDERAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS CONSIDERED 

This section includes a list of federal statues, executive orders, regulations, FAA and U.S. DOT 

orders, and FAA Advisory Circulars (ACs) considered in the development of the alternatives 

evaluation and the preparation of this EA. 

2.4.1 Federal Laws and Statutes 

Federal laws and statutes include the following: 

• The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1977 (as amended) (42 USC §7409 et seq.); 

• Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 (33 USC §1251 et seq.); 

• Policy on lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites (49 USC §303 [formerly 

known as Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966]); 

• Section 106, National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) (16 USC §470[f]; P.L. 89-

665); 

• The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (P.L. 85-624; 16 USC §§661, 664 note, 1008 

note); 

• Section 404, Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments for 1972 (33 USC §1344; 

P.L. 92-500;), as amended by the CWA (33 USC §1251; P.L. 95-217). 
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2.4.2 Executive Orders 

• Executive Order (EO) 11988, Floodplain Management (43 Federal Register [FR] 6030) and 

U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Order 5650.2 – Floodplain Management and 

Protection (dated April 23, 1979); 

• EO 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality (dated March 4, 1970); 

and 

• EO 11296, Flood Hazard Evaluation Guidelines. 

2.4.3 FAA / USDOT Orders 

FAA and USDOT orders include: 

• USDOT Order 5610.1C, Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (44 FR 56420, 

October 1, 1979) and Order DOT 5610.1C, Change 1 (July 13, 1982); 

• USDOT Order 5660.1, Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands; 

• FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, (July 15, 2015); and 

• FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions 

for Airport Actions (April 28, 2006). 

2.4.4 FAA Advisory Circulars 

FAA ACs include: 

• AC 150/5210-22, Airport Certification Manual; 

• AC 150/5200-33B, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports; 

• AC 150/5320-5D, Airport Drainage Design; 

• AC 150/5300-13A, Airport Design; 

• AC 150/5320-6E, Airport Pavement Design and Evaluation; and 

• AC 150/5370-10E, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports. 

2.5 REQUIRED PERMITS 

Permits required for the implementation of the Proposed Action include the following: 

• California State Water Resources Control Board: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction 

Activities 

• General Industrial Stormwater Permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

• Floodplain development permit pursuant to 9-1605.3 

• Coastal Development Permit (CDP) from the California Coastal Commission 

• Section 404/401 Permits 
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CHAPTER 3.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations4 state that the "Human environment" shall 

be interpreted comprehensively to include the natural and physical environment and the 

relationship of people with that environment.  This chapter describes the existing physical and 

natural environment that the Proposed Action and any reasonable alternatives may affect.  The 

amount of information provided on a potentially affected resource is proportional to the extent 

of the potential impact.   

The potentially affected environment includes the project footprint and its immediate 

surroundings (see Figure 1-1).  All of the proposed improvements would be built within the 

existing airport boundaries shown in Figure 1-2.  The areas surrounding the Airport could be 

affected by changes in amount of stormwater runoff that could affect aquatic habitats in 

streams or drainage channels connecting these areas to the local drainage system.   

The following review of the environmental conditions in the Airport environs includes the 

resources listed in the FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts:  Policies and Procedures as 

follows.  

1. Air Quality  

2. Biological Resources  

3. Climate  

4. Coastal Resources 

5. Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f)  

6. Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, Pollution Prevention  

7. Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources  

8. Land Use  

9. Natural Resources and Energy Supply 

10. Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Uses  

11. Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety 

Risks  

12. Visual Effects  

13. Water Resources  

Implementation of the Proposed Action would not affect farmlands, or wild and scenic rivers.  

The Proposed Action would occur entirely on Airport property.  The property is classified as 

converted to urban land use as a result of Airport development prior to the Farmland Protection 

Policy Act of 1981 and is not classified as farmland.  Finally, the closest Wild and Scenic River is 

the Kern River, which is about 135 miles northeast of the Airport.  These resources are not 

 
4 CEQ Regulations (Section 1508.14) 
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discussed further in the affected environment, nor in the assessment of environmental 

consequences.  

The following study areas cover the areas in which the effects of the Proposed Action and the 

No Action Alternative would occur.  These study areas describe the general conditions in the 

vicinity of the airport.  More detailed information on specific environmental resources is 

provided in the discussions of those environmental resources, when appropriate.  Figure 1-2 

shows the location of the Airport in the regional context.  Figure 3-1 shows the area of potential 

ground disturbance, which could experience direct effects through construction of the projects 

incorporated in the Proposed Action.  This area is entirely within the Airport boundaries and 

consists of contiguous areas within the surrounding roadway system.  The following sections 

provide more detailed information on specific resources that might be affected by the Proposed 

Action.   

3.1 AIR QUALITY 

Air quality is the measure of the condition of the air expressed in terms of ambient pollutant 

concentrations that can harm human health, especially for children, the elderly, and people with 

compromised health conditions; as well as adversely affect public welfare by damage to crops, 

vegetation, buildings, and other property.  

3.1.1 Applicable Laws and Regulations    

The applicable laws and regulations pertaining to air quality are provided in Appendix H. 

3.1.2 Potentially Affected Environment  

Geographic areas that meet all the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are 

considered “in attainment” for the NAAQS.  Geographic areas that exceed one or more NAAQS 

are designated as “nonattainment” areas, which can be marginal, moderate, serious, severe, and 

extreme depending on the degree to which they exceed the NAAQS.  The Airport is in a portion 

of San Luis Obispo County that is in attainment with all NAAQS.  As shown in Figure 3-2, the 

eastern portion of San Luis Obispo County is in Marginal Non-Attainment for 8-Hour O3.  San 

Luis Obispo County is in attainment for all other NAAQS criteria pollutants.  CAAQS set air 

pollutant levels which may be present outdoors without harming public health. However, FAA 

significance criteria is related only to NAAQS standard exceedances. The potentially affected 

environment for the air quality analysis comprises the western part of San Luis Obispo County.  

As shown in Figure 3-2, the coastal portion of the County, including the Airport and 

surrounding areas meet all NAAQS.   

As shown in Figure 1-2, the Airport is located adjacent to the Pismo Dunes Natural Preserve.  

Although the Airport and its surroundings meet all NAAQS, this extensive dune system is subject 

to high winds that can result in blowing sand in downwind areas.  Consistent with CAAQS, the 
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Figure 3-1  

OCEANO COUNTY AIRPORT – AREA OF POTENTIAL GROUND DISTURBANCE   

 

Source: ESRI, 2019; Oceano County Airport, Airport Layout Plan.
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Figure 3-2 

SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY OZONE NONATTAINMENT AREA  

Source: NEPAssist, March 2019 

 

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has identified four air quality 

forecast zones in the Oceano and the Nipomo Mesa area, as shown in Figure 3-3.  The zones 

are named for the monitoring stations that are located within each zone; CDF, MESA2, NRP and 

SLO.  Areas in the vicinity of the Oceano Airport experience periods of high particulate matter 

concentrations during blowing dust events.  The darker colors shown in the figure represent the 

location and severity of dust plumes during typical blowing dust events.  

Oceano Airport is partially in the NRP zone, which receives roughly 0-20 exceedances of the 

California PM10 standard each year, and partially in the SLO zone, which receives roughly 0-3 

exceedances of the state PM10 standard each year.  Blowing dust events are typically most 

frequent in the spring but can occur at any time of the year.  The greatest impacts occur when 

the strong winds blow from the northwest which directs the dust plume inland where it can 

impact residents.  A typical event tends to start around noon and end by the early evening, with 

peak impacts between 1 pm to 5 pm. Appendix C provides additional information regarding 

APCD air quality forecast zones.  

Not to scale 
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Figure 3-3  

SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY APCD DUST PLUME FORECAST ZONES  

Source: NEPAssist; San Luis Obispo County APCD, January 2019 

  

3.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

Biological resources are valued for their intrinsic, aesthetic, economic, and recreational qualities 

and include fish, wildlife, plants, and their respective habitats.  

3.2.1 Applicable Laws and Regulations  

The applicable laws and regulations pertaining to biological resources are provided in 

Appendix H. 

3.2.2 Potentially Affected Environment   

The affected environment for biological resources includes the project footprint and its 

immediate surroundings.  All of the proposed improvements would be built within the existing 

airport boundaries shown in Figure 3-1.  The areas surrounding the Airport that could be 

affected by changes in drainage patterns include aquatic habitats in streams or drainage 
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channels connecting these areas to the local drainage system.  Habitat types identified and 

mapped on the Airport consist of annual grassland, coastal brackish marsh, arroyo willow 

riparian woodland, non-native ornamental plants (iceplant mats and ornamental non-native 

trees), and developed areas (anthropogenic areas such as pavement and buildings, and ruderal 

areas along runway shoulders that are mostly unvegetated) (see Figure 3-4 and Table 3-1).  

Appendix D contains detailed descriptions of habitats, including dominant vegetation species.  

Annual grassland, ruderal, and coastal brackish marsh habitats around the runways and taxiways 

are periodically mowed for maintenance purposes.  In addition to these on-Airport habitats, the 

Airport drains to streams connected to marine waters associated with essential fish habitats that 

cover most of the Pacific coastline of the United States.   

The majority of the project area shown in Figure 3-4 consists of existing pavement and/or 

regularly mowed areas.  The potential for federal and/or state special status species to be 

present on the Airport and/or in the area of potential ground disturbance for this project was 

evaluated in Appendix D, which found that the special status species described in Table 3-2 

have the potential to occur within the project area.  Appendix D provides a comprehensive 

review of special status plant and animal species with potential to occur, including habitat 

requirements, range restrictions, and known occurrences.   

None of the special status plant species with potential to occur on the Airport were detected in 

botanically-timed field surveys conducted in May and June of 2018.  One special status animal 

species, the yellow warbler, was observed in field surveys.  Only one federally listed species has 

potential to occur within the project, the California red-legged frog species occurs in Arroyo 

Grande Creek in the immediate vicinity of the Airport, but due to lack of suitable habitat in the 

project area, as well as the two roadways separating the Airport from Arroyo Grande Creek, 

California red-legged frogs are unlikely to be present on the Airport (see Appendix D and 

Appendix E for a comprehensive analysis of red-legged frog potential to occur).  
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Figure 3-4 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

 

      

Source: Althouse and Meade: May 2020 

  

Table 3-1 

OCEANO COUNTY AIRPORT HABITATS    

HABITAT TYPES ACRES PERCENT 

Annual grassland  23.42 55% 

Coastal brackish marsh  4.67 11% 

Arroyo willow riparian  1.56 4% 

Ruderal (bare ground and weeds)  0.98 2% 

Iceplant mats 0.67 2% 

Non-native ornamental trees  0.27 1% 

Anthropogenic (paved and developed areas)  10.51 25% 

Totals 42.08 100% 

Source: Althouse and Meade, May 2020 
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Table 3-2 

SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES  

 

PLANT SPECIES 

COMMON NAME /SCIENTIFIC NAME 
FEDERAL STATUS STATE STATUS 

POTENTIAL 

TO OCCUR 

DETECTED 

WITHIN 

PROJECT 

AREA? 

San Luis Obispo Owl’s clover / Castilleja 

densiflora var. obispoensis 
None None (S2) Low No 

La Graciosa Thistle / Cirsium scariosum 

var. loncholepis 
Endangered 

Threatened 

(S1) 
Low 

No 

Paniculate Tarplant / Deinandra 

paniculata 
None None (S4) Low 

No 

Gambel's Water Cress / Nasturtium 

gambelii 
Endangered 

Threatened 

(S1) 
Low 

No 

Black-Flowered Figwort / Scrophularia 

atrata 
None None (S2) Low 

No 

San Bernardino Aster / Symphyotrichum 

defoliatum 
None None (S2) Low 

No 

ANIMAL SPECIES 

COMMON NAME / SCIENTIFIC NAME 
FEDERAL STATUS STATE STATUS 

POTENTIAL 

TO OCCUR 

DETECTED 

WITHIN 

PROJECT 

AREA? 

Burrowing Owl / Athene cunicularia None 
None / (SSC, 

S3) 
Low 

No 

Obscure Bumble Bee / Bombus 

caliginosus 
None 

None / (SA, 

S1S2) 
Low No 

Western Bumble Bee / Bombus 

occidentalis 
None 

None / (SA, 

S1) 
Low 

No 

White-tailed Kite / Elanus leucurus None 
None / (FP, 

S3S4) 
Moderate 

No 

California Black Rail / Laterallus 

jamaicensis coturniculus 
None 

Threatened / 

(FP, S1) 
Low No 

California red-legged frog / Rana 

draytonii 
Threatened 

None / (SSC, 

S2S3) 
Low No 

Yellow Warbler / Setophaga petechial 

brewsteri 
None 

None / (SSC, 

S3S4) 
High Yes 

American Badger / Taxidea taxus None 
None / (SSC, 

S3)  
Low No 
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Table 3-2 

SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES  

 

PLANT SPECIES 

COMMON NAME /SCIENTIFIC NAME 
FEDERAL STATUS STATE STATUS 

POTENTIAL 

TO OCCUR 

DETECTED 

WITHIN 

PROJECT 

AREA? 

Notes: 

State Conservation Status Ranks  

(SSC) CDFW Species of Special Concern 

(SA) Special Animal imperiled in state because of extreme rarity  

(FP) CDFW Fully Protected 

(S1) Critically imperiled in state because of extreme rarity 

(S2) Imperiled in state because of rarity 

(S3) Vulnerable; rare or uncommon in state 

(S4) Apparently secure in state-uncommon but not rare 

 

Source: Althouse and Meade, January 2019 

3.3 CLIMATE 

Research has shown a direct correlation between fuel combustion and Greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions that trap heat in the earth’s atmosphere.  The potentially affected environment for the 

climate analysis is the western part of San Luis Obispo County used in the air quality analysis as 

shown in Figure 3-2. 

3.3.1 Applicable Laws and Regulations 

The applicable laws and regulations pertaining to climate are provided in Appendix H. 

3.3.2 Potentially Affected Environment  

The U.S. Government Accountability Office reports that “domestic aviation contributes about 

three percent of total carbon dioxide emissions, according to USEPA data,” compared with other 

industrial sources, including the remainder of the transportation sector (20 percent) and power 

generation (41 percent).5  The International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) estimates that 

GHG emissions from aircraft account for roughly three percent of all anthropogenic GHG 

emissions globally.  Aircraft, aircraft support equipment, and surface vehicles typically generate 

the most GHG emissions at an airport.  An airport does not control these sources, which are 

operated by corporate entities and private individuals.  The scientific community is continuing 

efforts to understand the impact of aviation emissions on the global atmosphere more fully.  

The FAA is leading and participating in a number of initiatives intended to clarify the role that 

commercial aviation plays in GHG emissions and climate.  The FAA, with support from the U.S. 

 
5  FAA. (2015, June). Federal Aviation Administration, U.S. Aviation Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan, Submitted to the 

International Civil Aviation Organization. Retrieved from: 
https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/environ_policy_guidance/policy/media/2015_US_Action_P
lan_FINAL.pdf, November 2018.  

https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/environ_policy_guidance/policy/media/2015_US_Action_Plan_FINAL.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/environ_policy_guidance/policy/media/2015_US_Action_Plan_FINAL.pdf
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Global Change Research Program and its participating federal agencies (the National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 

USEPA, and U.S. Department of Energy) has developed the Aviation Climate Change Research 

Initiative to advance scientific understanding of regional and global climate impacts from aircraft 

emissions.  The FAA also funds the Partnership for Air Transportation Noise & Emissions 

Reduction Center of Excellence research initiative to quantify the effects of aircraft exhaust and 

contrails on global and U.S. climate and atmospheric composition.  The ICAO is examining 

similar research topics at the international level.6  

3.4 COASTAL RESOURCES  

Coastal resources include the natural resources occurring in coastal waters and their adjacent 

shorelands, including islands, transitional and intertidal areas, salt marshes, wetlands, 

floodplains, estuaries, beaches, dunes, barrier islands, coral reefs, as well as fish and wildlife and 

their respective habitats within these areas.  

3.4.1 Applicable Laws and Regulations 

The applicable laws and regulations pertaining to coastal resources are provided in Appendix H. 

3.4.2 Potentially Affected Environment  

As shown in Figure 3-5, the Airport is located in the State of California Coastal Zone.  San Luis 

Obispo County has Local Coastal Plan Policies, which were certified by the California Coastal 

Commission (the Coastal Commission) and adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of 

Supervisors.7                  

The corresponding Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance (CZLUO), also adopted by the County 

Board of Supervisors list the Airport as a permissible use, which includes “appurtenant areas 

used for airport buildings, aircraft operations and related facilities.” 8  

• The Airport is located in the San Luis Bay Coastal planning area and is classified as a 

“Public Facility” under the CZLUO.  Section 23.08.286 of the CZLUO states that no land 

use or grading permit is required for installation, testing, placement in service or 

replacement of any necessary utility connection.   

 
6  Maurice, L. Q., & Lee, D. S. (2007). Aviation Impacts on Climate. In Interactional Civil Aviation Organization, Final Report of 

the Interactional Civil Aviation Organization Committee on Aviation and Environmental Protection Workshop (pp. 25-32). 

Washington, DC and Manchester: U.S. Federal Aviation Administration and Manchester Metropolitan University. Retrieved 

March 2018. 

7  San Luis Bay Area Plan certified by the California Coastal Commission February 1988 and adopted by San Luis Obispo County, 
March 1988. 

8  Framework for Planning Coastal Zone; first adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors March 1, 1988; 
Program Certified by the California Coastal Commission February 25, 1988; Revised November 2011 



Chapter 3 – Affected Environment 

Oceano County Airport – Environmental Assessment  3-12 

Figure 3-5 

COASTAL ZONE BOUNDARY  

 
Source: Google Earth, 2019; RS&H, 2019.  

• The Airport is subject to the California Coastal Act of 1976.  The Airport is not located 

within a designated environmentally sensitive habitat.  Development on the Airport will 

require a CDP issued by the Coastal Commission.   

• The Airport is located within the designated Area Oa (Open Space Areas Exposed to 

Severe/Significant Airport Impact) airport planning area as identified in the Airport Land 

Use Plan (ALUP) for the Oceano Airport; therefore, ALUP Policies regarding airspace 

protection are applicable, and no structure, glare, apparatus, or other feature shall be 

installed or constructed that constitutes an obstruction to air navigation or hazard to air 

navigation.  



Chapter 3 – Affected Environment 

Oceano County Airport – Environmental Assessment  3-13 

3.5 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT, SECTION 4(F) AND LAND AND 

WATER CONSERVATION FUND ACT SECTION 6(F) RESOURCES 

Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) provides protection for special properties, 

including publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or any historic 

and archaeological sites.  

3.5.1 Applicable Laws and Regulations  

The applicable laws and regulations pertaining to Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) 

and Land and Water Conservation Fund Act Section 6(f) resources are provided in Appendix H. 

3.5.2 Potentially Affected Environment  

Figure 3-5 shows the nearby Section 4(f) resources.  The nearest Section 4(f) properties are 

Pismo State Beach and an associated campground, the Pismo Dune Natural Preserve, the 

Oceano Memorial (Recreational Vehicle) Campground, and Oceano Park (a municipal park and 

playground).  The closest wilderness area to the Airport is Los Padres National Forest located 

approximately 10 miles northeast of the project site.  None of these resources are within the 

areas that could be affected by ground disturbing activities identified in Figure 3-1.  Section 3.7 

provides a more detailed description of the historic and cultural resources subject to 

Section 4(f).  

3.6 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SOLID WASTE, AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 

Hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention as an impact category includes waste 

streams that would be generated by a project, hazardous materials that could be used during 

construction and operation of a project, the potential to encounter existing hazardous materials, 

and the potential to interfere with any ongoing remediation of existing contaminated sites.  

3.6.1 Applicable Laws and Regulations  

The applicable laws and regulations pertaining to hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution 

prevention are provided in Appendix H. 

3.6.2 Potentially Affected Environment  

The potentially affected environment includes the project footprint and its immediate 

surroundings (see Figure 1-1).  The closest site to the Airport listed in the USEPA Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act database is about 500 feet to the east of the southeastern 

border of the Airport and is separated from the Airport by roads and existing development9. 

 
9 USEPA NEPAssist website.  
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3.7 HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL 

RESOURCES  

Historical, architectural, archeological, and cultural resources include past and present 

expressions of human culture and history in the physical environment, such as prehistoric and 

historic archaeological sites, structures, objects, districts, which are considered important to a 

culture or community.  Resources may also include natural features and biota, that are a part of 

traditional ways of life and practices and are associated with community values and institutions. 

3.7.1 Applicable Laws and Regulations  

The applicable laws and regulations pertaining to historical, architectural, archaeological, and 

cultural resources are provided in Appendix H. 

3.7.2 Potentially Affected Environment  

Under the NHPA, the Area of Potential Effect (APE) is used to define the potentially affected 

environment.  The following sections describe the APE for each type of resource subject to the 

NHPA.  

3.7.2.1 Historic and Architectural Resources 

The APE for historic and architectural resources is the area of potential ground disturbance 

shown in Figure 3-1.  According to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the nearest 

historic structure listed is the Arroyo Grande Independent Order of Odd Fellows Hall, 

approximately 2 ¾ miles northeast of the project site (see Item 3 on Figure 3-6).  No buildings 

on the Airport are listed in the NRHP.  Historic aerial photography10 indicates that most of the 

buildings on the Airport are less than 50 years old.  One utility/storage building predating the 

earliest available aerial photo (1994) currently houses the Airport’s electrical vault, among other 

uses.  This is a metal frame structure with stucco for exterior walls, a metal and corrugated roof, 

and wood stud walls on the interior.  A previous Airport tenant extensively remodeled the 

structure in the early 2000s.  As a result, this is a basic utility building that is not considered to 

be eligible for the NRHP. 

3.7.2.2 Archaeological Resources  

The APE for archaeological resources is the area of potential ground disturbance shown in 

Figure 3-1.  This area has been heavily disturbed as part of previous Airport-related 

development.  A records review was conducted at the Central Coast Information Center in 

 
10 Google earth historical imagery, December 2018.  
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Figure 3-6 

NEAREST PROPERTIES ON THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 

 

Source: NEPAssist, December 2018; LSA, 2018  
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December 2018 (see Appendix F) to identify cultural resources in the APE and to review 

previous studies and literature relevant to the APE.  Table 3-3 summarizes the results of four 

previous cultural resource surveys completed in and around the APE.  These surveys did not 

identify artifacts associated with the original soils; rather, the archaeological materials found on 

the site had been redeposited as fill for previous Airport development and would not be eligible 

for listing in the NRHP and, therefore, do not constitute a historic property (36 CFR 800.16(l)(1)).     

Table 3-3  

CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY RESULTS  

Author and Date Title and CCIC File No. Findings 

Dills (1990a) 
Archaeological Potential of Pismo Coast Village RV 
Lot in Oceano (SL-1417) 

No resources identified in APE 

Dills (1990b) 
Archaeological Potential of Proposed RV Park at W 
End of Silver Spur, Oceano   (SL-1977) 

No resources identified in APE 

Gibson (1994a) 

Results of a Phase One Archaeological Surface Survey 
for a Proposed Aircraft Storage Hangar Construction 
Project, Oceano County Airport, Oceano CA     (SL-
2727) 

Redeposited pre-contact and 
historic period materials 
identified in APE 

Gibson (1994b) 
Results of Phase One Archaeological Surface Survey 
for a Two Acre Area at the Oceano County Airport, 
Oceano, CA (SL-2728) 

Recent cultural materials 
identified in APE 

Source: LSA, December 2018 

 

3.7.2.3 Tribal Lands  

The APE is located on Airport-owned property in San Luis Obispo County, which has no known 

Tribal lands according to the United States Department of Interior, Indian Affairs Office.11  The 

NAHC Sacred Lands File indicate that the APE is “positive” for Native American cultural 

resources, and the NAHC recommended consultation with the San Luis Obispo County Chumash 

Council for more information.   

Initial coordination with the State of California NAHC, Cultural and Environmental Department, 

identified the following tribes that may have an interest in the APE for archaeological resources 

and provided contacts for further consultation (see Appendix F).  

1. Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians 

2. Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation 

3. Northern Chumash Tribe  

4. Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 

 
11  USDOT Indian Affairs. (2018, September 14). Tribal Directory Dataset. Retrieved September 2018, from 

https://www.bia.gov/tribal-leaders-directory.  

https://www.bia.gov/tribal-leaders-directory
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3.8 LAND USE 

CEQ Regulations requires the consideration of possible conflicts between the proposed action 

and the objectives of Federal, regional, State, and local or tribal land use plans, policies, and 

controls.  This section also addresses the airport sponsor’s assurance under 49 USC § 

47107(a)(10), of the 1982 Airport Act, that requires airports to take “appropriate action,” 

including the adoption of zoning laws, to restrict the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate 

vicinity of the airport to activities and purposes compatible with normal airport operations.  

3.8.1 Applicable Laws and Regulations  

The applicable laws and regulations pertaining to land use are provided in Appendix H. 

3.8.2 Potentially Affected Environment 

Land use in the areas surrounding the Airport is regulated by several agencies including the 

County of San Luis Obispo, the Coastal Commission, and the Airport Land Use Commission 

(ALUC).  Figure 3-7 shows generalized land use in San Luis Obispo County, Oceano Community 

Plan. In addition to its County zoning, the Airport is located in an AIR overlay district that 

imposes height limits on structures in the vicinity of the Airport in compliance with State law and 

Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR), Volume XI, Part 77.  Figure 3-8 shows the Oceano County 

ALUP Zones. 

3.8.2.1 San Luis Obispo County Oceano Community Plan  

The San Luis Bay Area Plan – Coastal designates the airport as Public Facilities.  The Airport is 

surrounded by Residential Suburban, Residential Multi Family, Rural Lands, Recreation, and 

Public Facility land uses.  Areas designated as General Industrial, Limited Industrial, Open Space, 

General Commercial, and un-zoned areas typically in agricultural use.  The Oceano Community 

Plan establishes “Combining Designations” that overlay maps and symbols applied in areas of 

the county with potentially hazardous conditions or special resources, where more detailed 

project review is needed to avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts or effects of 

hazardous conditions on proposed projects.  The Oceano Community Plan includes the 

following policies affecting the Airport.  

Oceano County Airport and its environs are under the jurisdictions of two separate series of 

regulations and accompanying review processes: The Federal Aviation Administration Part 

77 regulations which, in part, address hazardous interference with air traffic by the height 

of buildings and structures, and electronic emissions which could impede aircraft 

communications and navigation... 12 

 
12 Oceano Community Plan, Chapter 6, Combining Designations, Adopted February 2014 
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3.8.2.2 Oceano County Airport Land Use Plan 

As described above, the San Luis Obispo ALUC has adopted an ALUP that establishes districts to 

protect the functionality of the Airport, protect people and property on the ground, minimize 

injury to aircraft occupants, and prevent the creation of new hazards to flight (see Figure 3-8).  

ALUP Policies regarding airspace protection are applicable, and no structure, glare, apparatus, or 

other feature shall be installed or constructed that constitutes an obstruction to air navigation or 

hazard to air navigation.  A brief discussion of land use policies related to these districts follows. 

• RA-1.  Residential zoning with existing housing in zones defined by the current Caltrans 

Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (the Handbook) as the Runway Protection Zones 

and Inner Approach / Departure Zones of the airport.  

• RA-2.  Residential areas in areas identified by the Handbook as the Inner Turning Zones 

and Sideline Zones of the airport.  

• Oa.  Recreational or Public Facility County zoning and undesignated areas that are 

substantially undeveloped and within Runway Protection Zones, Inner 

Approach/Departure Zones, Inner Turning Zones, and the Sideline Zones.  

• C.  Areas zoned for retail commercial use by the County within the stated defined 

Runway Protection Zones and Inner Approach/Departure Zones.  

• I-1.  Areas designated for industrial use by the County within the Runway Protection 

Zones. 

• I-2.  Areas designated for industrial use by the County within the Inner Approach / 

Departure Zones. 

• I-3.  Areas designated for industrial use by the County within the Sideline Zone and the 

Outer Approach / Departure Zones.  

• AGa.  Areas designated for agricultural use by the County within the Inner Turning Zones 

and Outer Approach/Departure Zones.  

• TP-1.  Areas in the Airport Planning Area that are not included in any of the planning 

areas described above and are located to the south and west of the extended runway 

centerline.  

• TP-2.  Areas in the Airport Planning Area that are not included in any of the planning 

areas described above and are located to the north and east of the extended runway 

centerline.  

In addition to the zones described above, Figure 3-8 also shows the Runway Protection Zone 

(RPZ).  The dimensions of the RPZ vary according to the type of runway13.  Any proposed 

development in the RPZ would require ALUC review for compatibility within the RPZ in 

accordance with FAA Airport Design Standards.14  

 
13 The RPZ shown in Figure 3-3 reflects the policies of the Airport Land Use Plan and may not reflect current Airport planning 

considerations or FAA standards.  

14 FAA AC 150/5300-13 CHG 10, Paragraph 212.  
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Figure 3-7 

OCEANO GENERALIZED LAND USE  

 

Source: San Luis Obispo County, Oceano Community Plan, 2018
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Figure 3-8 

OCEANO COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN ZONES 

 

Source: Airport Master Plan for Oceano Airport, Final Report, Coffman Associates, March 18, 2008. 
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3.8.2.3 Coastal Plan/Local Coastal Program.  

As described in Section 3.3, the Airport is located in the State of California Coastal Zone (see 

Figure 3-1).  San Luis Obispo County has Local Coastal Plan Policies, which were certified by the 

Coastal Commission and adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors.  The 

corresponding CZLUO, also adopted by the County Board of Supervisors, list the Airport as a 

permissible use, which includes “appurtenant areas used for airport buildings, aircraft operations 

and related facilities”.  

3.9 NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY 

The Federal government encourages airport development that minimizes the use of consumable 

natural resources and minimizes demands on energy supplies.  FAA policy also encourages 

developing facilities that use the highest design standards and that incorporate sustainable 

designs.  Airport personnel and tenants regularly use consumable materials to maintain various 

airside and landside facilities and services.  Those materials may include asphalt, concrete, 

aggregate for sub-base materials, various metals associated with such maintenance.  The 

applicable laws and regulations pertaining to natural resources and energy supply are provided 

in Appendix H. 

Electrical power is necessary to keep the Airport operational and safe. Airport lighting within 

project area consists of airfield navigational aids, runway taxiway edge lighting, signage, 

landside lighting for buildings, access roadways, apron areas, and automobile parking areas. 

3.10 NOISE AND NOISE-COMPATIBLE LAND USE 

The compatibility of existing and planned land uses with proposed aviation actions is usually 

determined in relation to the level of aircraft noise.  The applicable laws and regulations 

pertaining to noise and noise-compatible land use are provided in Appendix H.   

The Airport currently serves only small (Design Group I and II) airplanes and the Proposed Action 

would not lead to changes in the aircraft types using the airport.  The total number of aircraft 

operations (an operation is one takeoff or one landing) at the Airport is not forecast to exceed 

10,000 operations through the forecast period and there are no jet operations.  As discussed in 

FAA Order 1050.1F Appendix B, no aircraft noise analysis is needed for projects involving Design 

Group I and II airplanes (wingspan less than 79 feet), in Approach Categories A through D 

(landing speed less than 166 knots) operating at airports whose forecast operations in the 

period covered by the NEPA document do not exceed 90,000 annual propeller operations (247 

average daily operations), or 700 annual jet operations (2 average daily operations), as such 

operations do not have the potential to create significant noise impacts.  Therefore, as the 

Proposed Action does not have the potential to generate a significant level of additional aircraft 

noise, that topic is not evaluated further.  The potential for the construction equipment used in 
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the Proposed Action to generate a significant level of noise during construction is evaluated in 

Section 4.10 of the Environmental Consequences section of this EA.   

3.11 SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDREN’S 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS 

Socioeconomic effects relate to how the project might affect population, employment, housing, 

and public services.  Environmental justice effects relate to the potential for an action to 

disproportionately affect minority and/or low-income populations.  Children’s health and safety 

risks relate to the possibility that an action might pose environmental health and safety risks 

that may disproportionately affect children. 

3.11.1 Applicable Laws and Regulations  

The applicable laws and regulations pertaining to socioeconomics, environmental justice, and 

children’s environmental health and safety risks are provided in Appendix H. 

3.11.2  Potentially Affected Environment  

The following analysis summarizes relevant characteristics for Airport environs, the Oceano 

Census-Designated Place, San Luis Obispo County, and the State of California.  The Airport and 

surrounding is located in San Luis Obispo County Census Tract 122, which represents the area 

immediately surrounding the Airport. 

Figure 3-9 summarizes the race and ethnicity characteristics.  All areas are predominantly white, 

ranging from 74.2 percent in Census Tract 122 to 61.3 percent in the State of California.  

Minorities (non-white) represent 25.7 percent of the population in Census Tract 122, which is 

lower than in the State of California (38.8 percent) and is similar to the proportion of minority 

population in the Oceano Census-Designated Place (24.7 percent).  

Figure 3-10 summarizes median household income.  The median household income in Census 

Tract 122 is $54,155, which is higher than in the Oceano Census-Designated Place, but lower 

than both San Luis Obispo County and the State of California.  The State of California has the 

highest median household income at $63,783.  

Figure 3-11 summarizes population living at or below the poverty level.  A low-income 

individual is a member of a household having annual income at or below the Department of 

Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.15  In Census Tract 122, 22.4 percent of the 

population have incomes below the poverty level, compared to 14.2 percent for San Luis Obispo 

County, 21.2 percent in the Oceano Census-Designated Place, and 15.8 percent for the State of 

California.  

 
15 U.S. DHHS (2018, January). U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, ASPE Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning 

and Evaluation, Poverty Guidelines. Retrieved from: https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-guidelines, November 2018.  

https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-guidelines
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Figure 3-9 

RACE & ETHNICITY  

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Figure 3-10 

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME   

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Figure 3-11 

POPULATION BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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Figure 3-12 compares the proportions of individuals under the age of 18.  Federal agencies are 

required to assess environmental health and safety risks that may disproportionately affect 

children; children or minors.  Census data only record people below the age of 18, which serves 

to represent children and minors.  Census Tract 122 has the highest percentage of individuals 

under the age of 18 at 24.1 percent, while San Luis Obispo County has the lowest percentage of 

population below the age of 18 at 18.2 percent.  

Figure 3-12 

POPULATION BELOW AGE 18  

                                
Source: U. S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

3.12 VISUAL EFFECTS 

There is no federal statutory or regulatory requirement regarding adverse effects resulting from 

light emissions or visual impacts.  Order 1050.1F describes factors to consider within light 

emissions and visual resources/visual character.  Potential impacts of light emissions include the 

annoyance or interference with normal activities as well as effects to the visual character of the 

area due to light emissions, including the importance, uniqueness, and aesthetic value of the 

affected visual resources.   

Current Airport facilities are illuminated for safety and security reasons by various types of 

landside lighting for buildings, access roads, apron areas, and automobile parking areas, as well 

as airside lighting for the runway, taxiways, and apron areas.  Runway, taxiway, and apron areas 

are lighted for nighttime operations as well.  The closest light sensitive land use, a residential 

area, is a multi-family residential area located adjacent to the northwest quadrant of the Airport 

(see Figure 3-8). 

The Airport is visible to adjacent land uses. The views are through existing Airport fencing and 

consists primarily of pavement, infield areas, aircraft tie-down areas, and hangars.  These views 

are considered to be compatible with the surrounding land uses.   
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3.13 WATER RESOURCES 

Water resources include wetlands, surface waters and groundwater, and floodplains.  These 

water resources form an integrated natural system.  Disruption of any one part of this system 

can have consequences to the functioning of the entire system. 

3.13.1 Applicable Laws and Regulations  

The applicable laws and regulations pertaining to wetlands, floodplains, surface waters, and 

groundwater are provided in Appendix H.  

3.13.2 Potentially Affected Environment  

Historically, the airport was an estuarine environment formed by the confluence of Meadow 

Creek and Arroyo Grande Creek, with many wetlands and lagoons, likely herbaceous and willow 

woodland.  In the 1950’s, the runway and infrastructure were created through vegetation 

removal and fill.  Areas that have not been filled still support coastal brackish marsh habitat due 

to the high-water table typical of the historical estuarine environments.    

3.13.2.1 Wetlands  

Figure 3-13 shows the location of wetland on the Airport.  Table 3-4 describes the types and 

sizes of these wetlands.  Due to the proximity to Arroyo Grande Creek and the Pacific Ocean, the 

wetland features on the Airport are within CWA jurisdiction and filling those wetland features 

would require a federal CWA, Section 404, permit.  As the Airport is within the coastal zone 

under the jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission, the wetland areas would be 

considered wetlands under the California Coastal Act.  Appendix G provides more detailed 

information about the wetlands found on the Airport.  

3.13.2.2 Floodplains 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map Parcel ID 

06079C1601G shows that the project site is located in a 100-year floodplain (i.e., Zone AE) 

influenced by the Arroyo Grande Creek, Meadow Creek, and the Pacific Ocean (see Figure 3-14).  

The base flood elevations at the airport range from 14 to 16 feet above mean sea level (MSL).  

The lowest portion of the Airport, the northwest end of Runway 11/29, is 12 feet MSL.16 

3.13.2.3 Surface Waters 

Surface waters include areas where water collects on the surface of the ground, such as streams, 

rivers, lakes, ponds, estuaries, and oceans.  Surface waters in vicinity of the Proposed Action 

include the Arroyo Grande Creek and the Pacific Ocean, located 500 feet south and 2,000 feet 

west of the project site, respectively.  The Airport is located in the Meadow Creek-Frontal Pacific   

 
16  Oceano County Airport Layout Plan, prepared by RS&H, Approved June 2015.  
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Table 3-4 

WETLAND TYPES AND SIZES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ocean watershed.  The projects incorporated in the Proposed Action would be located in Airport 

drainage basins 2, 3 and 4, which drain to their respective outfalls, as shown in Figure 3-15.  

Outfalls 2 and 3 drain to the Oceano Lagoon, while Outfall 4 drains via a surface stream to 

Arroyo Grande Creek. 

3.13.2.4 Groundwater  

The Arroyo Grande Creek is located approximately 500 feet south of the Airport.  The nearest 

sole source aquifer to the Airport is the Fresno County Aquifer, which is located about 80 miles 

to the northeast.  The Pacific Ocean is also located about 2,000 feet from the Airport.17  

The Oceano Community Service District provides water to the Oceano community; the Lopez 

allotment is 303 acre-feet per year, supplemented with groundwater from wells.18 The Lopez   

 
17  Ibid. 

18  SLO. (2014, February). County of San Luis Obispo, Oceano Community Plan. Retrieved from:  

https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/getattachment/.../Oceano-Inland-Community-Plan.aspx, November 2018.  

 

 

Delineated Wetlands 

ID Type Acres 

A Emergent Palustrine (1)  0.83 

B Emergent Palustrine (2) 0.10 

C Emergent Palustrine (1) 0.18 

D Scrub-shrub, Emergent Palustrine (1) 0.24 

E Scrub-shrub, Palustrine (1) 0.33 

F Emergent Palustrine (2) 0.79 

G Emergent Palustrine (1) 0.22 

H Scrub-shrub, Emergent Palustrine (1) 0.64 

I Emergent Palustrine (1) 0.64 

J Emergent Palustrine (1) 1.26 

K Scrub-shrub, Palustrine (2) 0.31 

L Scrub-shrub, Palustrine (2) 0.70 

Notes: (1) Meets US Army Corps of Engineers and California 

Coastal Commission definition; (2) Meets California Coastal 

Commission Definition only.  

See Appendix G, Table 2 for more details 

Source: Althouse and Meade, January 2019 

https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/getattachment/.../Oceano-Inland-Community-Plan.aspx,%20November%202018.
https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/getattachment/.../Oceano-Inland-Community-Plan.aspx,%20November%202018.
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Figure 3-13   

WETLANDS DELINEATION   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Althouse and Meade, January 2019  
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Figure 3-14 

FLOODPLAINS  

 

Source: City of San Luis Obispo – SLO Flood Zones, 2019; RS&H, 2019. 
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Figure 3-15 

OCEANO COUNTY AIRPORT DRAINAGE BASINS AND OUTFALLS 

 
Source: Oceano County Airport Drainage Study, RS&H 2013  

allotment or Lopez Water Project includes Lopez Lake and Dam, Lopez Terminal Reservoir, 

Lopez Water Treatment Plant and Distribution System. The Lopez Project provides drinking 

water to Oceano census-designated place, as well as to Arroyo Grande, Avila Beach, Grover 

Beach, and Pismo Beach.19  

3.14 OTHER PROJECTS WITH THE POTENTIAL TO CONTRIBUTE TO 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This section identifies other past, present, or future projects near the Oceano County Airport 

that could contribute to cumulative impacts when considered in combination with the effects of 

 
19  SLO. (2016, June). San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Zone 3 – A Wholesale 

Water Agency, prepared by Wallace Group. Retrieved October 2019, from: 

https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Public-Works/Forms-Documents/Committees-Programs/Flood-

Control-Zones/Zone-3-Lopez-Project/Plans-Reports/2015-Urban-Water-Management-Plan.aspx.  

https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Public-Works/Forms-Documents/Committees-Programs/Flood-Control-Zones/Zone-3-Lopez-Project/Plans-Reports/2015-Urban-Water-Management-Plan.aspx
https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Public-Works/Forms-Documents/Committees-Programs/Flood-Control-Zones/Zone-3-Lopez-Project/Plans-Reports/2015-Urban-Water-Management-Plan.aspx
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the projects incorporated in the Proposed Action.  Table 1-2 shows that all of the projects 

incorporated in the Proposed Action would be in design between 2020 and 2024 and would be 

under construction between 2021 and 2025.  Past actions will have been built or implemented 

prior to 2021 and must, therefore, have ongoing effects to contribute to cumulative impacts 

when considered in combination with the projects included in the Proposed Action.  Current 

projects will be in development between 2021 and 2025 and might therefore contribute to 

cumulative impacts.  Future actions are planned for some time after completion of the projects 

listed in Table 1-2 and could contribute to cumulative impacts when considered in combination 

with ongoing effects of the projects incorporated in the Proposed Action.  Past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable on-Airport projects are listed below.  

Past.  Recent projects have included the following: 

• Installation of Automated Weather Observation Station (AWOS).  This project 

included the installation of an AWOS at the Airport.  

• Oceano Drainage Improvement Project.  This project constructed drainage 

improvements to alleviate existing drainage issues in the town of Oceano at Highway 1.   

Present.  No projects other than those incorporated in the Proposed Action are planned for the 

period between 2021 and 2025.  

Future.  The following development is planned for some time after 2025; however, the timing of 

these projects has not been established.  

• Redevelopment of existing terminal/fueling area.  Redevelopment will provide multiple 

hangars and additional ramp for transient aircraft.  Existing terminal/office and house will 

be removed, and fueling facility relocated.  

• Extension of ramp for additional hangars on southwest side of airfield.  Roadway will be 

extended from Delta Lane and all development will remain outside Army Corps and 

Coastal Commission wetlands.  

• Release of excess non-aeronautical property and pursuit of abandoned right-of-way 

property within the RPZ. 

• Redevelopment of older County-owned hangars on the existing ramp.  Hangars will be 

replaced by four new hangars, approximately 2,500 square feet each.  The existing 

campground will be maintained for transient pilots.  

In addition to these Airport development projects the Oceano Community and San Luis Obispo 

County have approved or received development applications for several developments in the 

vicinity of the Airport.  Projects near the Airport include:  

• Air Park Drive Bridge Replacement Project.  The bridge is located between Pier 

Avenue and Mendel Drive in Oceano.  Construction of the Air Park Drive Bridge 
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Replacement Project began on June 25, 2018 and continued into early December 2018.  

A ribbon cutting ceremony for New Air Park Drive Bridge, Oceano took place at the 

Oceano Lagoon off Pier Avenue on June 13, 2019.   

• Grover Beach Lodge.  This beachside project includes a 150-room hotel, 174 public 

parking spaces, 186 hotel spaces and 15 oversize vehicle and equestrian parking spots.  

This project will start preliminary construction at the end of Grand Avenue in the spring 

of 2021, and open by spring of 2024.  

• Grover Beach Train Station Safety Upgrades.  The expansion and renovation project 

will enhance safety and accessibility for passengers.  Renovation construction began in 

August 2018 and was completed in the early summer of 2019.   

• Oceano Revitalization Plan.  Study area design concepts in the Oceano Community are 

located at Highway 1 between Belridge Street & OCSD Building, Highway 1 between 

OCSD Building & Railroad Street, Highway 1 at 13th Street & Paso Robles Street 

Intersection, 13th Street at Highway 1, Paso Robles at Highway 1, Highway 1 at 15th Street 

and Oceano Street Intersection, Highway 1 at Railroad and Beach Streets, Intersection 

and Sidewalk Tools and Strategies, and Infill Housing.  Work on the Oceano 

Revitalization Plan began in spring 2012 and was completed in July 2013.  
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CHAPTER 4.  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES  

This chapter documents the direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Action compared to the 

No Action Alternative, as directed in FAA Order 1050.1F.  The Chapter address the following 

environmental resource categories as listed in FAA Order 1050.1F.  

1. Air Quality  

2. Biological Resources 

3. Climate  

4. Coastal Resources  

5. Department of Transportation Act Section 4(f)  

6. Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention  

7. Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources  

8. Land Use  

9. Natural Resources and Energy Supply  

10. Noise and Noise Compatible Land Use  

11. Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety 

Risks 

12. Visual Effects  

13. Water Resources  

14. Cumulative Impacts  

The six improvements incorporated in the Proposed Action (elements or project elements) 

described in Chapter 1 would not individually or collectively increase the capacity of the Airport 

or otherwise affect aircraft operations.  In the absence of increased aviation activity, no increase 

in surface vehicle traffic would occur.  Therefore, the following analyses focuses on the effects of 

physical development of the proposed improvements.   

4.1 AIR QUALITY  

As described in Section 3.1, the Airport is located in a portion of San Luis Obispo County that is 

in attainment for all NAAQS.  Therefore, no CAA Conformity Analysis for conformity of the 

Proposed Action with a State Implementation Plan is required.  State Implementation Plans are 

not prepared for areas that have continuously met all NAAQS.   

4.1.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts:  Policies and Procedures, Exhibit 4-1, states air quality 

impacts are considered significant when an action would cause pollutant concentrations to 

exceed one or more of the NAAQS, as established by the USEPA under the CAA, including the 

1990 Amendments, for any of the time periods analyzed, or to increase the frequency or severity 

of any such existing violations.   
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As the Airport is located in an attainment area for all criteria pollutants in accordance with the 

FAA Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook, Version 3, Update 1, Section 4.1.2, a qualitative 

assessment of air quality impacts of the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives is 

appropriate and described below.   

4.1.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

The No Action and Proposed Action alternatives would differ only with respect to temporary 

construction air emissions because the proposed projects do not result in a change in aircraft 

operations. 

4.1.2.1 No Action Alternative  

Neither the FAA TAF, which forecasts aircraft activity levels will remain relatively stable through 

2035, nor the Oceano Airport Master Plan, which forecasts modest growth in aviation activity 

through 2025, forecast a substantial increase in aviation activity (see Appendix B).  Both these 

analyses were prepared prior to the onset of the COVID-19 public health emergency in March 

2020.  This air quality analysis assumes that the aviation activity level will eventually return to 

levels present prior to the COVID-19 public health emergency.  Therefore, aircraft aviation 

emissions of criteria pollutants at the Airport would not change markedly over time under the 

No Action Alternative and would not result in exceedances of the NAAQS.  Surface traffic 

emissions would likely decrease slightly as vehicle emissions standards become increasingly 

more stringent.   

4.1.2.2 Proposed Action 

As implementation of the Proposed Action would not change aircraft activity levels at the 

Airport, air emissions associated with the use of the widened runway and taxiways would not 

change between the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative and would not 

exceed any NAAQS.  Aviation and surface transportation emissions of criteria pollutants would 

be the same as under the No Action Alternative.  Implementation of other aspects of the 

Proposed Action including relocating the segmented circle and wind cone, installing hold 

position signage, installing a new electrical vault and electrical connections, and installing a 

pollution control facility (wash rack) would not change air operations and therefore not increase 

air emissions criteria pollutants at the Airport on an ongoing basis.  Therefore, the only potential 

source of an increase in air emissions of criteria air pollutants would be associated with 

construction activities.  

Construction Impacts 

As the project area is in an attainment area for all criteria air pollutants with NAAQSs and is 

therefore not subject to the requirements of the CAA Conformity Regulations, temporary air 

emissions of priority pollutants for which NAAQS have been established would be not exceed 

the NAAQS.  Construction activities would be temporary and would occur over a period of six 



Chapter 4 – Environmental Consequences 

Oceano County Airport – Environmental Assessment  4-3 

years (see Table 1-2), which precludes the potential for construction emissions exceeding the 

NAAQS.  The most extensive construction efforts, the runway and taxiway widening, would 

require three and two months of construction activity, respectively.  Figure 1-3 shows that the 

elements of the Proposed Action are not concentrated in any one location on the Airport, which 

precludes the potential for construction emissions to exceed the NAAQS.  Therefore, air 

emissions from the Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on air quality as they 

would not cause the exceedance of any NAAQS.   

Construction would involve clearing about 0.72 acres of land, which could contribute to dust 

plumes that exceed California PM10 standards periodically through the year, especially during 

the spring months.  Appendix C describes the San Luis Obispo County APCD air quality forecast 

zones for Oceano.  This temporary air quality impact would be minimized by using construction 

best management practices (BMPs) as described below and would not result in a significant 

impact on air quality. 

Physical Development and Operational Impacts  

Under the Proposed Action, the numbers and types of aircraft operations would be the same as 

under the No Action Alternative.  In the absence of increased aviation activity, related surface 

traffic would also be the same as under the No Action Alternative.  Therefore, the Proposed 

Action would have no operational air quality impacts when compared to the No Action 

Alternative.  

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts  

To contribute to potentially significant cumulative impacts by exceeding a NAAQS when 

considered in combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions, 

the Proposed Action would need to emit high levels of criteria pollutants at the same time and 

in nearly the same location as other actions.  As noted above, the elements of the Proposed 

Action are not concentrated in any location on the airport and would not be constructed at the 

same time.  In the absence of long-term air quality impacts, the Proposed Action would not 

contribute to potentially significant cumulative impacts. See Section 4.14 for additional 

information.   

Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for the Proposed Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would have no long-term effects on air quality and no 

mitigation is proposed.  While not required to reduce impacts to a not significant level, 

implementation of standard construction practices recommended by the San Luis Obispo 

County Air Pollution Control District, which include fugitive dust controls and reducing engine 



Chapter 4 – Environmental Consequences 

Oceano County Airport – Environmental Assessment  4-4 

idling when equipment is not in use, will further minimize the emissions of air pollutants during 

construction.20  

4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 

As described in Section 3.2, habitat types on the Airport consist of annual grassland, coastal 

brackish marsh, arroyo willow riparian woodland, non-native ornamental plants (iceplant and 

non-native ornamental trees), and developed areas (ruderal habitat and pavement) (see 

Figure 3-4 and Table 3-1).  This section describes the potential impacts of the Proposed Action 

compared to the No Action Alternative.    

4.2.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, states impacts to biological 

resources are considered significant when the USFWS or the National Marine Fisheries Service 

determines that the action would be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a federally 

listed threatened or endangered species or would result in the destruction or adverse modification 

of federally designated critical habitat.   

While FAA Order 1050.1F does not establish a specific threshold for significant impacts to non-

listed species, FAA Order 1050.1F does identify factors to consider when determining whether an 

action would have the potential to have a significant impact on Biological Resources, which 

includes when an action would have the potential to cause the following effects.  

• Induce a long-term or permanent loss of unlisted plant or wildlife species, specifically, 

the extirpation of the species from a large project area such as a new commercial service 

airport.   

• Adverse impacts to special status species such as state species of concern, species 

proposed for listing, migratory birds, bald and golden eagles, or their habitats;  

• Substantial loss, reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native species’ 

habitats or their population.  

• Adverse impacts on a species’ reproductive success rates, natural mortality rates, non-

natural mortality, or ability to sustain the minimum population levels required for 

population maintenance.   

A Biological Assessment (BA) was prepared to support the initiation of a Section 7 consultation 

with the USFWS and is provided in Appendix E. 

4.2.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

The following alternatives evaluation considers the factors listed above, bearing in mind that the 

FAA Order 1050.1F states that the factors to consider “…are not intended to be thresholds.  If 

 
20  San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District, Planning Department Standard Language File, October 2016. 
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these factors exist, there is not necessarily a significant impact; rather, the FAA must evaluate 

these factors in light of context and intensity to determine if there are significant impacts.” 

Aircraft and surface vehicle activity would be the same for either alternative.  The No Action and 

Proposed Action alternatives would differ with respect to the following considerations.  

• Construction activity associated with the project elements of the Proposed Action. 

• Increased paved areas associated with the widening of the Airport’s runway and taxiways 

associated with the Proposed Action. 

• Installation of the proposed pollution control facility (aircraft wash rack) associated with 

the Proposed Action.  

4.2.2.1 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the elements of the Proposed Action would not be developed, 

and the Airport’s effects on the biological resources identified in Section 3.2 would not change.  

Drainage patterns and volumes would remain unchanged.  Figure 3-15 shows the existing 

Airport drainage basins and outfalls. 

4.2.2.2 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would increase the amount of impervious surface on the Airport 

approximately 0.75 acre, or about 6.6 percent.  The Proposed Action would result in total 

impacts of up to approximately 9.93 acres, 9.18 acres of which would be temporary impacts.  

See Table 4-1 for acreages potential temporary and permanent impacts to habitats including 

grassland, coastal brackish march, arroyo willow riparian forest, ruderal, iceplant mats, and 

anthropogenic.  As shown in Figure 3-4, much of the area adjacent to the runway and taxiway 

consist of annual grassland and ruderal vegetation21.  Annual grassland, ruderal, and coastal 

brackish marsh habitats are periodically mowed in and around the runway and taxiway for 

vegetation management.  The majority of the project footprint shown in Figure 1-3 consists of 

existing pavement (anthropogenic habitat) and/or regularly mowed and disturbed areas (annual 

grassland and ruderal habitat).  A small amount (about 0.02 acres) of coastal brackish marsh 

would be permanently affected by the relocated segmented circle and wind cone.  An additional 

0.92 acre of coastal brackish marsh and arroyo willow riparian forest could be temporarily 

affected by construction activity such as vehicular traffic and materials staging.22  The County 

plans to use existing paved areas for materials staging and equipment storage whenever 

possible to minimize wetland impacts (see Section 4.13.1 for further discussion of wetland 

impacts and mitigation measures).  See Figure 4-1 for graphical representation of potential 

permanent and temporary habitat impacts attributed to the Proposed Action.  

 
21  Ruderal vegetation consists of plants that are early colonizers of disturbed lands. 

22 Assumes that any area within 50 feet of the project footprint could be affected.  
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Table 4-1 

POTENTIAL HABITAT IMPACTS 

Habitat Type 
Temporary Impacts 

Acres 

Permanent Impacts 

Acres 

Total Impact 

Acres 

Annual Grassland * 8.09 0.21 8.30 

Coastal Brackish Marsh 0.89 0.02 0.91 

Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest 0.03 0.00 0.03 

Ruderal * 1.75 0.45 2.19 

Anthropogenic * 0.00 0.10 0.10 

Iceplant Mats * 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Ornamental non-native trees * 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total 9.18 0.75 9.93 

Note: * non-native vegetation  

Source: Althouse and Meade, Inc Biological and Environmental Services, January 2019. 

 

Figure 4-1 

PROPOSED ACTION IMPACTS 

  
Source: Althouse and Meade, Inc Biological and Environmental Services, January 2019. 
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Construction Impacts 

Construction of the project elements would permanently affect up to 0.75 acres of land via 

runway and taxiway widening, installation of a new electrical vault, and relocation of the 

segmented circle and wind cone.  It is possible that construction vehicle activity and trenching 

for electrical cables connecting the proposed electrical vault to the taxiway system, rotating 

beacon, and proposed AWOS could temporarily disturb another 9.18 acres.  Therefore, there 

could be up to 9.93 acres of impacts.  As noted above, most of this impact area consists of 

annual grassland and ruderal vegetation dominated by invasive and non-native species with 

very little habitat for federal or state special status species; only 0.02 acres of native vegetation 

(coastal brackish marsh) would be permanently displaced.  Temporary and permanent impacts 

to native marsh and riparian habitats (see Table 4-1) would be mitigated by habitat restoration 

(see Section 4.13.1.2). 

None of the federal and/or state special status plant species listed in Table 3-2 were observed 

in botanically-timed field surveys and are not expected to occur within the project area.  The 

Proposed Action would not affect special status plant species.   

Four sensitive bird species have potential to occur on the Airport last listed in Table 3-2: 

burrowing owl, yellow warbler, white-tailed kite, and California black rail.  There is potential 

wintering habitat for burrowing owl, though they were not observed during surveys and are 

unlikely to occur.  There is moderate potential for white-tailed kite to occur, though they were 

not observed during surveys.  The project site has no potential to support nesting white-tailed 

kite due to the lack of suitably large trees.  However, suitable foraging habitat in the grassland 

and coastal brackish marsh is present.  There is potential nesting habitat for California black rail, 

though it was not observed and is unlikely to occur.  This species nests in brackish marshes, but 

the coastal brackish marsh habitat on the Airport is highly disturbed and is largely unsuitable.  

Yellow warbler was observed on site during surveys.  This species nests in riparian plant 

associations, including willows, cottonwoods, etc., though the riparian habitat on the Airport is 

not favorable for yellow warbler.  Temporary and permanent impacts may occur in grassland, 

marsh and riparian habitats that could support nesting birds.  Direct impacts to special status 

birds would be avoided by implementing avoidance and minimization measures.  Less than an 

acre of habitat would be permanently affected by the Proposed Action, but due to the acres of 

similar habitat elsewhere on the Airport and in the surrounding landscape, this loss of habitat 

would not significantly affect special status birds.   

There is potential foraging habitat for two sensitive bumblebee species in the grassland and 

ruderal habitats in the Study Area.  The Proposed Action would reduce available foraging habitat 

for bumblebees by less than an acre and impacts would not significantly adversely affect either 

species.  The Proposed Action would not significantly affect sensitive bumblebee species. 
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American badger has low potential to occur on the Airport, since the grassland habitat is of low 

quality due to lack of prey and the presence of a perimeter fence.  Potential impacts to badgers 

would be avoided by implementing avoidance and mitigation measures.  

The determination of effects to the federally-listed California red-legged frog was made in 

consultation with the USFWS. A BA was prepared (see Appendix E) for submittal to the USFWS 

that documents that the California red-legged frog was not present during the field surveys and 

that no suitable aquatic habitat is present at the Airport.  The closest reported occurrence of 

California red-legged frog to the Airport is approximately 0.2 miles southeast of the Airport in 

Arroyo Grande Creek, approximately 0.3 miles upstream from the creek mouth.  California red-

legged frogs are unlikely to occur within the project area or on the Airport due to the lack of 

aquatic habitat present and the road crossings between the Airport and Arroyo Grande Creek.  

Further, the use of avoidance and minimization measures, as identified below would prevent 

direct and indirect effects to California red-legged frog.  Therefore, the BA determined that no 

direct or indirect effects are anticipated and the Proposed Action is not likely to adversely affect 

California red-legged frog.  The BA has been submitted to the USFWS for concurrence with this 

determination in accordance with the Endangered Species Act, Section 7.   

Collectively, construction impacts would not represent a significant impact as defined by the 

criteria described in Section 4.2.1 because construction activity would not: result in substantial 

degradation of native species habitats; adversely affect critical habitat for any listed species; or 

cause adverse impacts to special status species or their habitats .  Construction would 

temporarily affect less than one acre of wetlands that do not represent critical habitat for listed 

species, and permanently affect only 0.02 acres.  As similar wetland habitats are abundant in the 

vicinity of the Airport, these impacts would not result in significant loss of habitat for sensitive 

species.  Ground disturbance could also increase sediment loads in receiving waters that could, 

in turn, temporarily affect biological communities dependent on surface water resources.  As 

discussed in Section 4.13, the use of BMPs to minimize water quality impacts would reduce 

potential water quality impacts of the project on biotic resources to a not significant level.   

Physical Development and Operational Impacts  

Aircraft and vehicular operational conditions would not differ from those of the No Action 

Alternative.  As noted above, the small increase in impervious surface and associated runoff 

would be accommodated by the Airport’s existing drainage system and are not significant, while 

operation of the proposed pollution control facility (wash rack) would enhance water quality in 

the Oceano Lagoon.  Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in 

significant environmental impacts from the physical implementation of the Proposed Action or 

the operational impacts of the Proposed Action.   

Implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in a significant impact as defined by 

the criteria described in Section 4.2.1.  Loss of 0.75 acres of habitat would not result in a 

significant impact to federally threatened or endangered species, or adverse modification to 
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federally designated critical habitat because the Proposed Action would permanently convert 

only 0.02 acres of native vegetation (see Table 4-1) and there is ample similar habitat in the 

surrounding area.  In addition, the Proposed Action would not adversely affect critical habitat for 

any listed species.  For these reasons, implementation of the Proposed Action would not 

adversely affect special status species or their habitats and not result in a significant impact on 

listed species.   

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts  

The Proposed Action would not contribute to potentially significant cumulative impacts when 

compared with the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions identified in 

Section 3.14.  To contribute to potentially significant cumulative impacts to biological resources 

when considered in combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, the Proposed Action would need to have a lasting impact to biological resources to 

such a degree that the combined effects would exceed a threshold of significance.  The 

thresholds of significance described in Section 4.2.1 are based potential for a project to:  (1) 

induce a long-term permanent loss of species; (2) adversely affect special status species; (3) 

cause a substantial loss, reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native species’ 

habitats; or (4) adversely affect a species population maintenance.  The following summary 

describes the effects of the Proposed Action with respect to these criteria.  Section 4.14 for 

additional information.   

• Induce a long-term or permanent loss of unlisted plant or wildlife species.  

According to the FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference, this criterion relates to the 

possibility that implementation of the Proposed Action would lead to extirpation of the 

species from a large project area such as a new commercial service airport.  In contrast, 

the Proposed Action would permanently eliminate only 0.02 acres of wetlands, and 0.63 

acres of non-native highly disturbed vegetation.  To result in a significant impact, the 

effects of the Proposed Action and those of another past, present, or reasonably 

foreseeable future action would have to lead to the extirpation of a species in an area 

comparable to a commercial service airport.  In that case, the impacts of the other 

project or projects would be many orders of magnitude greater than those of the 

Proposed Action the effects of Proposed Action would be negligible.  In addition, the 

coastal brackish marsh habitat that would be lost as a result of the Proposed Action is 

common in the Airport environs.  The loss of this area would have no effect on the 

survival of any species associated with these habitats and would not contribute to the 

cumulative loss of any plant or wildlife species.  

• Adverse impacts to special status species.  According to the FAA Order 1050.1F Desk 

Reference, this criterion relates to the possibility that implementation of the Proposed 

Action would adversely affect state species of concern, species proposed for listing, 

migratory birds, and bald and golden eagles or their habitats.  As noted above, the 

Proposed Action would not adversely affect critical habitat for any federal or state listed 

species.  The permanent loss of 0.02 acres of native vegetation 0.63 acres of non-native 
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highly disturbed vegetation would have no effect on the survival of any special status 

species, especially given the availability of such habitats in surrounding areas.  In the 

absence of a measurable impacts to special status species, implementation of the 

Proposed Action would not contribute to potentially significant adverse impacts to 

special status species.   

• Substantial loss, reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native 

species’ habitats or their populations.  As noted above, the Proposed Action would 

permanently eliminate only 0.02 acres of native vegetation and 0.63 acres of non-native 

highly disturbed vegetation and would not otherwise divide or fragment native species’ 

habitats.  As noted above, the types of natural vegetation affected by the Proposed 

Action are common in the Airport environs.  To result in a substantial cumulative loss, 

reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native species’ habitats or their 

populations, the impacts of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future action 

would have to be many orders of magnitude greater than those of the Proposed Action.  

The contributions of Proposed Action would be negligible in such cases.  

• Adverse impacts on a species’ survival.  According to the FAA Order 1050.1F Desk 

Reference, this criterion relates to the possibility that implementation of the Proposed 

Action would adversely affect natural mortality rates, non-natural mortality, or ability to 

sustain the minimum population levels required for population maintenance.  

Implementation of the Proposed Action would not affect mortality rates for any species 

and would not contribute to potentially significant cumulative impacts.  

Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for the Proposed Action  

Although the Proposed Action would not result in significant impacts to biological resources, 

San Luis Obispo County proposes to implement the avoidance and minimization measures 

described below to further reduce potential impacts to biological resources.  See 

Section 4.13.1.2 for mitigation, avoidance, and minimization measures that address wetland 

and riparian habitat. 

Nesting Birds.  If work occurs between March 15 and August 15, within one week of the ground 

disturbance activities, nesting bird surveys shall be conducted.  If nesting birds are located, no 

construction activities shall occur within 100 feet of nests until chicks are fledged.  A pre-

construction survey report shall be submitted to the lead agency immediately upon completion 

of the survey.  The report shall detail appropriate fencing or flagging of the buffer zone and 

make recommendations on additional monitoring requirements.  A map of the Proposed Action 

site and nest locations shall be included with the report.  The biologist conducting the nesting 

survey shall have the authority to reduce or increase the recommended buffer depending upon 

site conditions. 

If specials status bird species are identified during the surveys, occupied nests shall be mapped 

using GPS or survey equipment.  Work shall not be allowed within a 100-foot buffer (for non-

raptors) or 300-foot buffer (for raptors) while the nest is in use.  The buffer zone shall be 
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delineated on the ground with orange construction fencing where it overlaps work areas.  The 

certified biologist conducting the nesting survey shall have the authority to reduce or increase 

the recommended buffer depending upon site conditions. 

Occupied nests of special status bird species that are within 100 feet (for non-raptors) or 300 

feet (for raptors) of work areas shall be monitored at least every two weeks through the nesting 

season to document nest success and check for compliance with buffer zones. Once nests are 

deemed inactive and/or chicks have fledged and are no longer dependent on the nest, work 

may commence in these areas. 

American Badgers.  A pre-construction survey shall be conducted within thirty days of 

beginning work on the site to identify if badgers are using the site.  The results of the survey 

shall be sent to the Airport’s representative.  If the pre-construction survey finds potential 

badger dens, they shall be inspected to determine whether they are occupied.  The survey shall 

cover the entire property and shall examine both old and new dens.  If potential badger dens 

are too long to completely inspect from the entrance, a fiber optic scope shall be used to 

examine the den to the end.  Inactive dens may be excavated by hand with a shovel to prevent 

re-use of dens during construction.  If badgers are found in dens on the property between 

February and July, nursing young may be present.  To avoid disturbance and the possibility of 

direct take of adults and nursing young, and to prevent badgers from becoming trapped in 

burrows during construction activity, no grading shall occur within 100 feet of active badger 

dens between February and July.  Between July 1st and February 1st all potential badger dens 

shall be inspected to determine if badgers are present.  During the winter badgers do not truly 

hibernate but are inactive and asleep in their dens for several days at a time.  Because they can 

be torpid during the winter, they are vulnerable to disturbances that may collapse their dens 

before they rouse and emerge.  Therefore, surveys shall be conducted for badger dens 

throughout the year.  If badger dens are found on the property during the pre-construction 

survey, the CDFW wildlife biologist for the area shall be contacted to review current allowable 

management practices. 

California red-legged frog.  Biologists will brief all project personnel prior to participating in 

construction activities.  At a minimum, the briefing will include a description of the project 

components and techniques, a description of the listed species occurring in the project area, 

and the general and specific measures and restrictions to protect the species during 

implementation of the project. 

Prior to start of construction activities, exclusionary silt fencing shall be installed to adequately 

exclude California red-legged frog from the project area during active construction.  These 

fences may be opened during periods of no-construction (e.g., on weekends) to prevent 

entrapment of California red-legged frog. 

USFWS-approved biological monitor(s) shall be present on site during all construction activities 

occurring in potential CRLF habitat (marsh, riparian, or annual grassland habitat; see Figure 3-4).  
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Prior to the start of construction activities in potential CRLF habitat each day, biologist(s) will 

survey the work sites for CRLF, look under parked vehicles and heavy equipment frequently 

(especially every morning before work starts).  California red-legged frogs captured during 

surveys or construction activities will be relocated to the nearest suitable habitat outside of the 

project area. 

4.3 CLIMATE 

As described in Section 3.3, GHG emissions such as carbon dioxide (CO2) and/or carbon dioxide 

equivalents (CO2e) trap heat in the earth’s atmosphere and contribute to climate change, which 

is a global phenomenon.   

4.3.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F has not identified any significance thresholds for aviation GHG emissions 

associated with Climate change, and there are currently no accepted methods of determining 

significance applicable to aviation projects given the small percentage of emissions they 

contribute.  Therefore, information in this section is provided for disclosure purposes only. 

4.3.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

As described in Section 2.2.2, the Proposed Action would not differ from the No Action 

Alternative with respect to aircraft or vehicular operations and would not differ with respect to 

fuel consumption.  Potential differences would be due solely to construction activity.  

4.3.2.1 No Action Alternative  

The FAA TAF projects aircraft activity levels to remain relatively stable through 2035, while the 

Master Plan forecast shows modest growth through 2025 (see Appendix B).  Aviation emissions 

of GHGs would not change markedly over time. Surface traffic emissions would likely decrease 

slightly as vehicle fuel efficiency standards become increasingly stringent.   

4.3.2.2 Proposed Action 

Aviation and surface transportation GHG emissions would be the same as under the No Action 

Alternative.  In the absence of any potential increase in aviation or related surface traffic activity, 

the only potential source of GHG emission would be related to construction activities.  

Construction activities would temporarily increase GHG emissions compared to the No Action 

Alternative.  The construction activity associated with the project elements would be of a 

relatively modest scale compared to other transportation and/or commercial development.   
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4.4 COASTAL RESOURCES 

As described in Section 3.4, Oceano Airport is located in the State of California Coastal Zone.  

San Luis Obispo County has Local Coastal Plan Policies, which were certified by the California 

Coastal Commission and adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors.  

4.4.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, has not established 

significance criteria for coastal resources.  FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4.1, identifies factors to 

consider in determining whether a Proposed Action would have a significant impact on coastal 

resources.  Coastal resources factors identified in Exhibit 4.1 that are relevant to this Proposed 

Action include whether the Proposed Action would have the potential to: 

• Be inconsistent with the relevant state coastal zone management plan(s).  

• Impact a coastal barrier resources system unit (and the degree to which the resource 

would be impacted).  

• Pose an impact to coral reef ecosystems (and the degree to which the ecosystem would 

be affected).  

• Cause an unacceptable risk to human safety or property.  

• Cause adverse impacts to the coastal environment that cannot be satisfactorily 

mitigated. 

The San Luis Obispo CZLUO adopted by the County Board of Supervisors list the Airport as a 

permissible use, which includes “appurtenant areas used for airport buildings, aircraft operations 

and related facilities23.”  All of the elements of the Proposed Action are consistent with this 

definition.   

Development in the coastal zone requires a CDP from the California Coastal Commission (the 

Coastal Commission).  The Coastal Commission is responsible for reviewing the consistency of 

CDP applications with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (Public Resources Code 

Sections 30200-30265.5).37.  The Coastal Commission has indicated that it retains jurisdiction of 

the area in which the Proposed Action would be developed.  The CDP requires final design 

information that is not available at the current planning stage of project formulation.  The CDP 

also requires completion of California Environmental Quality Act documentation, which is not 

currently available.  The County will apply for the CDP when designs have developed to the 

point necessary to support the permitting process.  

The Coastal Commission has identified situations in which sea level rise should be considered in 

the project analysis.  According to the Coastal Commission, sea level rise should be considered if 

the project site is in or adjacent to an identified floodplain, or is close to a beach, estuary, 

 
23 Framework for Planning Coastal Zone; first adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors March 1, 1988; 

Program Certified by the California Coastal Commission February 25, 1988; Revised November 2011 
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lagoon, or wetland24.  The Airport meets these criteria and the following evaluation therefore 

considers the effects of sea level rise in assessing consistency with San Luis Obispo Coastal Plan 

Policies.  The Coastal Commission has established the following steps in assessing the risks of 

sea level rise in the CDP process.   

1. Establish the projected sea level rise range.  

2. Determine how sea level rise impacts may constrain the project site.  

3. Determine how the project may impact coastal resources over time, considering sea level 

rise.  

4. Identify project alternatives to both avoid resource impacts and minimize risks to the 

project.  

5. Finalize project design and submit permit application. 

4.4.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

Aircraft and surface vehicle activity would be the same for either alternative.  The No Action and 

Proposed Action alternatives would differ only in that the Proposed Action would slightly 

increase the amount of impervious surface and would involve temporary construction activity.  

This Coastal resources analyses addresses the following factors.  

1. Consistency with San Luis Obispo County Coastal Plan Policies and the corresponding 

CZLUO.  

2. Risks to human safety or property.  

3. Adverse impacts to the coastal environment that cannot be satisfactorily mitigated.  

4.4.2.1 No Action Alternative  

The Airport is a permitted use in the San Luis Obispo County Local Coastal Program.25  Under 

the No Action Alternative, the Airport would continue to function as a permissible use, and the 

Airport’s influence on coastal resources and exposure to risks from sea level rise would remain 

unchanged.   

4.4.2.2 Proposed Action 

As with the No Action Alternative, implementation of the elements of the Proposed Action 

would continue to be consistent with the San Luis Obispo County Coastal Plan Policies, and the 

corresponding CZLUO, and would comply with CDP requirements as described below.   

 
24  California Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, Chapter 6. Adopted August 12, 2015.  
25  Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance, Title 23 of the San Luis Obispo County Code; adopted by the San Luis Obispo County 

Board of Supervisors March 1, 1988; Program Certified by the California Coastal Commission October 7, 1986; Revised 
December 2014.  
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Consistency with the Relevant State Coastal Zone Management Plan  

The San Luis Obispo CZLUO adopted by the County Board of Supervisors specifically identifies 

the Airport and “appurtenant areas used for airport buildings, aircraft operations and related 

facilities” as a permitted use.  All of the elements of the Proposed Action are consistent with this 

definition.  As described above, the Coastal Commission has established a five-step process for 

assessing the risks of sea level rise in the Coastal Zone.  The following paragraphs assess the 

Proposed Action in accordance with that policy guidance.  

• Projected Sea Level Rise.  The Coastal Commission has defined projected sea level rise 

scenarios for consideration in the CDP process.  The expected useful life of the proposed 

improvements is 20 years, or about the year 2040.  For the year 2030, the Coastal 

Commission projects sea level rise to be from 2 to 12 inches.  For the year 2050, the 

Coastal Commission projects sea level rise to be 5 to 24 inches26.  The current base flood 

elevation for most of the Airport site is 14 feet (see Figure 3-14).  Rising sea levels would 

likely increase the base flood elevation and increase the severity of storm surge or 

estuarine flooding as the levels of receiving waters rise.  

• Analysis of Site Constraints.  The lowest point of the runway and taxiway system is at 

northwest end of Runway 11/29, which is 12 feet above MSL27.  If sea levels were to rise 

by as much as 24 inches, the Airport would remain 10 feet above sea level and the 

Airport’s primary access roads would also remain above sea level.  Under this sea level 

rise scenario, the severity of flood events would likely increase.  In its CDP application for 

redundancy improvements at the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District 

Waste Water Treatment Plant (located immediately adjacent to the Airport) the 

Sanitation District identified a major flood event in 2010 as the benchmark for estimating 

increasing flooding risks with sea level rise.28  The County estimated the maximum water 

level in that event to be 12.3 feet MSL.  Assuming a sea level rise of 24 inches, a similar 

event might result in maximum water levels of 14.3 feet MSL.  In such an event, flood 

waters would temporarily cover most of the Airport, which would be closed until it could 

be brought back into safe operating conditions.  Aircraft would divert to other regional 

airports, and aircraft owners would remove aircraft to other airports, if possible, for the 

duration of the Airport closure.   

• Impact to Coastal Resources Considering Sea Level Rise.  The physical development 

associated with the Proposed Action would not materially affect the Airport’s influence 

on coastal resources compared to the No Action Alternative.  The additional impervious 

surface would have no measurable effect on coastal floodplain levels.   

• Consideration of Alternatives to Avoid Resource Impacts and Minimize Risks.  As 

described in Section 2.1, most of the improvements incorporated in the Proposed 

 
26  California Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, Chapter 2. Adopted August 12, 2015.   
27  Airport Layout Plan for Oceano County Airport, sheet 3 of 7, RS&H, May 2015.  

28  California Coastal Commission, Coastal Development Permit Application 3-16-0233, South San Luis Obispo County 

Sanitation District, Revised Findings, May 10, 2017.  
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Action are fixed by function, meaning that they must be placed in specific locations 

relative to the existing airfield components.  The locations of two project elements, the 

pollution control facility and the replacement electrical vault, could be altered if 

necessary, to avoid impacts; however, both facilities would remain above sea level under 

the projected seal level rise scenario.  Under extreme flooding conditions, all potential 

locations for either facility would be subject to flooding; therefore, no feasible 

alternatives that would reduce or eliminate impacts exist.  

• Finalize Project Design.  A CDP will be required prior to construction.  At this time, the 

County does not have the design information needed to support the CDP application.  

The County will further refine the conceptual designs for the proposed improvements 

shown in Appendix A to support the CDP application to the Coastal Commission.   

Impacts to a Coastal Barrier Resources System Unit  

There are no coastal barriers in the State of California.   

Impacts to Coral Reef Ecosystems  

There are no coral reefs in the State of California.  

Risks to Human Safety or Property 

The proposed runway and taxiway widening would not increase the number of people on the 

airport and would not increase the potential for property damage.  As noted above, flood waters 

could temporarily cover most of the Airport in storm events.  In such cases, the Airport would be 

closed until it could be brought back into safe operating conditions.  Aircraft would likely be 

flown to other airports for the duration of the event.   

Other Potential Impacts to Coastal Environmental Resources 

The FAA Order 1050.1F Environmental Desk Reference identifies the following potential impacts 

to coastal environmental resources: loss of a natural flood control area; increased runoff, which 

could affect water quality in nearby coastal waters; increase in facility lighting due to a proposed 

project that could affect wildlife such nesting on nearby shorelines.  

• Loss of Natural Flood Control Area.  As described in Section 4.13.2.2, the entire 

Airport is located in the 100-year floodplain associated with the Pacific Ocean.  

Implementation of the Proposed Action will not increase the extent of the Airport that is 

in the 100-year floodplain.   

• Increased Run-off. As described in Section 4.13.2.2, the Proposed Action would 

increase the impervious surface and associated runoff by 6.6 percent.  Given the extent 

of the floodplain, the addition of impervious surfaces would have no effect on base flood 

elevations.  Stormwater runoff would still comply with the Airport’s NPDES permit.  In 

addition, the proposed pollution control facility would reduce the amount contaminants 
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such as detergents and petroleum products in the Airport’s outfalls and receiving waters 

compared to the No Action Alternative.   

• Increased Lighting.  As described in Section 4.12.2.2, the Proposed Action would 

include replacement of the runway lighting and replacement and additional taxiway 

lighting and the expansion of paved area associated with the runway and taxiways.  To 

avoid affecting pilots’ night vision, airfield lighting is low intensity.  The proposed 

lighting improvements would not be visible from the shoreline and would not affect 

coastal resources.   

Construction Impacts  

Construction activity would not involve risks to human safety, or adversely affect the coastal 

environment.  Construction impacts would be limited in scope and duration and occur in areas 

which local coastal plans have identified for airport use.  Potential environmental impacts to the 

coastal environment are described under the various environmental resource categories in this 

EA.  No construction impacts would be significant.  Less than significant impacts can be further 

avoided or minimized by implementation of avoidance and minimization measures and BMPs.  

Given the small area and contained construction area, implementation of these practices would 

avoid off-Airport environmental impacts.  Construction activity would not occur during storm 

surge conditions and would not expose workers or others to safety risks.   

Physical Development and Operational Impacts  

The Proposed Action would not differ from the No Action Alternative with respect to aircraft or 

surface vehicle activity and would therefore have no operational impacts to coastal resources.  

The elements of the Proposed Action would not increase the number of people on the airport 

and would not increase the potential for property damage.  The 6.6 percent increase in 

impervious surface and associated increase in stormwater runoff would be accommodated by 

the Airport’s existing drainage system, which would continue to comply with the Airport’s 

NPDES permit.  The proposed pollution control facility would reduce the amount contaminants 

such as detergents and petroleum products in the Airport’s outfalls and receiving waters 

compared to the No Action Alternative.  

Implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in a significant environmental impact.  

The Proposed Action would be consistent with Local Coastal Plans for the airport, would not, 

involve risks to human safety, and would not adversely affect coastal resources.    

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts  

As described above, the Proposed Action would have to be consistent with Local Coastal Plans, 

would have no effect on human safety or property, and would not have adversely affect coastal 

resources.  The Proposed Action would not contribute to cumulative impacts on coastal 

resources.   
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Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for the Proposed Action 

As the impacts of the Proposed Action are not significant for Coastal Resources, no mitigation 

measures are required to reduce impacts to a not significant level.  However, implementation of 

the mitigation, minimization and avoidance measures identified throughout this EA will further 

mitigate, avoid, and minimize impacts on coastal resources.    

4.5 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT SECTION 4(F)  

This section describes the significance thresholds and methodologies used to determine effects 

the Proposed Action would have on Section 4(f) resources compared to the No Action 

Alternative.  As stated in Section 3.5.1, no park land obtained using the Land and Water 

Conservation Fund would be converted to non-recreational use as a result of any of the 

alternatives proposed in this EA; therefore, Section 6(f) lands are not discussed in this section.  

4.5.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F provides guidance specific to airport projects to determine if physical or 

constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource would occur.  The study areas were reviewed for any 

publicly owned park, recreational area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site.  An analysis 

to determine if any components of the Proposed Action would have a physical or constructive 

use of Section 4(f) resources was conducted.   

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, describes the FAA’s significance threshold for Section 4(f).  The 

exhibit defines a significant impact as an action that “…involves more than a minimal physical 

use of a Section 4(f) resource or constitutes a ‘constructive use’ based on an FAA determination 

that the aviation project would substantially impair the Section 4(f) resource.” 

• Physical use: the action physically occupies and directly uses the Section 4(f) resource. 

The action’s occupancy or direct control (via purchase) causes a change in the use of the 

Section 4(f) resource. 

• Constructive use: the action indirectly uses a Section 4(f) resource by substantially 

impairing the resource’s intended use, feature, or attributes. 

4.5.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

In this context, the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives would differ only with respect to 

temporary construction impacts and paving of about 0.72 acres of undeveloped land along the 

edges of the runways and taxiways.  

4.5.2.1 No Action Alternative  

Under No Action Alternative, the Airport would continue to operate as at present.  The Airport’s 

physical characteristics would not differ from existing conditions.  According to the FAA TAF, 

aircraft activity levels will remain relatively stable through 2035, while the Master Plan forecast 
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shows modest growth through 2025 (see Appendix B).  Noise associated with Airport 

operations would remain essentially unchanged from existing conditions.   

4.5.2.2 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would differ from the No Action Alternative in that the paved area 

associated with the runway and taxiways would increase slightly.  Implementation of the 

Proposed Action including the widening of Runway 11-29, Taxiways A, A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4, 

relocation of the segmented circle and wind cone, and installation of hold position signage, 

would have no effects on the nearby recreational areas identified in Section 3.5, nor on the 

historic properties, cultural resources, or other cultural resources identified in Section 3.7.  

The cultural resources survey described in Section 3.7 found no historic buildings on 

archaeological sites on Airport property that are on or eligible for listing on the NRHP.  The 

nearest historic structure to the Airport listed in the NRHP is the Arroyo Grande Independent 

Order of Odd Fellows Hall, approximately 2 ¾ miles northeast of the project site.  As described 

in further detail below the Proposed Action would not physically affect any Section 4(f) resource 

and would not substantially impair the use of any Section 4(f) resource.     

Construction Impacts 

All of the improvements included in the Proposed Action would be built on Airport property.  

Any construction staging areas or material laydown/storage areas would also be on Airport 

property.  One non-historic building, an existing 840-square-foot building used as an office, 

would be demolished.  No archaeological resources on or eligible for the NRHP are known on 

Airport property, so none would be affected by ground disturbing activities.  Construction 

activity would not involve direct or indirect impacts to Section 4(f) resources.  

Physical Development and Operational Impacts  

The Proposed Action would not differ from the No Action Alternative with respect to aircraft or 

surface vehicle activity and would therefore have no operational impacts to off-Airport Section 

4(f) resources.  The Proposed Action would not alter the visual character of the Airport.  

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts  

As the Proposed Action does not involve any physical use or constructive use of Section 4(f) 

resources, the Proposed Action would not contribute to potentially significant cumulative 

physical or constructive use of Section 4(f) or 6(f) resources when considered in combination 

with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions.   

Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for the Proposed Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would have no adverse effects to Section 4(f) resources 

and no mitigation is proposed.  While not required to reduce impacts to a not significant level, 
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construction BMPs including minimizing engine idling when equipment is not in use and control 

of fugitive dust would reduce noise and air emissions to nearby recreational facilities during 

construction.  

4.6 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SOLID WASTE, AND POLLUTION PREVENTION  

This section evaluates whether implementation of the Proposed Action or No Action Alternative 

will result in significant environmental impacts regarding hazardous materials and hazardous 

wastes, solid wastes, or pollution prevention efforts.   

4.6.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F does not provide a significance threshold for hazardous materials, solid 

waste, and pollution prevention; however, it does identify the following factors to consider in 

evaluating the context and intensity of potential environmental impacts that could result in a 

significant environmental impact.  

• Violation of applicable federal, state, or local laws or regulations regarding hazardous 

materials and/or solid waste management.  

• Involvement of a contaminated site (including but not limited to a site listed on the 

National Priorities List).  

• Production of an appreciably different quantity or type of hazardous waste.  

• Generation of an appreciably different quantity or type of solid waste or use a different 

method of collection or disposal and/or would exceed local capacity. or 

• Adversely affect human health and the environment. 

4.6.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

The No Action and Proposed Action alternatives would differ with respect to temporary 

construction impacts and slightly increased pavement areas which will need to be maintained 

under the Proposed Action, as described below.  

4.6.2.1 No Action Alternative  

Under No Action Alternative, the Airport would continue to operate as at present and no 

additional hazardous materials or solid waste would be generated at the Airport.  The Airport’s 

activity levels would not differ substantially from current levels and the ongoing storage, use, 

and disposal of hazardous materials such as petroleum products would continue to be subject 

to existing San Luis Obispo County Airport Department policies.  The Airport would continue to 

generate solid waste at the same rates as at present.   

4.6.2.2 Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, Airport activity levels would not differ from those of the No Action.  

The Proposed Action would differ from the No Action Alternative with respect to construction 
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activity and a slight increase in amount of airfield pavement that will need to be maintained in 

the future.   

Construction Impacts 

The proposed project site does not contain any known sources hazardous materials29 and there 

are no indications that the project site could potentially contain previously undiscovered 

hazardous materials or hazardous wastes.  Construction of the Proposed Action would require 

temporary storage and use of hazardous materials such as diesel fuels and oils that are 

necessary to operate construction equipment.  Use of BMPs during construction will minimize 

the potential for hazardous materials to cause soil or water contamination.  Oils, solvents, and 

paints used for construction would be consumed, stored, and recycled in accordance with local, 

State, and Federal laws.  Therefore, the Proposed Action will not result in a significant impact on 

the environmental from exposure, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or hazardous wastes. 

Physical Development and Operational Impacts  

Operation of the Proposed Action and the associated types of uses of hazardous materials such 

as petroleum products would not differ from the types of usage under the No Action 

Alternative.  Implementation of the Proposed Action would increase the amount of impervious 

surface on the Airport by about 6.6 percent, which could increase the amount of hazardous 

materials used for pavement maintenance, such as petroleum products, by a corresponding 

amount.  The storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials would continue to be subject to 

existing federal, state, and local regulations including San Luis Obispo County Airport 

Department policies.  

Hazardous materials use and solid waste generation associated with operation of the Proposed 

Action would not differ from the waste generation under the No Action Alternative with the 

exception of a slight increase in materials used for pavement maintenance.  Based on the 

increase in paved areas under the Proposed Action, the amount of increase would be 

approximately 6%-7% annually.  This is not a significant increase in the amount of hazardous 

materials use or solid waste generation and is not a significant environmental impact. 

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts  

implementation of the Proposed Action would have result in limited changes in the use of 

hazardous materials, generation of hazardous wastes, and generation of solid waste.  Therefore, 

there would not be a significant cumulative impact on the environmental resulting from the use 

of hazardous materials, generation of hazardous wastes, disposal of solid waste, or obstacles to 

pollution prevention associated with these actions.  Cumulative impacts considered in 

 
29 EPA NEPAssist website, November 19, 2018.  
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combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions are discussed 

further in Section 4.14.   

Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures 

Implementation of the Proposed Action is not expected to encounter hazardous materials.  

While no mitigation is necessary to reduce impacts to a not significant level, implementation of 

the following construction BMPs will further avoid and minimize potential environmental 

impacts associated with hazardous materials and wastes, solid wastes, and pollution prevention.: 

• storage of construction materials only in accordance with federal state, and local 

regulations 

• Limiting vehicle fueling on impervious surfaces to contain any fuel spills for easier 

cleanup; 

• Implementing the requirements of the, and implementing the provisions of, a NPDES 

Construction General Permit to minimize the potential for the use, storage, or disposal of 

hazardous materials, hazardous waste, or solid waste as discussed further in 

Section 4.13.2.2.   

4.7 HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL 

RESOURCES  

This section describes the significance thresholds pertaining to historical, architectural, 

archeological, and cultural resources.  This section also describes methodologies used to 

determine the potential effects the Proposed Action would have on those resources compared 

to the No Action Alternative.   

4.7.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

Historic, archeological, and cultural resources include districts, sites, buildings, structures, 

objects, landscapes, and Native American Traditional Cultural Properties that are on or eligible 

for listing on the NRHP.  Such “NRHP properties” are locally, regionally, or nationally important 

due to their significant and respective roles in American history, prehistory, architecture, 

archeology, engineering, and culture.  Regulations at 36 CFR Part 800 et seq. provide detailed 

instructions to federal agencies on how to assess and address effects on those historically 

significant properties.  

To evaluate historic, architectural, archeological, and cultural resources within the project area, a 

cultural resources records review was conducted in December 2018 (see Appendix F).  This 

review investigated the following two databases.  

1. The Central California Information Center for cultural resources in the project area and 

previous studies and literature relevant to the project area.  
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2. The Sacred Lands File at the Native American Heritage Commission for known Native 

American tribal cultural resources at or near the proposed project area. 

FAA Order 1050.1F does not provide a significance threshold for historical, architectural, 

archeological, and cultural resources; however, it does identify a factor to consider in evaluating 

the potential environmental impacts.  Proposed actions (undertakings) that would result in a 

finding of adverse effect through the process outlined in Section 106 of the NHPA should be 

evaluated for potential significant impacts under NEPA.   

4.7.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

In this context, the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives would differ only with respect to 

temporary construction impacts and paving of about 0.72 acres of undeveloped land associated 

with the widening of the runway and taxiways, the relocation of the segmented circle and wind 

cone, the installation of the hold position signage, the demolition of the office / house that 

includes the electrical vault, the construction of a new electrical vault, and the installation of a 

pollution control facility (wash rack).  

4.7.2.1 No Action Alternative  

Under No Action Alternative, the Airport would continue to operate as at present and no 

additional development would occur.  The Airport’s physical and operational characteristics 

would not differ from existing conditions.   

4.7.2.2 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would differ from the No Action Alternative in that the paved area 

associated with the runway and taxiways would increase by 0.72 acres, or 6.6 percent.  

Implementation of the Proposed Action would have no effect on aircraft operations or activity 

levels compared to the No Action Alternative.  The implementation of the Proposed Action 

would not affect historic properties or known cultural resources.  The cultural resources survey 

described in Section 3.7.2 concluded that the construction of the Proposed Action was unlikely 

to affect potentially significant archaeological resources.  As noted in Section 3.7.1, the nearest 

historic structure listed in the NRHP is the Arroyo Grande Independent Order of Odd Fellows 

Hall, approximately 2 ¾ miles northeast of the project site.  No structures on the Airport are 

listed in the NRHP; thus, the demolition of the office / house that includes the electric vault 

would have no effect on historic resources.   

Construction Impacts 

The records review described in Section 3.7 did not identify any archaeological resources on or 

eligible for the NRHP in the areas directly affected by the proposed new pavement, Runway 11-

29 widening, Taxiways A, A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4 widening, segmented circle and wind cone 

relocation, hold position signage installation, and the relocated electrical vault.  In addition, due 

to the past disturbances associated with the original construction of the airport, it is unlikely that 
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archaeological resources with sufficient remaining integrity to be listed on the NRHP are present 

on the Airport.  The FAA has determined that a Section 106 finding of No Historic Properties 

Affected is applicable for the Proposed Undertaking pursuant to 36 CFR Section 800.4(d)(1) 

and has requested concurrence with that determination from the California State Historic 

Preservation Officer (SHPO) (see Appendix F).   

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts  

As implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in any environmental impacts to 

historic properties as a result of the construction of the Proposed Action it would not contribute 

to cumulative impacts to historic resources.  See Section 4.14 for additional information.   

Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization  

While implementation of the Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on historic 

resources on or eligible for the NRHP, if unanticipated historic resources are encountered during 

construction of the project, the Airport would follow 36 CFR § 800.13 Post-review discoveries, and 

coordinate with the FAA, the SHPO, any Indian tribe that might attach religious or cultural 

significance to such resources.  Any such resources found would be evaluated for their eligibility 

for the NRHP, and proposed actions identified to the SHPO and any tribe affected in accordance 

with 36 CFR § 800.13 (b) (3) to address potential adverse effects to such resources. In addition, 

all ground disturbing activities would be monitored by a cultural resource specialist from the 

Salinan Tribe.   

4.8 LAND USE  

This section evaluates whether implementation of the Proposed Action or No Action Alternative 

will result in significant environmental impacts regarding Land Use.   

4.8.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F does not provide a significance threshold for significant environmental Land 

Use impacts, nor does it identify specific independent factors to consider for a determination of 

what is a significant impact to Land Use.  The determination that significant impacts exist in the 

land use impact category is normally dependent on the significance of other impact categories.  

If the proposal would result in other impacts that have land use ramifications, for example, 

disruption of communities, relocation, and induced socioeconomic impacts, the impacts on land 

use are analyzed for that resource category and cross-referenced.   

4.8.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

As described in Section 3.8, the San Luis Bay Area Plan – Coastal designates the airport as 

Public Facilities.  This designation is consistent with the function of the Airport.  The Proposed 

Action would not involve off-Airport development or affect Airport activity compared to the No 

Action Alternative.   The Proposed Action would therefore have no effect on off-Airport land use, 
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and the Airport would continue to be consistent with the San Luis Bay Area Plan.  Therefore, no 

significant impact on land use would result from implementation of the Proposed Action or No 

Action Alternative.   

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts  

As implementation of the No Action or Proposed Action alternative will not result in an 

environmental impact on land use, implementation of No Action or Proposed Action will also 

not contribute to a cumulative impact on land use.   

Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for the Proposed Action  

As the Proposed Action would not result in impacts on land use, no mitigation measures are 

required, and no mitigation, avoidance or minimization measures were identified.   

4.9 NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY  

This section evaluates whether implementation of the Proposed Action or No Action Alternative 

will result in significant environmental impacts regarding Natural Resources and Energy 

Supplies.   

4.9.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F does not provide a significance threshold for significant environmental 

impacts to Natural Resources or Energy Supplies.  FAA Order 1050.1F identifies that a Proposed 

Action could have the potential to have a significant impact on natural resources or energy 

supplies if it had the potential to cause a demand that exceeded the available supply of those 

resources.   

4.9.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

The No Action and Proposed Action alternatives would differ with respect to temporary use of 

equipment and materials needed for construction of the Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action 

would also slightly increase electrical demand to supply the runway and taxiway lighting, 

although these systems may be solar powered, which would reduce energy consumption.  

4.9.2.1 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the Airport would continue to operate as at present.  No 

construction materials would be used for new development and the Airport’s energy 

consumption would not change. 

4.9.2.2 Proposed Action 

As noted above, the Proposed Action would differ from the No Action Alternative by increasing 

demand for construction materials and fuel for construction vehicles.  Although the proposed 
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runway and taxiway lighting could slightly increase demand for electrical power, the installation 

of a new, more efficient electrical vault and possible use of solar power would reduce the 

amount of additional demand.  

Construction Impacts 

Construction of the major elements of the Proposed Action would require several months, which 

is typical of a relatively modest level of effort.  Construction activities would require materials 

and fuels commonly associated with construction activities.  These materials are not scarce and 

are readily available in the region.  Therefore, construction activity would not result in a 

significant impact by causing demand to exceed available or future supplies of these resources, 

which include aviation and surface vehicle fuel, construction material, and electrical power.  

Physical Development and Operational Impacts  

Airport activity levels and the associated demand for fuel and other consumables would be the 

same as under the No Action Alternative.  Although the proposed runway and taxiway edge 

lighting might increase the demand for electrical power, the use of reflectors and/or solar light 

emitting diode (LED) lights would reduce power consumption compared to conventional 

lighting.  Therefore, implementation of the new facilities under the Proposed Action would not 

result in a significant impact by causing demand to exceed available or future supplies of natural 

resources and energy supplies such as aviation and surface vehicle fuel, construction materials, 

and electrical power.  

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts  

The temporary increase in demand for fuel and construction materials would have no lasting 

effect on the supply of either.  The minimal increase in demand for electrical power would not 

meaningfully affect the regional supply.  These minimal effects would not contribute to 

significant cumulative impacts on natural resources or energy supply.   

Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for the Proposed Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would have minimal effects on the Airport’s 

consumption of natural resources and energy.  While no mitigation is warranted to reduce 

impacts to less than significant levels, use of reflectors and solar powered LED lighting would 

minimize energy consumption of the Proposed Action.  

4.10 NOISE AND NOISE-COMPATIBLE LAND USE 

As noted in Section 3.10, implementation of the Proposed Action would not lead to an increase 

in aircraft activity and would not alter flight patterns at the Airport.  The aircraft noise 

environment and the Airport would be the same for the Proposed Action and the No Action 
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Alternative.  The Proposed Action would differ from the No Action Alternative only with respect 

to construction noise, which would be temporary and localized.  

4.10.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1 defines a significant noise impact as an action that would 

increase noise by the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL), or in California, the Community 

Noise Equivalent Level, (CNEL), by 1.5 decibels (dB) or more for a noise sensitive area that is 

exposed to noise at or above the CNEL 65 dB noise exposure level , or that will be exposed at or 

above the CNEL 65 dB level due to a CNEL 1.5 dB or greater increase, when compared to the No 

Action Alternative for the same timeframe.   

The construction noise analysis applies estimates of noise levels for typical construction vehicles 

developed by the Federal Highway Administration30 and accounts for the attenuation of noise 

over distance.  The assumed attenuation does not reflect the effects of ground absorption or 

shielding and therefore likely overstates construction noise levels over the distance to nearby 

noise sensitive land uses.  

4.10.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

The potential for significant noise impacts under the No Action and Proposed Action 

alternatives are discussed below.   

4.10.2.1 No Action Alternative  

As the No Action Alternative does not change aircraft operations at the airport, there would be 

no change in aircraft noise under the No Action Alternative.  Also, as described in Section 3.10, 

no noise impact analysis of aircraft noise is required at airports that have a limited number of 

aircraft operation.  As there would be no construction under the No Action Alternative, no 

construction noise would occur.  Surface traffic noise levels would not increase under the No 

Action Alternative.   

4.10.2.2 Proposed Action 

The noise impacts of the Proposed Action compared to the No Action Alternative would be 

limited to construction impacts, as described below.  

Construction Impacts 

Typical construction vehicle noise levels range from 70 to 95 dB at a distance of 50 feet from 

construction vehicles.  Noise levels from point distances attenuate (decrease) by 6 dB per 

doubling distance, not including shielding effects of vegetation or structures.  Widening the 

runway and taxiways would involve the most intensive construction activity.  The closest 

 
30  U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Construction Noise Handbook, 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook09.cfm, accessed August 2017. 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook09.cfm


Chapter 4 – Environmental Consequences 

Oceano County Airport – Environmental Assessment  4-28 

residential area to a runway or taxiway consists of a small row of residential development along 

Lakeside and Honolulu Avenues at a distance of about 100 feet from Taxiway A and another row 

of housing along Fountain Avenue at a distance of about 135 feet from the runway (see 

Figure 4-2).  Maximum construction equipment noise levels at these homes would therefore be 

about 64 to 89 dB.  These noise levels would not be continuous during the construction period 

and would not occur during the evening and nighttime hours when noise is considered to be 

most intrusive.  The most extensive construction efforts, the taxiway and runway widening, 

would require two and three months of construction activity, respectively creating construction 

noise during that period.  As the time-period of construction noise is temporary and limited, this 

is not a significant noise impact.   

Physical Development and Operational Impacts  

The Proposed Action would not affect aircraft activity levels, which would be the same as for the 

No Action Alternative.  The Proposed Action would therefore have no operational noise impacts 

compared to the No Action Alternative and would not result in a significant noise impact.  

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts  

Construction noise impacts would be localized, intermittent, and of limited duration.  Cumulative 

noise impacts could only occur if noise from another action or actions were to occur at the same 

time and in the same area as construction of the project elements.  As the Proposed Action is 

occurring on the Airport, it is unlikely that non-Airport development activity would be near 

enough to contribute to cumulative noise impacts.  The Airport does not anticipate other major 

construction activities occurring concurrently with construction of the project elements.  In the 

absence of long-term noise impacts, the Proposed Action would not contribute to potentially 

significant cumulative impacts when considered in combination with other past, present, or 

reasonably foreseeable future actions.  

Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for the Proposed Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would have minimal noise impacts during construction 

and no mitigation is required to reduce noise from the project to a not significant level.  While 

not required to reduce impacts to less than significant levels, construction BMPs such as not 

conducting construction during nighttime hours and minimizing engine idling when equipment 

is not in use, would minimize noise levels associated with construction of the Proposed Action.   
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Figure 4-2 

NOISE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS  

Source: Google Earth, November 2018 

4.11 SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDREN’S 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS 

This section evaluates whether implementation of the No Action or Proposed Action alternative 

would result in a significant environmental impact regarding socioeconomics, environmental 

justice, or children’s environmental health and safety risks.   

4.11.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

The analysis in this EA, consistent with FAA requirements, considers the potential of the 

Proposed Action to have one or more of the following effects.  
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• Move people from their homes 

• Move people from their businesses 

• Divide or disrupt established communities 

• Change surface transportation patterns of traffic levels 

• Disrupt orderly, planned development 

• Create a notable change in employment 

The following sections describe the factors the FAA considers in determining whether 

implementation of the No Action or Proposed Action alternative would result environmental 

impacts or effects regarding socioeconomics, environmental justice, and children’s 

environmental health and safety risks. 

4.11.1.1  Socioeconomics 

FAA Order 1050.1F does not provide a significance threshold for environmental impacts to 

socioeconomics.  FAA Order 1050.1F does specify a number of factors to consider in evaluating 

whether a significant environmental impact on socioeconomics is present.  Those factors to 

consider include the potential of the action to: 

• Induce substantial economic growth in an area, either directly or indirectly (e.g., through 

establishing projects in an undeveloped area) 

• Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community 

• Cause extensive relocation when sufficient replacement housing is unavailable 

• Cause extensive relocation of community businesses that would cause severe economic 

hardship for affected communities 

• Disrupt local traffic patterns and substantially reduce the levels of service of roads 

serving an airport and its surrounding communities 

• Produce a substantial change in the community tax base 

4.11.1.2  Environmental Justice 

FAA Order 1050.1F does not provide a significance threshold for environmental impacts that 

have a disproportionate environmental impact on low-income or minority communities.  FAA 

Order 1050.1F does provide a number of factors to consider when evaluating whether an action 

has a disproportionately high and adverse impact to low-income or minority populations, due to 

the following considerations.  

• Significant impacts in other environmental impact categories 

• Impacts on the physical or natural environment that affect an environmental justice 

population in a way that the FAA determines are unique to the environmental justice 

population and significant to that population. 

4.11.1.3  Children’s Environmental Health and Environmental Safety Risks 

FAA Order 1050.1F does not provide a significance threshold for environmental impacts that 

have a disproportionate impact to children’s environmental health and safety risks.  It does 
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provide a factor to consider in evaluating the context and intensity of potential environmental 

impacts.  This is when the action would have the potential to lead to a disproportionate health 

or safety risk to children. 

4.11.2 Alternatives Evaluation  

The potential for implementation of the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives to result in 

significant socioeconomic impacts or disproportionate impacts on minority and low-income 

populations, and children, are discussed below.   

4.11.2.1 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the County would not implement the Proposed Action.  The 

County would continue to operate the Airport and serve forecast aviation demands.  For these 

reasons, the No Action Alternative would have no environmental impact on socioeconomics.  

There would be no environmental impacts to minority or low-income populations under the No 

Action Alternative, and therefore no environmental justice impacts.  The No Action Alternative 

would have no environmental impacts on children, and therefore not have the potential to 

produce a disproportion children’s environmental health or safety risk. 

4.11.2.2 Proposed Action 

The following subsections describe the potential socioeconomic, environmental justice, and 

children’s health and safety risks that could result from implementation of the Proposed Action.  

Operation of the Airport under the Proposed Action would require the same number of 

employees as under the No Action Alternative.  After construction, the proposed improvements 

would have no effect with respect to socioeconomic conditions.  Implementation of the 

Proposed Action would not result in environmental impacts that would extend beyond the 

Airport boundaries after construction.   

The following analyses of construction impacts indicates that the Proposed Action would not 

significantly affect socioeconomics, environmental justice, or children’s environmental health 

and safety risks, and would not result in significant cumulative impacts.  Similarly, the minor 

nature of the impacts described in the following sections would not require mitigation.  

Socioeconomics.  Construction activity would temporarily employ construction workers, who 

would generate additional economic activity in the local area.  The modest scale of the 

construction effort would only employ up to 10 construction workers at any one time, although 

the types of workers would change over time as the project entered different phases of 

construction.  This relatively small economic impact would not materially change growth and 

development patterns in the area surrounding the Airport and would not result in a significant 

environmental impact on socioeconomics.   

Population.  The construction of the Proposed Action could cause the short-term employment 

of construction workers.  Because construction activity would be temporary, estimated to be 
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several months in duration, workers would not likely relocate to the area permanently.  

Construction activity would not cause a shift in population growth or change population growth 

patterns.  Implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in a significant impact on the 

local population. 

Housing.  The Proposed Action is not anticipated to result in an increase in demand for 

housing.  As discussed under the Population section above, workers are unlikely to relocate for 

the temporary short-term construction jobs required to complete the Proposed Action.  It is 

possible that some workers would seek temporary lodging in the area, which might increase the 

demand for hotel rooms, recreational vehicle sites, or other temporary lodgings.  However, this 

limited and temporary demand would not substantially alter the long-term demand for housing 

and not result in a significant impact on housing. 

Labor Force and Revenue.  Construction employment is by nature temporary; construction 

workers routinely move on to other projects upon completion of their current assignments.  

Construction of the project elements would not require an exceptional number of workers.  This 

project would represent one in a series of projects for the pool of construction workers in San 

Luis Obispo County and the surrounding areas.  In addition, the Proposed Action would not 

change the number of employees at the Airport or otherwise affect the area’s labor force.  The 

Proposed Action would not require the relocation of any businesses and would not decrease the 

employment opportunities or local revenues.  Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Action 

would not result in significant impact on the size of the local labor force or change in local 

socioeconomic activity.   

Surface Transportation.  The Proposed Action would not affect the number of employees or 

the number of operations and enplanements at the Airport compared to the No Action 

Alternative and would not require the closure of any roadways.  Construction vehicles would 

travel on local roads including Air Park Drive, Railroad Street, Delta Lane, and Lakeside Avenue 

to access the Airport.  Potential traffic-related effects from construction would be temporary, 

lasting only as long as construction of the Proposed Action.  Construction-related traffic would 

likely occur before or after peak traffic times and would not likely reduce the level of service or 

roadways around the Airport and therefore not have a significant impact on surface 

transportation.  

Environmental Justice.  Implementation of the Proposed Action would occur on Airport 

property, would have minimal off-Airport effects, and would not require the relocation of 

residents or businesses.  In the absence of permanent off-Airport impacts, implementation of 

the Proposed Action would not disproportionately affect minority of low-income populations in 

the vicinity of the Airport, and not result in a significant impact on minority or low-income 

populations.   

Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks.  Implementation of the Proposed Action 

would not significantly affect surrounding communities and would not increase exposure of 
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environmental contaminants to children in the surrounding community.  Therefore, 

implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in a significant environmental impact 

or environmental health and safety risk to children.   

4.12 VISUAL EFFECTS  

This section evaluates whether implementation of the No Action or Proposed Action alternative 

would result in a significant environmental impact regarding light emissions or visual resources. 

4.12.1 Methodology and Thresholds of Significance  

The Proposed Action would not substantially alter the appearance of the Airport.  As noted 

earlier, the Proposed Action would increase the amount of paved area on the airport by 6.6 

percent and all of the additional pavement would be in the same configuration as the current 

runway and taxiway system.  From any off-Airport viewpoint, there would be no visible change 

in the Airport’s appearance.  The Proposed Action would not introduce new light sources that 

could cause annoyance in surrounding areas.   

FAA Order 1050.1F does not provide a significance threshold for visual effects; however, it does 

provide the factors described below to consider in determining whether light emissions from a 

Proposed Action, or changes in visual resources or visual character associated with a Proposed 

Action, could result in a significant impact. 

4.12.1.1 Light Emissions  

FAA Order 1050.1F states that factors to consider in making a determination as to whether light 

emissions from the No-Action Alternative or Proposed Action would produce a significant 

environmental impact include the degree to which the action would have the potential to: 

• Create annoyance or interfere with normal activities from light emissions; and 

• Affect the visual character of the area due to the light emissions, including the 

importance, uniqueness, and aesthetic value of the affected visual resources. 

4.12.1.2 Visual Resources/Visual Character 

FAA Order 1050.1F states that factors to consider in making a determination as to whether the 

No-Action Alternative or Proposed Action would affect the visual resources or visual character of 

an area in a manner that would result in a significant environmental impact include the degree 

to which the action would have the potential to: 

• Affect the nature of the visual character of the area, including the importance, 

uniqueness, and aesthetic value of the affected visual resources 

• Contrast with the visual resources and/or visual character in the study area; and 

• Block or obstruct the views of visual resources, including whether these resources would 

still be viewable from other locations. 
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Potential aesthetic effects of an action are generally assessed to the extent that the 

development contrasts with the environmental setting and whether a jurisdictional agency 

considers this contrast objectionable.  Effects may also include those resulting from actions that 

may have both beneficial and detrimental effects.  

4.12.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

The Proposed Action would add taxiway lighting that would not be present under the No Action 

Alternative.  The Proposed Action would slightly alter the appearance of the Airport by adding 

approximately 0.72 acres of pavement along the edges of the existing runways and taxiways, an 

increase of about 6.6 percent, and the addition of taxiway lighting.  

4.12.2.1 No Action Alternative  

Under No Action Alternative, the Airport would continue to operate as at present.  The Airport’s 

physical and visual characteristics would be unchanged.  There would be no significant impact 

from additional light emissions, or changes in visual resources or visual character of the Airport.   

4.12.2.2 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would include replacement of the runway lighting and replacement and 

additional taxiway lighting and the expansion of paved area associated with the runway and 

taxiways.  To avoid affecting pilots’ night vision, taxiway lights are relatively low intensity.  In 

addition, taxiway lights are placed low to the ground, making them difficult to see from areas 

outside to the Airport.  The limited additional light emissions from the airport related to the 

replacement of runway lighting and the replacement and installation of new taxiway lighting 

would not result in a significant impact on the environment. 

The additional airfield pavement constructed as part of the Proposed Action would be similar in 

appearance to existing pavements and would not contrast with the existing visual features of the 

airport or alter the visual character of the Airport.  The relocated segmented circle and wind 

cone, additional hold position signage, electrical vault, and pollution control facility would all 

have a visual character consistent with the existing Airport and not contrast with the existing 

Airport.  The additional electrical lines would primarily be located underground, and not be 

visible once installed.  In most cases, the new pavement and facilities constructed as part of the 

Proposed Action would not be visible from outside of the Airport.  Therefore, implementation of 

the Proposed Action will not result in a significant environmental impact on the visual resources 

or visual character of the Airport.   

As light emissions from the Proposed Action will be minimal, and the components of the 

Proposed Action are consistent with the visual resources and visual character of existing Airport, 

the Proposed Action would not contribute to any cumulative impacts regarding light emissions, 

visual resources, or visual character, of the Airport or the surrounding area.   
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4.13 WATER RESOURCES  

This section evaluates the potential effects of the Proposed Action compared to the No Action 

Alternative with respect to wetlands, floodplains, surface water, and groundwater.  There are no 

Wild and Scenic rivers in the project study area; therefore, this section does not discuss that 

water-related resource.    

The potential effects of the Proposed Action differ with respect to each of the remaining water-

related resources; the following sections therefore describe the significance thresholds used to 

determine potential effects and the analysis of potential impacts for each resource individually. 

4.13.1 Wetlands   

This analysis includes wetlands impacts of the Proposed Action compared to the No Action 

Alternative.  

4.13.1.1 Thresholds of Significance    

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, defines the FAA’s significance threshold for wetlands as follows.  

The action would: 

1. Adversely affect a wetland’s function to protect the quality or quantity municipal water 

supplies, including surface waters and sole source and other aquifers; 

2. Substantially alter the hydrology needed to sustain the affected wetland system’s 

values and function or those of a wetland to which it is connected;  

3. Substantially reduce the affected wetland’s ability to retain floodwaters or storm runoff, 

thereby threatening public health, safety or welfare (the term welfare includes cultural, 

recreational, and scientific resources or property important to the public); 

4. Adversely affect the maintenance of natural systems supporting wildlife and fish 

habitat or economically important timber, food, or fiber resources of the affected or 

surrounding wetlands; 

5. Promote development of secondary activities or services that would cause the 

circumstances listed above to occur; or 

6. Be inconsistent with applicable state wetland strategies. 

4.13.1.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

With respect to wetlands impacts, the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives would differ 

in that the No Action Alternative would have no impacts on wetlands and implementation of the 

Proposed Action would require the permanent loss of approximately up to 0.02 acres of 

wetlands, and temporary construction impacts that would affect approximately 0.92 acres of 

wetlands.   
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No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the elements of the Proposed Action would not be developed, 

and there would be no impact on wetlands on the Airport.  Wetland areas in the vicinity of the 

airfield pavements would continue to be regularly mowed and maintained to reduce potential 

wildlife hazards.  

Proposed Action  

The Proposed Action would permanently remove up to 0.02 acres of Emergent Palustrine 

wetlands, in wetland features identified as Area F and Area G in Table 4.2 and shown in 

Figure 4-3.  EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, and Department of Transportation Order 

5660.1A Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands state that federal actions should avoid and 

minimize adverse impacts to wetlands where practicable.   This wetland impact cannot be 

avoided because of the placement of the segmented circle and wind cone.  This permanent loss 

of up to 0.02 acres of wetlands is not of sufficient magnitude to produce an environmental 

impact that would exceed the threshold of significant wetland impacts identified in FAA Order 

1050.1F described in Section 4.13.1.1.  Table 4-2 tabulates the results of the delineation of on-

Airport wetlands and the project related impacts to those wetlands, see Figure 4-3 for the 

locations of these wetlands and potential impacts.   

Construction Impacts.  Construction activity around the pavement projects and trenching for 

airfield lighting cables could temporarily affect wetlands.  Construction vehicle activity outside of 

new widened pavement and shoulder areas could temporarily crush vegetation to 0.90 acres of 

Emergent Palustrine wetlands31 assuming that construction vehicles may operate as far as 50 

feet beyond the area of the expanded pavement and shoulders (see Figure 4-3).  In addition, up 

to 0.12 acres of wetlands would be temporarily affected by trenching for electrical cables 

connecting the lighting system, rotating beacon, segmented circle, and Automated Weather 

Observing System through the new electrical vault to the existing power supply (see 

Appendix A).    

The temporary wetland impacts of the Proposed Action include the temporary crushing of 

wetland vegetation and trenching through wetlands for electrical cables could amount to as 

much as 0.90 acres assuming that construction vehicles operated across the entire 50 foot 

“buffer” area.  As these impacts will only result in temporary wetland impacts, they will not 

exceed the significance threshold for wetland impacts identified in FAA Order 1050.1F and not 

result in a significant impact on wetlands. 

  

 
31  Assumes that construction vehicle activity might extend beyond the pavement and shoulder areas in the course of 

construction.  



Chapter 4 – Environmental Consequences 

Oceano County Airport – Environmental Assessment  4-37 

Table 4-2 

WETLAND IMPACTS 

Wetland Features Permanent Impacts 

Temporary Impacts 

50-foot Buffer 

Impacts 1 

Cable Trenching 

Impacts2 

ID Type Acres Acres Acres Acres 

A 
Emergent 

Palustrine  
0.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 

B 
Emergent 

Palustrine  
0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 

C 
Emergent 

Palustrine  
0.18 0.00 0.06 0.00 

D 

Scrub-shrub, 

Emergent 

Palustrine  

0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 

E 
Scrub-shrub, 

Palustrine  
0.33 0.00 0.02 0.00 

F 
Emergent 

Palustrine  
0.79 0.01 0.19 0.00 

G 
Emergent 

Palustrine  
0.22 0.01 0.00 0.00 

H 

Scrub-shrub, 

Emergent 

Palustrine  

0.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 

I 
Emergent 

Palustrine  
0.64 0.00 0.27 0.00 

J 
Emergent 

Palustrine  
1.26 0.00 0.36 0.00 

K 
Scrub-shrub, 

Palustrine  
0.31 0.00 0.00 0.12 

L 
Scrub-shrub, 

Palustrine  
0.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Totals  6.24 0.02 0.90 0.12 

Notes: 1. Buffer from edge of existing pavement; impacts do not include pavement expansion.  

2. Trenches assumed to be 15 feet in width.   

Source: Althouse and Meade, Inc Biological and Environmental Services, May 2020 
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Figure 4-3 

Wetland Impacts 

Source: Althouse and Meade, Inc. Biological and Environmental Services, May 2020 

Physical Development.  As shown in Table 4-2 and Figure 4-3, physical development of the 

Proposed Action would require permanently filling 0.02 acres of wetlands.  The minimal loss of 

wetland functions and values would not materially affect surrounding surface waters or aquifers; 

rather, the proposed installation of the aircraft wash rack would reduce pollutants in receiving 

waters.  Similarly, the 6.6 percent increase in impervious surface would not substantially alter the 

hydrology of the Airport and surrounding waters. The minimal loss of wetlands and increase in 

impervious surfaces would have no measurable effect on public health, safety, or welfare. The 

Proposed Action would have no material effect on the maintenance of natural systems 

supporting wildlife and fish habitat or economically important timber, food, or fiber resources of 

the affected or surrounding wetlands.  

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts.  The extremely small impact described above 

does not represent a significant contribution to cumulative wetlands impact.  To cumulatively 

exceed the thresholds of significance described in Section 4.13.1.1, other past, present, or 

reasonably foreseeable future actions would need to involve wetlands impacts orders of 

magnitude greater than those of the Proposed Action.   
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Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures.  While implementation of the Proposed 

Action would not result in significant impacts to wetlands, the County will be required to obtain 

an authorization in accordance with Section 404 of the CWA, and a CDP under the California 

Coastal Act.  The County will apply for a Nationwide Permit authorization from the Army Corps 

of Engineers under Section 404 of the CWA to address CWA compliance requirements.  The 

County will also apply for a CDP as described in Section 4.4.   

The Army Corps of Engineers and the California Coastal Commission are likely to require 

wetland mitigation to offset the impacts of the proposed project.  Prior County permitting 

experience with the California Coastal Commission is that the Commission typically required a 

3:1 mitigation ratio for permanent wetland impacts, and a 1:1 mitigation ratio for temporary 

wetland impacts.  If these wetland mitigation ratios are required, the total wetland mitigation 

requirement would be about one acre.   

If mitigation is required, a wetland mitigation plan will be prepared.  A wetland mitigation plan 

could include the creation and enhancement of habitat similar to the affected habitat, and/or 

appropriate restoration activities such as planting local native species, correcting bank 

stabilization issues, and providing habitat enhancements.  The mitigation plan will be reviewed 

and approved by the County and other jurisdictional agencies, including the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), USFWS, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water 

Quality Control Board, and Coastal Commission.  

The Army Corps of Engineers CWA compensatory mitigation regulations at 33 CFR § 332.3 (b)(1) 

state that compensatory wetland mitigation projects should not be located where they will 

increase the risks to aviation by attracting wildlife to areas where aircraft-wildlife strikes may 

occur (e.g., near airports).  FAA AC 150/5200-33B Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on and Near 

Airports, provides recommended separation distances between airports and wildlife attractants, 

including a general recommendation that wildlife attractants be located at least 5,000 feet from 

airports such as Oceano, which serve piston-powered aircraft.  To limit the introduction of 

potential wildlife hazard attractants on the Airport, the mitigation plan will identify off-Airport 

opportunities to mitigate the impacts to brackish coastal marsh habitat.  These off-Airport 

opportunities could be in the Arroyo Grande Creek Watershed, which is considered to be 

threatened by the conversion to non-wetland use.  As an alternative, the County may seek to 

purchase wetland bank credits if a wetlands bank acceptable to jurisdictional agencies is 

available.   

Implementation of any of the compensatory wetland mitigation measures described above 

would further reduce the environmental impact of the Proposed Action on wetlands.   

4.13.2 Floodplains 

This analysis includes potential floodplain impacts of the Proposed Action compared to the No 

Action Alternative.  
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4.13.2.1 Threshold of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1 defines the FAA’s significance threshold for floodplains as 

follows.  “The action would cause notable adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain 

values.”  Department of Transportation Order 5650.2 Floodplain Management and Protection, 

which implements EO 11998 Floodplain Management, defines natural and beneficial floodplain 

values as including, but not limited to: 

1. Natural moderation of floods 

2. Water quality maintenance 

3. Groundwater recharge 

4. Fish, wildlife, and plant habitat 

5. Open space, 

6. Natura beauty 

7. Scientific study  

8. Outdoor recreation 

9. Agriculture 

10. Aquaculture 

11. Forestry  

Of the 11 natural and beneficial floodplain values identified in Department of Transportation 

Order 5650.2, only three, natural moderation of floods, water quality maintenance, and fish, 

wildlife, and plant habitat have the potential to be present at the Airport.   

4.13.2.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

Although the entire Airport is located in the 100-year floodplain, as shown in Figure 3-14, 

implementation of the Proposed Action would not cause notable adverse impacts on natural 

and beneficial floodplain values.  The 100-year floodplain in which the Airport is located is 

associated with the Pacific Ocean and the additional impervious surface that would result as part 

of the Proposed Action would have no effect on base flood elevations.  The project incorporated 

in the Proposed Action would not diminish the natural and beneficial floodplain values present 

at the Airport.  

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the elements of the Proposed Action would not be developed, 

and the Airport’s effects on floodplains would not change from existing conditions.  The Airport 

would continue to be subject to periodic flooding.   

Proposed Action  

As explained in more detail below, the Proposed Action would permanently increase the 

impervious surface of the Airport by approximately 0.75 acres, or 6.6 percent, compared to the 

No Action Alternative.  This floodplain impact cannot be avoided because the entire Airport is 

within the 100-year floodplain.  Thus, the runway and taxiway cannot be widened without 
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converting a portion of the 100-year floodplain to an impervious surface.  However, the 

permanent increase in impervious surfaces of approximately 0.75 acres, or 6.6 percent of airport 

property, is not of sufficient magnitude to produce an environmental impact that would 

significantly diminish natural and beneficial floodplain values present at the Airport including 

moderation of floods, water quality maintenance, and fish, wildlife, and plant habitat found on 

the Airport.   

Construction Impacts.  Construction activity would be temporary and would have no lasting 

effect on the floodplain.   

Physical Development.  As noted above, the proposed runway and taxiway widening would 

add 0.75 acres of impervious surface, which is a 6.6 percent increase in the current impervious 

surface area at the Airport (see Appendix A).  The projects included in the Proposed Action 

consists of airfield paving, visual navigation aids and supporting electrical service.  The 

floodplain encompassing the Airport is influenced by Arroyo Grande Creek, Meadow Creek, and 

the Pacific Ocean as shown in Figure 3-14.  Given the size of this floodplain, the addition of 0.75 

acres of impervious surface would have no effect on the 100-year base flood elevations.  As 

noted in Section 4.2.2.2, drainage patterns would remain the same and the existing stormwater 

drainage system would continue to accommodate stormwater runoff from the Airport’s 

impervious surfaces.  Further study in the design phase of project development will determine if 

improvements to the Airport drainage system would be required to reduce the potential for 

localized on-Airport ponding.  These improvements would include strategies for mitigating 

increase stormwater runoff from smaller sized storms and would be made in compliance with 

regional flood control and post-construction stormwater requirements.    

A discussion of the Proposed Action’s effect on the natural and beneficial floodplain values of 

natural moderation of floods, water quality maintenance, and fish, wildlife, and plant habitat 

follows.  

1. Natural moderation of floods.  As noted above, implementation of the Proposed Action 

would have no effect on base flood elevations, which are influenced by Arroyo Grande 

Creek and the Pacific Ocean.  

2. Water quality maintenance.  As described in Section 4.2.2.2, water quality at the 

Airport’s outfalls must continue to meet the requirements of the Airport’s NPDES permit.  

In addition, the pollution control facility will slightly enhance water quality in the 

receiving waters by providing collection and treatment of water used for washing 

aircraft.  

3. Fish, wildlife, and plant habitat.  As described in Section 4.2, the Airport would continue 

to meet the water quality standards consistent with the terms of its current NPDES 

permit and will therefore have very limited potential to adversely affect water oriented 

biological resources.   
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EO 11998, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to: (1) consider alternatives to 

avoid adverse effects and incompatible development in the floodplains; (2) design or modify its 

action in order to minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain; and (3) prepare and 

circulate a notice containing an explanation of why the action is proposed to be located in a 

floodplain.  

• Alternatives to avoid effects.  As noted in Chapter 2, meeting the purpose and need 

for the Proposed Action would require development on the Airport, and as the Airport is 

entirely within the floodplain, any alternative would necessarily be located in the 

floodplain.  

• Design modifications to minimize potential harm.  Given the size of the floodplain, 

the proposed increase in impervious surfaces would not increase the base flood 

elevation.  As noted above, further study in the design phase of project development will 

determine if improvements to the Airport drainage system would be required to reduce 

the potential for localized on-Airport ponding.   

• Notice.  Consistent with the requirements EO 11998, the notice of the public hearing for 

the EA will include: (1) an explanation of why the action is proposed to be located in a 

floodplain; (2) a statement indicating whether the action conforms to applicable state or 

local floodplain protection standards; and (3) a list of the alternatives considered.  

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts.  Implementation of the Proposed Action 

would have no effect on the base flood elevation.  The additional pavement and aircraft wash 

rack would not displace floodwaters.  The proposed electrical vault would replace an existing 

facility to be demolished and will likely be placed above grade.  Given the size of the floodplain 

encompassing the Airport, the small increase in impervious surfaces and associated stormwater 

runoff would have no effect on base flood elevations.  For these reasons, the Proposed Action 

would not alter the natural moderation of floods.  The additional impervious surface would not 

increase the volume of pollutants entering the receiving surface waters, and installation of the 

proposed aircraft wash rack would enhance surface water quality, and fish, wildlife, and plant 

habitat.  While the increase in imperious surface would reduce the amount of infiltration on the 

Airport itself, the discharge to receiving waters would continue to infiltrate into the groundwater 

and, as noted above, the Proposed Action would enhance water quality in these surface waters.  

In the absence of any measurable effect on the floodplain and its values, implementation of the 

Proposed Action could not contribute to potentially significant cumulative impacts when 

considered in combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions.  

See Section 4.14 for additional information.  

Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization.  As implementation of the Proposed Action will 

have no significant impacts to natural or beneficial floodplain values, no mitigation is required.  

Potential best management practices could be incorporated into final design to address the 

increase in runoff volume and any changes in water quality.  No additional measures have been 
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identified to further minimize or avoid the minor impacts to the floodplain associated with 

implementation of the Proposed Action.  As noted in Section 4.2, the Airport would continue to 

meet the water quality standards consistent with the terms of its current NPDES permit and will 

therefore have very limited potential to adversely affect water oriented biological resources.   

4.13.3 Surface Waters  

This analysis compares the potential surface water impacts of the Proposed Action to the No 

Action Alternative.  

4.13.3.1 Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1 defines the FAA’s significance threshold for surface waters as 

follows.  

The action would: 

1. Exceed water quality standards established by Federal, state, local, and tribal regulatory 

agencies; or 

2. Contaminate public drinking water supply such that public health may be adversely 

affected. 

4.13.3.2 Alternatives Evaluation  

The additional 0.72 acres of impervious surface would increase the amount of impervious 

surface and associated stormwater runoff by 6.6 percent32.  The Airport’s existing stormwater 

drainage system would accommodate the additional runoff.  As described in more detail below, 

this minor increase in stormwater runoff would not result in exceedances of water quality 

standards established by Federal, state, local, and tribal regulatory agencies, or result in 

contamination of public drinking water supplies such that public health may be adversely 

affected.  The Proposed Action would not increase pollutants in runoff because no increase in 

pollution generating activity such as the use of fuels would result; implementation of the 

Proposed Action would enhance water quality compared to the No Action Alternative by 

installing a pollution control facility (wash rack) that would reduce the discharge of oils and 

detergents associated with aircraft washing into receiving waters including Oceano Lagoon.   

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the elements of the Proposed Action would not be developed, 

and the Airport’s effects on surface waters would not differ from existing conditions.  The 

Airport’s drainage basins, drainage infrastructure, and outfalls would continue to discharge to 

the surrounding receiving waters; notably the Oceano Lagoon and Arroyo Grande Creek, as 

 
32  Based on existing impervious surface calculated in the Oceano County Airport Drainage Study, RS&H 2013 and the areas of 

new paving documented in Appendix A.  
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shown in Figure 3-15.  Aircraft washing would continue to take place on the ramp area adjacent 

to the aircraft hangars and no treatment of aircraft washing effluent would be provided.   

Proposed Action  

Drainage patterns would remain the same and the existing stormwater drainage system would 

continue to accommodate stormwater runoff from the Airport’s impervious surfaces.  Further 

study in the design phase would determine if improvements to the Airport drainage system 

would be required.  Water quality at the Airport’s outfalls would be required to continue 

complying with the Airport’s existing NPDES permit.   

The Proposed Action would increase the amount of impervious surface and associated 

stormwater runoff by about 0.75 acre (6.6 percent) of airport property.  The Proposed Action 

would also include the installation of a pollution control facility, or aircraft wash rack, that would 

reduce the discharge of oils and detergents associated with aircraft washing into receiving 

waters, notably the Oceano Lagoon.   

Construction Impacts.  Construction would involve about 0.72 acres of permanent ground 

disturbance, and 3.49 acres of temporary disturbance, associated with the runway and taxiway 

widening (see Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1).  The trenching for the electrical cables connecting the 

proposed electrical vault to the taxiway system, rotating beacon, and AWOS would add about 

1.2 acres of temporary ground disturbance, resulting in a total of 4.69 acres of ground 

disturbance.  The County would be required to obtain a NPDES Construction General Permit 

because construction activities would disturb more than an acre of land.   

Physical Development Impacts.  With the installation of the pollution control facility (aircraft 

wash rack), effluent from aircraft washing would be piped to the South San Luis Obispo County 

Sanitation District wastewater treatment facility rather than discharging to the Oceano Lagoon.  

Appendix A shows that proposed connection to the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation 

District sewer line.  Water not associated with aircraft washing would continue to discharge 

through the existing stormwater drainage system to the existing permitted stormwater outfall.  

Although the slight increase in impervious surface would also increase stormwater flows, the 

volume of pollutants reaching the receiving waters would not increase because the activities 

that generate contaminants, primarily aircraft operations and maintenance, would not increase 

as a result of the Proposed Action.  

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts.  Implementation of the Proposed Action 

would permanently increase impervious surfaces at the Airport by 0.72 acres.  This minor 

increase in impervious surfaces would result in a slight increase in the volume of stormwater 

entering the Airport stormwater system but would not introduce any new contaminants into the 

Airport’s existing stormwater effluent compared to the No Action Alternative.  In addition, 

installation of the proposed pollution control facility would enhance water quality in receiving 

waters.  This small increase in stormwater volume being conveyed to surface waters would not 
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result in a significant cumulative impact on stormwater quality.  This additional stormwater 

would not contribute to any exceedance of water quality standards established by Federal, state, 

local, and tribal regulatory agencies; or result in contamination of public drinking water supply 

such that public health may be adversely affected when considered in combination with other 

past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions.   

Mitigation, Avoidance, Minimization.  As noted above the County will obtain a NPDES 

Construction General Permit which will require a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that 

would limit the potential for contamination of surrounding surface waters.  As noted in 

Section 4.2, the Airport would continue to meet the water quality standards consistent with the 

terms of its current NPDES permit and will therefore have very limited potential to adversely 

affect water oriented biological resources.   

The County will also obtain a Class II Industrial User Permit for discharge of non-domestic 

wastewater to the South San Luis Obispo County Sanitation District wastewater collection 

system.  This permit will require the County to specify the estimated annual volume of effluent 

to be discharged to the collection system and the types of effluent to be discharged.  The permit 

will require the County to conduct random self-monitoring three times a year and to consolidate 

the monitoring reports in an annual report to the South San Luis Obispo Sanitation District and 

the Environmental Compliance Inspector.  

4.13.4  Groundwater  

This analysis compares the potential groundwater impacts of the Proposed Action to the No 

Action Alternative.  

4.13.4.1 Thresholds of Significance  

FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4-1, defines the FAA’s significance threshold for groundwater as 

follows.  

The action would: 

1. Exceed groundwater quality standards established by Federal, state, local, and tribal 

regulatory agencies; or  

2. Contaminate an aquifer used for public water supply such that public health may be 

adversely affected. 

4.13.4.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

As noted in Section 3.13, the nearest sole source aquifer is 80 miles away. The Oceano 

Community Services district draws water supplies from the groundwater basins, if needed to 

supplement other sources and recently installed new deeper wells that pump better quality 
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water from deeper aquifers in the region. The nearest groundwater basin, the San Luis Obispo 

Valley Basin, is located approximately 6 ½ miles north of the Airport.33  

No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the elements of the Proposed Action would not be developed, 

and the Airport’s effects on surface waters would not differ from existing conditions.  The 

Airport’s drainage basins, drainage infrastructure, and outfalls would continue to discharge to 

the surrounding receiving waters; notably the Oceano Lagoon, a brackish water body, and 

Arroyo Grande Creek, a freshwater stream, as shown in Figure 3-15.   

Proposed Action  

As explained in more detail below, the Proposed Action would not result in exceedances of 

groundwater quality standards established by Federal, state, local, or tribal regulatory agencies, 

and would not result in contamination of an aquifer used for public water supply such that 

public health may be adversely affected.  As the San Luis Obispo Valley Basin groundwater basin 

is located approximately 6 ½ miles north of the Airport, and at a higher elevation than the 

Airport, there is no potential for water infiltrating into the ground from the Airport to affect that 

groundwater basin.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on 

groundwater resources.   

Construction Impacts.  The potential for surface water contamination to increase with 

implementation of the Proposed Action is discussed above in the Surface Waters section.  As the 

potential for significant contamination of surface water resources is non-significant, the 

subsequent infiltration of that surface water into an area which is not a groundwater basin 

would not result in a significant impact on groundwater.   

Proposed Action.  The slight increase in stormwater effluent caused by the increase in 

impervious surface would also increase the volume of stormwater discharging into the 

surrounding surface waters.  Continued compliance with the provisions of the Airport’s NPDES 

permit and the installation of the proposed pollution control facility would limit the potential for 

contaminants to reach the water table through the surrounding surface waters so as to not have 

a significant impact on groundwater resources.  

Potential Contribution to Cumulative Impacts.  Implementation of the Proposed Action 

would have no effect on a sole source aquifer or groundwater basin.  The minor effects of the 

Proposed Action on groundwater in the vicinity of the Airport would not contribute to a 

significant groundwater impact when considered in combination with other past, present, or 

reasonably foreseeable future actions.   

 
33  San Luis Obispo County Department of Public Works and Transportation.  

http://gis.slocounty.ca.gov/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=/Geocortex/Essentials/REST/sites/PW_SGMA/viewers/P
W_Viewer/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default&LayerTheme=3  

http://gis.slocounty.ca.gov/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=/Geocortex/Essentials/REST/sites/PW_SGMA/viewers/PW_Viewer/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default&LayerTheme=3
http://gis.slocounty.ca.gov/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=/Geocortex/Essentials/REST/sites/PW_SGMA/viewers/PW_Viewer/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default&LayerTheme=3
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Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization.  Implementation of the Proposed Action would 

have no adverse effects to significant groundwater resources and no mitigation is required.  

While not required to reduce groundwater impacts to not significant levels, compliance with the 

Airports NPDES permit and NPDES Construction General Permit would lessen the potential for 

contamination of groundwater resources.   

4.14 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The purpose of this analysis is to disclose the potential for implementation of the Proposed 

Action to contribute to significant cumulative impacts when considered in combination with the 

effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  This analysis is 

organized as follows.   

• Potentially Affected Resources – describes the resources that could be affected by the 

implementation of the Proposed Action based on the previous analyses of environmental 

consequences.  

• Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Projects – identifies other projects that could 

contribute to cumulative impacts.  

• Conclusions – summarizes the findings of the cumulative impacts analysis. 

4.14.1 Potentially Affected Resources 

In order to contribute to cumulative impacts, implementation of the seven project elements 

must affect an environmental resource when compared to the No Action Alternative.  Table 4-3 

shows the potential for the Proposed Action to contribute to cumulative impacts with respect to 

specific resources.  As noted in the previous sections, the elements incorporated in the Proposed 

Action would have little or no impact to any resource. The FAA has not defined specific 

thresholds of significance for many of these environmental resources.  However, the relatively 

minor impacts of the Proposed Action would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact 

when considered in combination with the impacts of other past, present, or reasonably 

foreseeable future actions as described further below.  

Temporary construction impacts would consist of increased erosion and sedimentation and air 

pollutant emissions including fugitive dust.  In addition, construction vehicles will increase traffic 

on local streets.  Use of BMPs including erosion and sedimentation controls, limiting 

construction vehicle idling when not in use, fugitive dust controls, use of designated 

construction routes, and limiting construction activity to daytime hours, will minimize 

construction impacts.  As described in Table 1-2, construction of the elements of the Proposed 

Action would occur over a six-year period from 2020 through 2025.  
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As noted in previous sections and in Table 4-3, the Proposed Action would have minor 

permanent impacts to water quality and related biological and coastal resources due to a small, 

0.75 acre (6.6 percent) increase in the existing impervious surface on the Airport, and the 

associated increase in stormwater runoff (see Section 4.14.3 and Appendix A).  This impact 

would be at least partially offset by the effects of the proposed pollution control facility, which 

would improve water quality by reducing the amount of oil, grease and detergent effluent from 

aircraft washing. In addition, the Proposed Action would permanently displace up to 0.002 acres) 

of coastal wetland and 0.02 acres of native vegetation (see Section 4.2.2.2).  

4.14.2 Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 

As described above, the construction of the project elements would temporarily affect air quality 

and water quality during construction.  These impacts would be minimized through the use of 

BMPs.  Permanent impacts to water quality and related biological and coastal resources would 

be due to the increase in impervious surface and associated stormwater runoff, and minimal loss 

of wetlands and native vegetation.  The impacts of the Proposed Action would be limited to the 

local area.  Section 3.14 identifies five past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects 

in the local area, as described below.  

Past On-Airport Development 

Past project approvals include on-Airport projects including the installation of an Automated 

Weather Observation Station, and the Oceano Drainage Improvement Project.  

These projects have had little if any permanent effect on the environment.  The temporary 

construction impacts of these projects did not coincide with those of the Proposed Action. 

These projects would not contribute to potentially significant cumulative impacts when 

considered in combination with those of the Proposed Action. 

Current On-Airport Development.   

The projects incorporated in the Proposed Action represent the current development plans.  
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Table 4-3 

PROPOSED ACTION POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

Resources Construction  
Physical Development and 

Operational 

Air Quality  Particulates/dust (1). None.  

Biological Resources (2) 

Stormwater runoff/sedimentation (1) 

(3), possible impacts to 0.90 acres of 

native vegetation (4).   

Loss of 0.02 acres of native 

vegetation.   

Climate (2) 
Slight increase in greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions.  
None.  

Coastal Resources (2) 

Stormwater runoff/sedimentation (1) 

(3), possible impacts (crushing) to 0.92 

acres of native vegetation and 0.92 

acres of wetlands (4).   

Slight (6.6%) increase in stormwater 

runoff (5); loss of 0.02 acres of native 

vegetation and 0.017 acres of 

wetlands.   

DOT Section 4(f)  None.  None.  

Hazardous Materials / 

Solid Waste (2) 

Use of hazardous materials and solid 

waste generation.   

Possible slight (6.6%) increase in use 

of hazardous materials for 

maintenance of new paving.   

Historical / 

Architectural/ 

Archaeological / 

Cultural Resources (2) 

None.   None.   

Land Use (2)  None.   None.    

Natural Resources and 

Energy Supply (2) 

Slight increase in energy 

consumption and use of construction 

materials.   

Possible slight increase in energy 

consumption for new lighting (6).   

Noise / Noise 

Compatible Land Use 

Minor, localized noise impacts due to 

construction activity.   
None.   

Socioeconomic and 

Related (2) 

Minor increase in surface traffic on 

local roads.   
None.   

Visual Effects (2) None.   None.   

Water Resources 

Stormwater runoff/sedimentation (1) 

(3), possible impacts (crushing) to 0.92 

acres of wetlands (4).   

Slight (6.6%) increase in stormwater 

runoff; loss of 0.074 acres of 

wetlands.   

Notes:  

(1) Use of BMPs would minimize potential impacts.  

(2) No specific threshold for significance.  

(3) Compliance with NPDES Construction Permit would minimize potential impacts.  

(4) Maximum potential impact, actual impacts would likely be substantially less.  

(5) Compliance with NPDES permit would reduce potential impacts.  

(6) Possible use of solar power and/or use of reflectors in lieu of taxiway lighting would reduce 

energy consumption.  

Source: RS&H analyses documented in previous sections.  
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Future On-Airport Development.   

Planned development and redevelopment projects on the Airport are listed below.   

• Planned extension of a ramp on the southwest side of airfield. This project would 

not encroach on wetlands. The other potential effects of this development are not 

reasonably foreseeable at this time because the timing of the projects has not been 

finalized and because design details such as drainage have not been developed. The 

temporary construction impacts of this development would not coincide with those of 

the Proposed Action. This project would not contribute to potentially significant 

cumulative impacts when considered in combination with those of the Proposed Action.  

• Planned release of excess non-aeronautical property and the pursuit of abandoned 

right-of-way property within the runway protection zone. The effects of this project 

are not reasonably foreseeable because the future uses of those properties are not 

known.   

• Redevelopment of older County-owned hangars on the existing ramp.  Existing 

hangars will be replaced by four new hangars of about 2,500 square feet each.  The 

redeveloped hangars would not contribute to permanent impacts because they would 

continue to occupy existing paved areas and serve the functions of the existing hangars. 

The temporary construction impacts of this development would not coincide with those 

of the Proposed Action. This project would not contribute to potentially significant 

cumulative impacts when considered in combination with those of the Proposed Action. 

Off-Airport Development  

As noted in Section 3.14, the Oceano Community and San Luis Obispo County have approved 

or received development applications for the following developments in the vicinity of the 

Airport.   

• Air Park Drive Bridge Replacement.  This project was recently completed.  The project 

site included 0.15 acres of surface waters and associated wetlands in and adjacent to the 

Oceano Lagoon.  This project replaced an existing bridge and impacts to biological and 

water resources would have been temporary and not coincide with those of the 

Proposed Action.  In the absence of a specific threshold of significance, the FAA has 

identified four considerations in assessing significance (see Section 4.2.1).  

o Long-term or permanent loss of unlisted plant or wildlife species, specifically, the 

extirpation of the species from a large project area such as a new commercial 

service airport.   

o Adverse impacts to special status species such as state species of concern, 

species proposed for listing, migratory birds, bald and golden eagles, or their 

habitats;  

o Substantial loss, reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native 

species’ habitats or their population.  
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o Adverse impacts on a species’ reproductive success rates, natural mortality rates, 

non-natural mortality, or ability to sustain the minimum population levels 

required for population maintenance.   

Given the very small impact of the Proposed Action, 0.03-acre loss of native vegetation, 

including a 0.001-acre loss of wetlands, the potential cumulative impacts of this project 

and the Proposed Action would not result in any of the outcomes identified above.   

• Grover Beach Lodge.  This project would remove 0.056 acres of the coastal wetlands 

that, combined with the 0.001 acres of wetland removed by the Proposed Action, would 

have a negligible effect on biological resources according to the considerations outlined 

above and in Section 4.2.1.  Construction of this project is expected to occur between 

2021 and 2024; however, the project has been subject to numerous delays and the 

timing is still subject to change.  Given the attainment status of this portion of San Luis 

Obispo County, construction emissions of this project combined with those of the 

Proposed Action would not be significant.   

• Grover Beach Train Station Safety Upgrades.  This project relocated the bus drop-off 

zone and train depot to the same side of the tracks and included a new entrance to the 

station, new loading docks, and 42 additional parking spaces, all on previously 

developed areas.  This project did not cause impacts to the resources affected by the 

Proposed Action (see Table 4-3).  Construction of this project was completed in 2018.  

would not contribute to potentially significant cumulative impacts when considered in 

combination with those of the Proposed Action.   

• Oceano Revitalization Plan.  This project is in the concept design phase and the 

potential environmental impacts of the plan are not reasonably foreseeable at this time. 
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CHAPTER 5.  CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION  

Under 40 CFR 1501.4, federal agencies are required to involve environmental agencies, 

applicants, and the public, to the extent practicable, in preparing EAs.  The primary components 

of the agency coordination and public involvement program for this EA include: 

• Distribution notification letter to agencies; 

• Publication of the Draft EA for agency and public review; and 

• Preparation of a Final EA that will include responses to comments received on the Draft 

EA. 

Keeping agencies and the public informed and gathering input from each is an essential 

component of any environmental study.  The following sections summarize the agency 

coordination and public involvement program for this EA. 

5.1  COORDINATION 

Table 5-1 includes a list of entities contacted as part of coordination efforts associated with this 

EA.   

5.2  DRAFT EA AVAILABILITY FOR REVIEW 

This Draft EA was made available for review by the general public, government agencies, and 

interested parties for a period of 30 days from April 26, 2021 to May 27, 2021.  The Notice of 

Availability (NOA) of the Draft EA was published in the Legal section of the San Luis Obispo 

Tribune.  Electronic copies of the Draft EA were available at https://www.sloairport.com/l52-

oceano/.  Due to the COVID-19 public health emergency and the potentially changing 

availability of libraries and other offices for public review, individual hard copies of the Draft EA 

were not distributed to such offices.  However, hard copies of the Draft EA and flash drives 

containing the Draft EA were available at to review can request them at County of San Luis 

Obispo Department of Airports, 975 Airport Drive, Suite 1, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401.   

All comments received on the Draft EA during the comment period were considered by the 

County and FAA in preparing the Final EA.  Copies of comments and responses to those 

comments will be provided in Appendix I.

  

https://www.sloairport.com/l52-oceano/
https://www.sloairport.com/l52-oceano/
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Table 5-1 

COORDINATION LETTERS 

Entity Location 

USEPA Air Resources Board 1001 "I" Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 

Caltrans District 5 50 Higuera Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Caltrans Division of Aeronautics 1120 S Main Street, Sacramento, CA 94274-0001 

Caltrans Planning 

Planning, MS #32, P.O. Box 942874, Sacramento, CA 

94274-0001 

Fish & Game Region # 4 (Central 

Region) 3196 South Higuera Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Native American Heritage Commission  1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100, West Sacramento, CA 95691 

Office of Historic Preservation  1725 23rd St #100, Sacramento, CA 95816 

Central Coast Regional Water Quality 

Control Board (Region 3) 895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Resources Agency 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1311, Sacramento, CA 95814 

SWRCB: Water Quality P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 

Department of Water Resources 423 Washington St. #300, San Francisco, CA 94111 

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution 

Control District 3433 Roberto Ct, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

San Luis Obispo County Government 

Center 1055 Monterey Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 

Oceano Community Services District 1655 Front Street, Oceano, CA 93445 

Lucia Mar Unified School District 602 Orchard Street, Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 

State Clearinghouse P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento CA 95812-3044 

California Coastal Commission  725 Front Street #300, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

California Parks and Recreation 

Department 340 James Way #270, Pismo Beach, CA 93449 

San Luis Obispo County Public Works 

Department 976 Osos Street #207, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

San Luis Obispo County Planning & 

Building 1055 Monterey Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 

Arroyo Grande City Council 300 E Branch Street, Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 

Grover Beach City Clerk 154 S 8th Street, Grover Beach, CA 93433 

South San Luis Obispo County 

Sanitation District 1600 Aloha Place, Oceano, CA 93445 

   Source: RS&H June 2019 
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CHAPTER 7. LIST OF PREPARERS   

This Draft EA was prepared for the County of San Luis Obispo Department of Airports in 

accordance with FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B and CEQ Regulations Section 1502.17.34  The 

following individuals from the lead federal agency, the airport sponsor, and the principal 

preparers working under contract to the airport sponsor.   

7.1 LEAD FEDERAL AGENCY 

Responsibility for review of this Draft EA rests with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

Western Region – San Francisco Airport District office (ADO). The principal FAA reviewers are 

listed below.  

Richard Doucette, Environmental Protection Specialist, New England Region. 

Douglas Pomeroy, Environmental Protection Specialist, San Francisco Airports District Office.  

7.2  AIRPORT SPONSOR  

As the airport sponsor, the County of San Luis Obispo Department of Airports provided 

information on the proposed project and associated development on the Airport. The principal 

participant for the airport sponsor is listed below.  

Craig Piper – Deputy Director, County of San Luis Obispo Department of Airports  

7.3 PRINCIPAL PREPARERS 

An interdisciplinary team of researchers, technicians, and experts in various disciplines were 

required to prepare and complete the necessary documentation. The lead consultant for 

preparation of this document is RS&H supported by Althouse and Meade, and LSA.  

7.3.1 RS&H 

William J. Willkie, B.A. Architecture, M.C.P Environmental.  37 years of experience.  EA project 

manager, research and preparation of EA sections, and graphic preparation.   

Joseph Gale, B.A. Environmental Science, M.S. Sustainable Management. 4 years of experience. 

Research and preparation of EA sections, graphic preparation.   

David J. Full, AICP, B.A. Urban Planning, M.U.P. 33 years of experience. QA/QC of all work 

products.  

 
34 Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR Section 1502.17, List of Preparers, November 1978. 
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Karin Bouler, B.A. Anthropology, 12 years of experience. Preparation of EA sections.   

7.3.2 Althouse and Meade, Inc. Biological and Environmental Services 

LynneDee Althouse, Principal Biologist.  Biological and wetland delineation report preparation. 

Jessica Griffiths, Senior Biologist.  Conducted biological survey and wetland delineation of the 

project site.  

7.3.3 LSA Associates  

E. Timothy Jones, Cultural Resource Specialist.  Conducted cultural resource investigation. 
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Flowering Plants 
NAME STATUS 
California Jewelflower Caulanthus californicus Endangered 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4599 

 

Gambel's Watercress Rorippa gambellii Endangered 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4201 

 

La Graciosa Thistle Cirsium loncholepis Endangered 
There is final critical habitat for this species. 
Your location is outside the critical habitat. 

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6547 
 

Marsh Sandwort Arenaria paludicola Endangered 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2229 

 
Nipomo Mesa Lupine Lupinus nipomensis Endangered 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5480 

 
Pismo Clarkia Clarkia speciosa ssp. immaculata Endangered 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5936 

 

Salt Marsh Bird's-beak Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. maritimus Endangered 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6447 

 

Spreading Navarretia Navarretia fossalis Threatened 
There is final critical habitat for this species. 
Your location is outside the critical habitat. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1334 

 

Critical Habitats 

 
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S JURISDICTION. 

Source: IPaC, December 2019 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 

 

1.1 Purpose 

This Biological Assessment (BA) provides information regarding plant and wildlife species 

currently listed, candidate, or proposed for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

that occur or could occur on lands associated with the Airfield Pavement and Facilities 

Improvement Project at the Oceano County Airport (Project). The purpose of this report is to 

provide federal agencies with information regarding federally listed species that could potentially 

be affected by the Project. Results include a discussion of federally listed, candidate, or proposed 

for listing species that have potential to occur within the Action Area or be affected by the proposed 

Project. The effects of the proposed Project on federally listed, candidate, or proposed for listing 

species are evaluated and avoidance and minimization measures are outlined. This information is 

intended to support RS&H, the Oceano County Airport, and the FAA with the initiation of a section 

7 consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the Project. 

 
1.2 Species Considered in this Document 

The Project (described and defined in Section 2.0) could potentially affect one species listed under 

the federal ESA. The Action Area (defined in Section 3.0) does not include any designated or 

proposed critical habitat for federally listed species. Therefore, this BA does not include specific 

analyses regarding federally designated critical habitat. The only listed species potentially affected 

is the federally threatened California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii). 

Section 4.0 provides an analysis of the potential for California red-legged frog to occur in the 

Action Area. Section 5.0 provides a brief summary of potential impacts to listed species. 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures are provided in Section 6.0. 

Appendix A and Appendix B contain tables of plants and animals detected in the Action Area 

during field surveys in 2018 and 2019. 

Appendix C and Appendix D contain tables of federally-listed species reported from the region 

that were not detected within or near the Action Area and for which the Project would have “No 

Effect” for ESA purposes. 

 
1.3 Summary of Effect Determinations 

Based on the analysis contained in this BA, the Project is not likely to adversely affect California 

red-legged frog (Table 1). 
 

TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS DETERMINATION 
 

Species Listing Status Effects Determination 

California red-legged frog Threatened Not Likely to Adversely Affect 
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2 PROJECT INFORMATION 
 

 

2.1 Location 

The Action Area is located at the Oceano County Airport, at 561 Air Park Drive, off State 

Route 1, within the Census Designated Place Oceano in San Luis Obispo County, California. 

The Action Area includes Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 061-093-044. Approximate 

coordinates for the center of the Action Area are 35.101911° N / 120.623157° W (WGS84) 

in the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle Oceano 

(Figure 1). Elevation ranges from approximately 10 to 19 feet above mean sea level. The 

Action Area is approximately 

0.25 miles from the Pacific Ocean, and is located within the Coastal Zone (Figure 2). 

 
2.2 Project Description 

The proposed Project at the Oceano County Airport includes widening runways and taxiways, 

and installation of new lighting, signage, an electrical vault, and a pollution control facility. 

The major components of the Project include: 

• Widen runway from 50 to 60 feet (five feet on either side of the runway). Includes 

grading and paving the runway and grading the shoulders on either side of the runway 

to maintain required runway shoulder widths and drainage of stormwater flows to the 

existing drainage system. Also includes replacement of existing runway edge lighting. 

• Widen Taxiways A, A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4 from 20 to 25 feet (2.5 feet on either side 

of the taxiways). Includes grading and paving on either side of the taxiways, 

maintenance of required taxiway shoulder widths, and storm-water drainage 

consistent with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Airport Design standards. 

The project includes the replacement and installation of new taxiway edge lighting 

and the necessary extension of electrical power supply. 

• Install hold position signage. 

• Install new electrical vault and electrical connections. Includes demolition of existing 

electrical vault, existing parking, and existing obsolete house/office near the Air Park 

Circle entrance. 

• Relocate segmented circle and wind cone. Includes an extension of the vehicle service 

road to the facilities and the extension of electrical power from the new electrical 

vault. 

• Install a pollution control facility (aircraft wash rack) on existing pavement. Includes 

extension of power and water supply as well as the installation of appropriate storm-

water runoff containment infrastructure consisting of collection piping and an oil/water 

separator. Storm-water not associated with aircraft washing would continue to 

discharge through existing storm-water conveyance infrastructure to the existing 

permitted outfall. 

 
Site Plans are provided in Figure 3, for reference.



 

E-7 
 

 



 

E-8 
 



 

E-9 
 

 



Althouse and Meade, Inc – 877.04 

E-10 
   

 

3 ACTION AREA 
 

 

The Action Area (i.e., all areas that could be affected directly or indirectly by Project 

implementation) evaluated in this BA is comprised of the Oceano County Airport. The Airport has 

one paved runway which is 2,325 long and 50 feet wide, and a parallel taxiway to the southwest 

which is approximately 20 feet wide. Parallel to the runway on the northeast is a wide area of 

tarmac for parking vehicles and airplanes, with a row of hangars along the northeast edge of the 

tarmac. A paved vehicle parking lot is located outside the entrance to the Airport, at the north end 

of the Action Area. 

 
3.1 Environmental Baseline 

The Action Area is primarily annual grassland with coastal brackish marsh interspersed within. 

These habitats are periodically mowed in and around the runway and taxiways for vegetation 

management. Anthropogenic habitat in the Action Area includes runways, taxiways, tarmac, and 

buildings. Along the perimeter of the tarmac is ruderal habitat where vegetation is sparse. Arroyo 

willow riparian woodland occurs along two bordering streams, Arroyo Grande Creek and Meadow 

Creek, on the southwest border of the Action Area. Ornamental trees grow in small numbers near 

the vehicle access point for the Action Area and adjacent to Oceano Memorial Campground. Mats 

of iceplant (Carpobrotus edulis) occur within some areas of annual grassland, primarily in the 

southeastern portion of the Action Area. 

One individual soil map unit from the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey 

Geographic Database (SSURGO) overlaps the Action Area, Mocho fine sandy loam (0 to 2 percent 

slopes) (USDA NRCS 2019) (Figure 4). 

 
3.2 Habitat Type Descriptions 

Seven habitat types are found within the Action Area (Table 2 and Figure 5). Most of the Action 

Area, approximately 23.42 acres, is mapped as annual grassland. Anthropogenic habitat comprises 

10.51 acres. The remaining area primarily consists of coastal brackish marsh (approximately 4.67 

acres) and arroyo willow riparian woodland habitat (approximately 1.56 acres). Ruderal 

(approximately 0.98 acres), iceplant mats (approximately 0.67 acre), and non-native ornamental 

trees (approximately 0.27 acre) occupy the rest of the Action Area. 
 

TABLE 2. HABITAT TYPES 

Habitat Type Location in Action Area 
Approximate 
Area (Acres) 

Annual Grassland Throughout Action Area 23.42 

Coastal Brackish Marsh Throughout Action Area 4.67 

Arroyo Willow Riparian Woodland Creeks bordering Action Area 1.56 

Ruderal Perimeter around tarmac, runway and 

taxiways 

0.98 

Iceplant Mats Within annual grassland, southeastern 

portion of Action Area 

0.67 
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Habitat Type Location in Action Area 
Approximate 
Area (Acres) 

Non-Native Ornamental Trees Small stand adjacent to Oceano 

Memorial Campground 

0.27 

Anthropogenic Paved areas in central and northern part 

of Action Area 

10.51 

 

3.2.1 Annual Grassland 

Annual grassland habitat is the dominant habitat within the Action Area and is present on 

approximately 23.42 acres. Non-native grasses such as ripgut brome (bromus diandrus), and 

Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon) are dominant within this habitat, as well as non-native forbs 

such as wild radish (Raphanus sativus), summer mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and hairy vetch 

(Vicia villosa). Annual grassland within the Action Area is mowed regularly for maintenance 

purposes. 

Photo 1. Mowed vegetation in annual grassland north of the runway, 

looking north, January 2, 2019. 

 

 
3.2.2 Coastal Brackish Marsh 

Coastal brackish marsh is found in low depressions throughout the Action Area and occupies 

approximately 4.67 acres. This habitat occurs along the coast where freshwater from streams mixes 

with salt water from the ocean, creating gradients of brackish wetland. This habitat is dominated 

by pickleweed (Salicornia pacifica), salt grass (Distichlis spicata), marsh jaumea (Jaumea 

carnosa), and alkali heath (Frankenia salina). In areas of lower salinity, common threesquare 

(Schoenoplectus pungens), Mexican rush (Juncus mexicanus), and beardless wild rye (Elymus 
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triticoides) become dominant. The areas of coastal brackish marsh near the runway are mowed 

regularly for maintenance purposes. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Photo 2. Beardless wild rye growing within coastal 

brackish marsh habitat, looking northwest, May 23, 

2018. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Photo 3. Coastal brackish marsh habitat, looking 

southeast, May 9,2018. 

 

 
3.2.3 Arroyo Willow Riparian Woodland 

Arroyo Willow riparian forest is found primarily along Meadow Creek and Arroyo Grande Creek 

and occurs on approximately 1.56 acres within the Action Area. Vegetation is dominated by an 

overstory of Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) with dense thickets of blackberry (Rubus ursinus) 

underneath. Canary ivy (Hedera canariensis) is abundant in this habitat near the wind cone. 

Photo 4. Riparian habitat abutting annual grassland with coastal 

brackish marsh interspersed, looking west, June 7, 2018. 
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3.2.4 Ruderal 
Ruderal habitat occurs along a three to ten-foot clearing around the tarmac, runway and taxiways 

within the Action Area, occupying approximately 0.98 acres. Ruderal areas are primarily bare 

ground with non-native forbs such as telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora) and Jersey 

cudweed (Pseudognaphalium luteoalbum). Minimal native herbaceous vegetation, such as strigose 

lotus (Acmispon strigosus), is present. Ruderal habitat within the Action Area is mowed regularly 

for maintenance purposes. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Photo 5. Ruderal habitat growing next to the 

tarmac, looking northwest, June 7, 2018. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Photo 6. Ribwort growing in sparsely vegetated 

ruderal habitat, looking east, May 23, 2018. 

 

 
3.2.5 Iceplant Mats 

The introduced succulent, iceplant (Carpobrotus edulis), forms dense mats where it has become 

established and can invade a variety of habitats. Iceplant mats occupy approximately 0.67 acres 

within the Action Area. Native vegetation is not present in this habitat and only sparsely occurring 

introduced species, such as curly dock (Rumex crispus), are found within the mats. Iceplant is 

found growing near the wind cone and the southeastern end of the runway. 

 
3.2.6 Non-native Ornamental Trees 

Non-native ornamental trees are found along the fenced border with Oceano Memorial 

Campground and occupies approximately 0.27 acres of the Action Area. Monterey Cypress 

(Hesperocyparis macrocarpa), Ngaio tree (Myoporum laetum), and Sydney golden wattle (Acacia 

longifolia) are the dominant overstory trees with a non-native weedy understory. 

 
3.2.7 Anthropogenic 

Buildings and paved surfaces including runways, taxiways, and parking lots comprise 

approximately 10.51 acres of the Action Area. There is one runway which is 2,325 long and 50 

feet wide, and a parallel taxiway which is approximately 20 feet wide. North of the runway is a 

parking area for vehicles and airplanes, and hangars are located along the northeast edge of the 

tarmac. A paved parking lot is located outside the Airport entrance. 
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      Figure 5. Biological Resources 



Althouse and Meade, Inc – 877.04 

E-16 
 

4 FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES 
 

 

This BA includes detailed information regarding federally listed species that occur or could occur 

within the Action Area. Information presented here is based on a records review of federally listed 

species reported from the eight 7.5-minute USGS quadrangles surrounding the Action Area: Pismo 

Beach, Arroyo Grande NE, Tar Spring Ridge, Oceano, Nipomo, Point Sal, Guadalupe, and Santa 

Maria. The designated search area encompasses approximately 497 square miles (317,800 acres) 

of land, and is consistent with typical search area requirements by the USFWS. Records that were 

reviewed came from the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW 2020), the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) (USFWS 

2020a) and Critical Habitat Mapper databases, and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 

On-line Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (CNPS 2020). 

Figure 6 depicts the current GIS data for federally listed species and critical habitat mapped in the 

vicinity of the Action Area by the CNDDB and USFWS (USWFS 2020b). 

 
4.1 Federally Listed Species that May Be Affected by the Project 

One federally listed species is known to occur or have the potential to occur in the Action Area 

and could potentially be affected by the Project (Table 3). A full list of federally-listed species 

reported from the region that were not detected within or near the Action Area and for which the 

Project would have “No Effect” for ESA purposes. is provided in Appendix C. 
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TABLE 3. FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR IN THE ACTION AREA 

One species is listed in this table that is governed by the ESA, and which has the potential to occur within the Action Area and could be affected 

by the Project. 
 

  

Common Name 

 

Scientific Name 

 

Federal/State Status 
Global/State Rank 
CA State Rank 

 

Nesting/ 
Breeding 
Period 

 

Habitat Preference 

 

Potential to Occur 

1. California red- 

legged frog 

Rana draytonii FT/None 

G2G3/S2S3 

SSC 

Jan - Jul Lowlands and foothills in or 

near sources of deep water 

with dense, shrubby or 

emergent riparian 

vegetation. Requires 11-20 

weeks for larval 

development. 

Low. There is no suitable 

breeding habitat present in 

the Action Area. Transient 

individuals may occur in 

upland habitat, but because 

there are two roads between 

the Action Area and the 

closest known occurrence, 

CRLF are unlikely to occur. 

Abbreviations: 
FT: Federally Threatened 
SSC: CDFW Species of Special Concern 
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4.2 Species Discussion 

A species account for the one species listed above that has the potential to occur within the Action 

Area is provided below. An Effects Determination is provided in Section 5.0. Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures are provided in Section 6.0. California Natural Diversity Database 

(CNDDB) citations are given as the occurrence number for the species under discussion (Figure 

6). 

California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii; CRLF) is listed as a threatened species under the 

federal ESA; it has no state listing status. CRLF are the largest frog native to the state of California. 

Adult bodies can reach 5 inches in length. Color can be reddish to gray, and the legs may or may 

not have characteristic red shading. The characteristic identifier of this species is the dorsolateral 

fold extending from just behind the eye to the joint of the legs, and positioned halfway between 

the frog’s spine on each side. Once quite common throughout the state, CRLF lived from sea level 

to elevations of about 5,200 feet. Today, CRLF live in only 30 percent of their former range, 

primarily in coastal drainages of central California from Marin County south to northern Baja, 

California, (USFWS 2002). The most significant threat to CRLF is chytrid fungus 

(Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis) (USFWS 2010). An additional major cause of CRLF population 

decline is the introduction of the bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana) which can consume and exhaust 

CRLF resources (Sousa 2008). Habitat requirements include aquatic breeding sites mixed with 

riparian and upland dispersal habitats. Along with its aquatic habitat, the CRLF also utilizes upland 

habitat for seeking food, shelter and as migration corridors between breeding and non- breeding 

sites. Bulger et al. (2003) found that during dry summer months, CRLF were nearly always within 

5 meters of a pond; however during summer rain events and early winter rains, frogs moved up to 

130 meters from their ponds, and some frogs even traveled up to 2800 meters to migrate to a 

different pond. When out of the water the CRLF will shelter under natural or manmade debris and 

burrow into moist leaf litter or small animal burrows (USFWS 2010). 

CRLF generally require seasonal pools or streams that hold water until late summer for successful 

breeding. The breeding season for the CRLF is from January to July with a peak in February 

(CDFW 2014). Eggs are deposited on emergent vegetation such as rushes, cattails, and other 

vegetation, with masses containing 2,000 to 5,000 eggs floating on the water surface. Eggs hatch 

in 6 to 14 days depending on water temperature, with tadpoles developing in 20 to 22 days, and 

terrestrial frogs developing in 11 to 20 weeks (USFWS 2002). Reproduction begins after 2 to 3 

years. CRLF can live for 8 to 10 years, but average lifespan is likely less (USFWS 2002). 

Larval CRLF are thought to graze on algae. Adult frogs primarily consume invertebrates, but small 

vertebrates including Pacific tree frogs (Hyla regilla) and California mice (Peromyscus 

californicus) represent a significant portion of their diet. Foraging occurs along shorelines and the 

water surface but can also occur several meters into dense riparian areas (USFWS 2002). Adult 

and subadult frogs feed primarily at night. Factors adversely affecting CRLF include urbanization, 

habitat fragmentation and degradation, impoundments, and predation by centrarchid fish and 

bullfrogs. 

Survey Methods: The entirety of the Action Area was inspected visually during site visits by A&M 

biologist in May and June 2018 and January 2019. No suitable aquatic habitat was present in the 

Action Area during any visit. Extensive surveys were not conducted and intensive survey methods 

(dip netting, seining, snorkeling, etc.) were not undertaken. 
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Survey Results: California red-legged frogs were not detected within the Action Area during visual 

inspections of the site by Althouse and Meade, Inc. biologists in May or June 2018 or January 

2019. The closest reported occurrence of CRLF to the Action Area is approximately 0.2 miles 

southeast in Arroyo Grande Creek approximately 0.3 miles upstream from the creek mouth 

(CNDDB #496) (CDFW 2020). 
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