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Executive Summary 

Project Synopsis 

This document is a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) that identifies and describes 
potential environmental impacts associated with the Fast Forward 2040 Santa Barbara County Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP-SCS) proposed by the Santa Barbara 
County Association of Governments (SBCAG). The Fast Forward 2040 RTP-SCS (Fast Forward 2040) is an 
update of the 2040 RTP-SCS approved in 2013. This supplemental EIR (SEIR) is prepared as a supplement 
to the previous EIR for the 2013 update of the 2040 RTP-SCS, which was certified in 2013. 

Section 21000 of the California Public Resources Code, commonly referred to as the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), requires the evaluation of environmental impacts associated with all 
planning programs or development projects proposed. As such, this SEIR is an informational document 
for use by SBCAG, other agencies, and the general public in their consideration and evaluation of the 
environmental consequences of implementing the proposed Fast Forward 2040. 

Project Applicant 

The project applicant is the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG). 

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments  
(Regional Transportation Planning Agency or RTPA and Metropolitan Planning Organization or MPO)  
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, California 93110 

Project Description 

The original RTP was adopted by SBCAG in 1975 and the latest RTP-SCS was adopted in 2013. Fast 
Forward 2040 reflects changes in legislative requirements, local land use policies, and resource 
constraints. Fast Forward 2040 covers the entire area of Santa Barbara County and includes the cities of 
Santa Barbara, Carpinteria, Goleta, Lompoc, Buellton, Santa Maria, Solvang, and Guadalupe as well as the 
unincorporated communities of the County. Capital improvement projects identified in Fast Forward 
2040 are located on state highways, county roads and locally owned streets, as well as on transit district 
property and public utility lands. Some of the improvement projects are intended as maintenance and 
rehabilitation projects aimed at improving the existing infrastructure and transportation networks 
(bicycle, pedestrian, bus line, etc.). 

The RTP-SCS plans how the Santa Barbara County Region will meet its transportation needs for the 20-
year period from 2016 to 2040, considering existing and projected future land use patterns as well as 
forecast population and job growth. The RTP-SCS plans for and programs the approximately $6.05 billion 
in revenues expected to be available to the region from all transportation funding sources over the 
course of the planning period. It identifies and prioritizes expenditures of this anticipated funding for 
transportation projects of all transportation modes: highways, streets and roads, transit, rail, bicycle and 
pedestrian, as well as transportation demand management measures and intelligent transportation 
systems. 
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The RTP-SCS is based on a preferred land use and transportation scenario which lays out a pattern of 
future growth and transportation system investment for the region emphasizing a transit-oriented 
development and infill approach to land use and housing. Population and job growth is allocated 
principally within existing urban areas near public transit. Allocation of future growth directly addresses 
jobs-housing balance issues by emphasizing job growth in the North County and housing growth in the 
South County. 

The preferred scenario consists of three core, inter-related components:  

1 A land use plan, including residential densities and building intensities sufficient to accommodate 
projected population, household and employment growth; 

2 A multi-modal transportation network to serve the region’s transportation needs; and  

3 A “regional greenprint” cataloguing open space, habitat, and farmland as constraints to urban 
development.  

The plan identifies transportation system needs consistent with the preferred scenario and includes 
comprehensive lists of programmed and planned transportation investments that are intended to meet 
performance goals for mobility, safety, congestion relief, system preservation and environmental 
protection. In addition to its other components, the preferred scenario also includes an enhanced transit 
strategy that creates a framework for future transit service expansion at such time as new revenue 
sources become available. Recognizing the uncertain nature of future new revenue sources, it takes a 
targeted, balanced and flexible approach to expanding transit service as needed in the future. The 
enhanced transit strategy commits to transit service expansion as new revenue sources become 
available, (1) identifying when transit enhancements are actually needed through quantitative triggers, 
and (2) protecting existing funding for competing local demands, such as street and road maintenance. 
The enhanced transit strategy is a strategy for the future. It does not change the list of fiscally 
constrained, programmed and planned transportation projects. 

Alternatives 

As required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project that would attain most of its basic objectives (stated in Section 2.5 
of this EIR) but would avoid or substantially lessen any of its significant effects. 

As discussed in Chapter 4 of Fast Forward 2040, the proposed project, Scenario 3 (Transit-oriented 
development/Infill), consists of a transit-oriented development (TOD) and an infill land use pattern plus 
an enhanced transit strategy. The alternatives analysis includes certain remaining scenarios as described 
in Chapter 4 as alternatives to the proposed 2040 RTP-SCS. Three alternatives were selected for analysis 
in this section. The fourth alternative listed here (Alternative D/Scenario 7) is discussed under 
Alternatives Considered but Rejected since it is not fiscally constrained, and therefore not feasible and 
does not meet project objectives. The considered alternatives include the following: 

 Alternative A: No Project Alternative (RTP-SCS Scenario 2): Only currently programmed and funded 
transportation system improvements (the current RTP-SCS’s programmed projects list) would be 
implemented, with no changes to existing allowable land uses. This alternative also assumes the land 
use pattern described in the existing 2040 SCS.  

 Alternative B: Blended Infill & Urban Area Expansion Alternative (RTP-SCS Scenario 5): All 
programmed and planned transportation system improvements (the current RTP-SCS’s programmed 
and planned projects lists) would be implemented, with a land use scenario that is a hybrid of infill 
development and development along the expanded urban edge.  

 Alternative C: North County-weighted Jobs, South County-weighted Housing Emphasis Alternative 
(RTP-SCS Scenario 6): All programmed and planned transportation system improvements (the 
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current RTP-SCS’s programmed and planned projects lists) would be implemented, with a land use 
scenario that addresses the jobs-housing balance issues by emphasizing job growth in the North 
County and housing growth in the South County, without emphasis on TOD or infill development.  

Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

 Alternative D: TOD/Infill and Maximum Enhanced Transit. (RTP-SCS Scenario 7): All programmed and 
planned transportation system improvements (the current RTP-SCS’s programmed and planned 
projects lists), plus additional transit service, would be implemented, with a land use scenario that 
focuses on infill development within existing transit corridors. This alternative is identical to the 
proposed project, except that it includes additional transit service. This alternative is not feasible in 
that it is not fiscally constrained (costs are beyond what will be available during this funding cycle) 
and therefore is discussed under Alternatives Considered but Rejected. 

The proposed project is the environmentally superior project, but in comparison of just the alternatives, 
the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative. Therefore the EIR must identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. Although neither Alternative B or 
Alternative C would be considered environmentally superior to the proposed project, Alternative C 
would result in one less significant impact in the area of Land Use compared to Alternative B and 
therefore is considered environmentally superior compared to all feasible alternatives. Both of these 
alternatives, B and C, would result in greater air quality, biological resources, energy, GHG emissions, 
noise, and transportation impacts than the proposed project. Based on this analysis and the analyses 
conducted for this SEIR, no feasible alternatives have been identified that would reduce the significant 
effects of the project and meet the basic project objectives compared to the proposed project; 
therefore, the proposed project is environmentally superior.  

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Table ES-1 includes a brief description of the identified environmental impacts, proposed mitigation 
measures, and the level of significance after mitigation. As a supplemental EIR, many of the impacts, 
mitigation measures, and level of significance of residual impacts have not changed since the 2013 EIR. 
The specific RTP-SCS projects that may contribute to the impacts described below are listed in the tables 
at the end of individual impact sections (4.1 through 4.13). The SEIR has included Section 4.13, Tribal 
Cultural Resources, in congruence with the signing of Assembly Bill 52 (AB52). 

Class I impacts are defined as significant, unavoidable adverse impacts which require a statement of 
overriding considerations to be issued per Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines if the project is 
approved. Class II impacts are significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than 
significant levels and which require findings to be made under Section 15091 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. Class III are considered less than significant impacts, and Class IV are beneficial effects. 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

Impacts 

2013 EIR 2017 SEIR 

Aesthetics  

Impact AES-1 The transportation 
improvement projects under Fast 
Forward 2040, as well as the land use 
patterns envisioned by Fast Forward 
2040, may affect public views along 
designated scenic corridors, adjacent 
landscaping, and other highways 
considered to have high scenic 
qualities. This impact would be Class II, 
less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

AES-1 (A) Where a particular Fast Forward 2040 transportation 
improvement project affects adjacent landforms, the project sponsor shall 
ensure that re-contouring provides a smooth and gradual transition 
between modified landforms and existing grade. 
AES-1 (B) The project sponsor shall ensure that landscaping is installed to 
restore natural features along corridors where possible after widening, 
interchange modifications, re-alignment, or construction of ancillary 
facilities. Associated landscape materials and design shall enhance landform 
variation, provide erosion control, and blend with the natural setting. To 
ensure compliance with approved landscape plans, the implementing 
agency shall provide a performance security equal to the value of the 
landscaping/irrigation installation. 
AES-1 (C) The project sponsor shall ensure that a project in a scenic view 
corridor will have the minimum possible impact, consistent with project 
goals, upon foliage, existing landscape architecture and natural scenic views. 
AES-1 (D) Potential noise impacts arising from increased traffic volumes 
associated with adjacent land development shall be preferentially mitigated 
through the use of setbacks and the acoustical design of adjacent proposed 
structures. The use of sound walls, or any other architectural features that 
could block views from the scenic highways or other view corridors, shall be 
discouraged to the extent possible. Where use of sound walls is found to be 
necessary, walls shall incorporate offsets, accents, and landscaping to 
prevent monotony. In addition, sound walls should be complementary in 
color and texture to surrounding natural features. 
AES-1 (E) In visually sensitive areas, local land use agencies shall apply 
development standards and guidelines to maintain compatibility with 
surrounding natural areas, including site coverage, building height and 
massing, building materials and color, landscaping, and site grading. 

With implementation of 
the mitigation measures 
AES-1(a) through AES-1(e) 
identified in the 2013 EIR 
and listed above, impacts 
would be less than 
significant. Impacts of 
Fast Forward 2040 are 
consistent with the 2013 
EIR. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Impact AES-2 Development of 
proposed transportation improvement 
projects under Fast Forward 2040, as 
well as the land use patterns 
envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 would 
contribute to the alteration of the 

AES-2 (A) Roadway extensions and widenings shall avoid the removal of 
existing mature trees to the extent possible. Any trees lost shall be replaced 
at a minimum 2:1 basis and incorporated into the landscaping design for the 
roadway when feasible (note: the oak tree replacement rate may be higher 
than 2:1 in some jurisdictions, including the County of Santa Barbara). The 
project sponsor of a particular Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure the 

Implementation of 
mitigation measures AES-
2(a) through AES-2(c) 
would reduce project-
specific impacts to the 
extent feasible. However, 

Class I, 
Significant 
and 
Unavoidable 

Class I, 
Significant 
and 
Unavoidable 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

Impacts 

2013 EIR 2017 SEIR 

County’s aesthetic character from a 
rural (or semi-rural) to a somewhat 
more suburban condition. This would 
be a Class I, significant and unavoidable 
impact. 

continued vitality of replaced trees through periodic maintenance (see 
mitigation measures prescribed in Section 4.3 Biological Resources, Impact B-
1). 
AES-2 (B) Roadway lighting shall be minimized to the extent possible, and 
shall not exceed the minimum height requirements of the local jurisdiction in 
which the project is proposed. This may be accomplished through the use of 
hoods, low intensity lighting, and using a few lights as necessary to achieve 
the goals of the project.  
AES-2 (C) Bus shelters and other ancillary facilities constructed under Fast 
Forward 2040 shall be designed in accordance with the architectural review 
requirements of the local jurisdiction in which the project is proposed and 
with local transit requirements and standards. Bus shelters shall incorporate 
colors complementary of the natural surroundings. 

Mitigation measures AES-1(a) through AES-1(e) would also incrementally 
reduce potential impacts. 

the incremental alteration 
of the area’s current rural 
or semi-rural character to 
a more suburban 
environment is 
considered a significant 
and unavoidable impact. 
Impacts of Fast Forward 
2040 are consistent with 
the 2013 EIR. 

Air Quality  

Impact AQ-1 Construction activities 
associated with the proposed 
transportation improvement projects 
under Fast Forward 2040 would have 
the potential to result in temporary 
adverse impacts on air quality in Santa 
Barbara County. Impacts would be 
Class II, less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

AQ-1 (A) The RTP-SCS project sponsor shall ensure that SBCAPCD standard 
dust control measures are implemented. The measures shall be noted on all 
construction plans and the project sponsor shall perform periodic site 
inspections. SBCAPCD standard dust control measures include the following: 

 During construction, use water trucks or sprinkler systems to keep all 
areas of vehicle movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving 
the site. At a minimum, this should include wetting down such areas in 
the late morning and after work is completed for the day. Increased 
watering frequency should be required whenever the wind speed 
exceeds 15 mph. Reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. 
However, reclaimed water should not be used in or around crops for 
human consumption. 

 Minimize amount of disturbed area and reduce on site vehicle speeds to 
15 miles per hour or less. 

 If importation, exportation and stockpiling of fill material is involved, soil 
stockpiled for more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or 
treated with soil binders to prevent dust generation. Trucks transporting 
fill material to and from the site shall be tarped from the point of origin. 

 Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of 

With the implementation 
of Mitigation Measures 
AQ-1(a) though AQ-1(h), 
impacts related to short-
term construction 
emissions would be 
reduced to a less-than-
significant level. Impacts 
of Fast Forward 2040 are 
consistent with the 2013 
EIR. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 
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mud onto public roads. 

 After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation is completed, treat 
the disturbed area by watering, or revegetating, or by spreading soil 
binders until the area is paved or otherwise developed so that dust 
generation will not occur. 

 The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor 
the dust control program and to order increased watering, as necessary, 
to prevent transport of dust offsite. Their duties shall include holiday 
and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. The name and 
telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the Air Pollution 
Control District prior to land use clearance for map recordation and land 
use clearance for finish grading of the structure. 

 Prior to land use clearance, the applicant shall include, as a note on a 
separate informational sheet to be recorded with map, these dust 
control requirements. All requirements shall be shown on grading and 
building plans. 

AQ-1 (B) The project sponsor shall ensure that construction equipment is 
visually inspected prior to leaving the site and loose dirt is washed off with 
wheel washers as necessary. In addition, the project sponsor shall ensure all 
construction equipment is maintained in tune per the manufacturer’s 
specifications. 

AQ-1 (C) The project sponsor shall ensure that public streets are cleaned, 
swept or scraped at frequent intervals or a least three times a week if visible 
soil material has been carried onto adjacent public roads. 

AQ-1 (D) The RTP-SCS project sponsor shall ensure that ground disturbance 
is phased to the extent possible to minimize the creation of fugitive dust. 
This shall be accomplished through review and approval by the project 
sponsor of the construction schedule submitted in association with the 
project’s environmental review. 

AQ-1 (E)The project sponsor shall ensure the following regarding 
construction equipment:  

 Diesel equipment meeting the CARB Tier 3 or higher emission standards 
for off-road heavy-duty diesel engines should be used to the maximum 
extent feasible.  

 On-road heavy-duty equipment with model year 2010 engines or newer 
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should be used to the maximum extent feasible.  

 Diesel powered equipment should be replaced by electric equipment 
whenever feasible.  

 Equipment/vehicles using alternative fuels, such as compressed natural 
gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane, or biodiesel, should be 
used on-site where feasible. 

 Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if 
feasible.  

 The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum 
practical size.  

 The number of construction equipment operating simultaneously shall 
be minimized through efficient management practices to ensure that the 
smallest practical number is operating at any one time. 

AQ-1 (F) The project sponsor shall ensure that to the extent possible, 
construction activity utilizes electricity from power poles rather than 
temporary diesel power generators and/or gasoline power generators. 

AQ-1 (G) In addition to performing the measures listed above, if 
implementation of all feasible on-site mitigation fails to reduce construction-
related GHG emissions to below guideline levels, the project sponsor shall 
ensure that the implementing agency contributes monies for off-site 
mitigation, as necessary to reduce construction emissions below guideline 
levels. Monies shall be contributed to an existing fund established to 
implement vehicle and equipment replacement/conversion and other 
programs designed to reduce ROC and NOx emissions. This mitigation shall 
be accomplished through the application of this condition by the responsible 
jurisdiction during the individual project’s environmental review and shall 
only be applied following application of all feasible on-site mitigation. 

AQ-1 (H) The project sponsor shall ensure that the removal of underground 
storage tanks and other project excavation is a permitted activity in 
accordance with SBCAPCD rules and regulations. This shall be accomplished 
through the issuance of SBCAPCD permits to the project sponsor prior to 
issuance of a grading permit. 

AQ-1 (I) The project sponsor shall ensure that construction worker trips are 
minimized by requiring carpooling and by providing lunch onsite. 
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Impact AQ-2 Implementation of Fast 
Forward 2040 would result in an overall 
reduction of on-road vehicle emissions 
when compared to existing conditions 
and the future “No Project” scenario. 
Therefore, long-term operational 
impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation.  

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant  

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Impact AQ-3 The transportation 
improvement projects under Fast 
Forward 2040 may facilitate increased 
exposure of sensitive receptors to 
hazardous air pollutants and odorous 
compounds. Implementation of the 
RTP-SCS would not result in a 
significant regional increase in toxic air 
emissions or odorous compounds when 
compared to the existing conditions 
and the future “No Project” scenario. 
However, localized increases may occur 
as a result of infill and transit-oriented 
development facilitated by Fast 
Forward 2040 land use scenario. 
Impacts would be Class II, less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

AQ-3 (A) The project sponsor shall incorporate health risk reduction 
measures based on analysis of individual sites and project circumstances. 
These measures may include: 

 Design the project to minimize exposure to roadway-related pollutants 
to the maximum extent feasible through inclusion of design components 
including air filtration and physical barriers.  

 Do not locate sensitive receptors near the entry and exit points of a 
distribution center. 

 Do not locate sensitive receptors in the same building as a 
perchloroethylene dry cleaning facility. 

 Locate structures and outdoor living areas for sensitive uses as far as 
possible from the source of emissions. As feasible, locate doors, outdoor 
living areas, and air intake vents primarily on the side of the building 
away from the freeway or other pollution source. As feasible, 
incorporate dense, tiered vegetation that regains foliage year round and 
has a long life span between the pollution source and the project.  

 Maintain a 50-foot buffer from a typical gas dispensing facility (under 3.6 
million gallons of gas per year).  

 Install, operate and maintain in good working order a central heating 
and ventilation (HV) system or other air take system in the building, or in 
each individual residential unit, that meets the efficiency standard of the 
MERV 13. The HV system should include the following features: 
Installation of a high efficiency filter and/or carbon filter-to-filter 
particulates and other chemical matter from entering the building. 
Either HEPA filters or ASHRAE 85% supply filters should be used. 
Ongoing maintenance should occur.  

With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3, 
impacts to sensitive 
receptors as a result of 
hazardous air pollutants 
would be less than 
significant. Impacts of 
Fast Forward 2040 are 
consistent with the 2013 
EIR. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 
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 Retain a qualified HV consultant or HERS rater during the design phase 
of the project to locate the HV system based on exposure modeling from 
the mobile and/or stationary pollutant sources.  

 Maintain positive pressure within the building.  

 Achieve a performance standard of at least one air exchange per hour of 
fresh outside filtered air. 

 Achieve a performance standard of at least 4 air exchanges per hour of 
recirculation.  

 Achieve a performance standard of .25 air exchanges per hour of in 
unfiltered infiltration if the building is not positively pressurized.  

 Require project owners to provide a disclosure statement to occupants 
and buyers summarizing technical studies that reflect health concerns 
about exposure to highway exhaust emissions.  

 Retain a qualified air quality consultant to prepare a health risk 
assessment (HRA) in accordance with the California Air Resources Board 
and the Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment 
requirements to determine the exposure of project 
residents/occupants/users to stationary air quality polluters prior to 
issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit. 

Impact AQ-4 Re-entrained dust has the 
potential to increase airborne PM10 and 
PM2.5 levels in Santa Barbara County. 
The increase in growth expected 
through the Fast Forward 2040 
planning horizon would result in 
additional vehicle miles traveled, which 
would add to the PM10 and PM2.5 levels 
in the area. However, re-entrained dust 
levels would be lower with Fast 
Forward 2040 than under the “No 
Project” scenario. Impacts would be 
Class III, less than significant. 

None Required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 
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Biological Resources  

Impact BIO-1 Implementation of 
transportation improvements and the 
land use scenario envisioned by Fast 
Forward 2040 may result in impacts to 
special status plant and animal species. 
Impacts would be Class II, less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

BIO-1 (A) Biological Resources Screening and Assessment. On a project-by-
project basis, a preliminary biological resource screening shall be performed 
to determine whether the project has any potential to impact biological 
resources. If it is determined that the project has no potential to impact 
biological resources, no further action is required. If the project would have 
the potential to impact biological resources, prior to construction, a qualified 
biologist shall conduct a biological resources assessment (BRA) or similar 
type of study to document the existing biological resources within the 
project footprint plus an appropriate buffer determined by a qualified 
biologist and to determine the potential impacts to those resources. The BRA 
shall evaluate the potential for impacts to all sensitive biological resources 
including, but not limited to special status species, nesting birds, wildlife 
movement, sensitive plant communities/critical habitat and other resources 
judged to be sensitive by local, state, and/or federal agencies. Pending the 
results of the BRA, design alterations, further technical studies (i.e. protocol 
surveys) and/or consultations with the USFWS, CDFW and/or other local, 
state, and federal agencies may be required. The following mitigation 
measures [B-1(b) through B-1(k)] shall be incorporated, only as applicable, 
into the BRA for projects where specific resources are present, or may be 
present, and may be impacted by the project. Note that specific surveys 
described in the mitigation measures below may be completed as part of the 
BRA where suitable habitat is present. 

BIO-1 (B) Special Status Plant Surveys. If the project-specific BRA determines 
that special status plant species may occur on-site, surveys for special status 
plants shall be completed prior to any vegetation removal, grubbing, or 
other construction activity within each segment (including staging and 
mobilization). The surveys shall be floristic in nature and shall be seasonally-
timed to coincide with the blooming period of the target species identified in 
the project-specific BRA. All plant surveys shall be conducted by a qualified 
biologist approved by the implementing agency no more than two years 
before initial ground disturbance. All special status plant species identified 
on-site shall be mapped onto a site-specific aerial photograph and 
topographic map. Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the most 
current protocols established by the CDFW, USFWS, and the local 
jurisdictions if said protocols exist. A report of the survey results shall be 

Compliance with the 
mitigation measures and 
all existing state, local 
and/or federal regulations 
would reduce impacts to 
a less than significant 
level. 

 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 
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submitted to the implementing agency, and the CDFW and/or USFWS, as 
appropriate, for review and approval. 

BIO-1 (C) Special Status Plant Species Avoidance, Minimization, and 
Mitigation. If State listed or California Rare Plant List 1B species are found 
during special status plant surveys [pursuant to mitigation measure BIO-
1(b)], then the project shall be re-designed to avoid impacting these plant 
species, if feasible. Rare plant occurrences that are not within the immediate 
disturbance footprint, but are located within 50 feet of disturbance limits 
shall have bright orange protective fencing installed at least 30 feet beyond 
their extent, or other distance as approved by a qualified biologist, to protect 
them from harm. 

BIO-1 (D) Restoration and Monitoring. If special status plants species cannot 
be avoided and will be impacted by a project implemented under Fast 
Forward 2040, all impacts shall be mitigated at a minimum ratio of 2:1 
(number of acres/individuals restored to number of acres/individuals 
impacted) for each species as a component of habitat restoration. A 
restoration plan shall be prepared and submitted to the jurisdiction 
overseeing the project for approval (e.g., if a state listed plant species will be 
impacted, the restoration plan shall be submitted to the CDFW for approval). 
The restoration plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components: 

 Description of the project/impact site (i.e., location, responsible parties, 
areas to be impacted by habitat type) 

 Goal(s) of the compensatory mitigation project [type(s) and area(s) of 
habitat to be established, restored, enhanced, and/or preserved 
including specific functions and values of habitat type(s) to be 
established, restored, enhanced, and/or preserved 

 Description of the proposed compensatory mitigation site (location and 
size, ownership status, existing functions and values) 

 Implementation plan for the compensatory mitigation site (rationale for 
expecting implementation success, responsible parties, schedule, site 
preparation, planting plan) 

 Maintenance activities during the monitoring period, including weed 
removal as appropriate (activities, responsible parties, schedule) 

 Monitoring plan for the compensatory mitigation site, including no less 
than quarterly monitoring for the first year (performance standards, 
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target functions and values, target acreages to be established, restored, 
enhanced, and/or preserved, annual monitoring reports) 

 Success criteria based on the goals and measurable objectives; said 
criteria to be, at a minimum, at least 80 percent survival of container 
plants and 30 percent relative cover by vegetation type 

 An adaptive management program and remedial measures to address 
any shortcomings in meeting success criteria 

 Notification of completion of compensatory mitigation and agency 
confirmation 

 Contingency measures (initiating procedures, alternative locations for 
contingency compensatory mitigation, funding mechanism) 

BIO-1 (E) Endangered/Threatened Species Habitat Assessment and Protocol 
Surveys. Specific habitat assessment and survey protocols are established for 
several federally and state Endangered or Threatened species. If the results 
of the BRA determine that suitable habitat may be present then any such 
species’ protocol habitat assessments/surveys shall be completed in 
accordance with CDFW and/or USFWS protocols prior to issuance of any 
construction permits. If through consultation with the CDFW and/or USFWS 
it is determined that protocol habitat assessments/surveys are not required, 
said consultation shall be documented prior to issuance of any construction 
permits. Each protocol has different survey and timing requirements, and 
therefore the applicant(s) for each project shall be responsible for ensuring 
they understand the protocol requirements. 

BIO-1 (F) Endangered/Threatened Species Avoidance and Minimization. 
The habitat requirements of endangered and threatened species throughout 
the County are highly variable. The potential impacts from any given project 
implemented under Fast Forward 2040 are likewise highly variable. 
However, there are several avoidance and minimization measures that can 
be applied for a variety of species to reduce the potential for impact, with 
the final goal of no net loss of the species. Project sponsors shall select 
appropriate measures, as applicable, from the following measures that may 
be applied to aquatic and/or terrestrial species:  

Ground disturbance shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete 
the project. The project limits of disturbance shall be flagged. Areas of 
special biological concern within or adjacent to the limits of disturbance shall 
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have highly visible orange construction fencing installed between said area 
and the limits of disturbance. 

All projects occurring within/adjacent to aquatic habitats (including riparian 
habitats and wetlands) shall be completed between April 1 and October 31, 
if feasible, to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species. 

All projects occurring within or adjacent to sensitive habitats that may 
support federally and/or state Endangered/Threatened species shall have a 
CDFW and/or USFWS-approved biologist present during all initial ground 
disturbing/vegetation clearing activities. Once initial ground 
disturbing/vegetation clearing activities have been completed, said biologist 
shall conduct daily pre-activity clearance surveys for Endangered/Threatened 
species. Alternatively, and upon approval by CDFW and/or USFWS, said 
biologist may conduct site inspections at a minimum of once per week to 
ensure all prescribed avoidance and minimization measures are being fully 
implemented. 

No Endangered/Threatened species shall be captured and relocated without 
expressed, authorized permission from the CDFW and/or USFWS. 

If at any time during construction of the project an Endangered/Threatened 
species enters the construction site or otherwise may be impacted by the 
project, all project activities shall cease. A CDFW/USFWS-approved biologist 
shall document the occurrence and consult with CDFW and/or USFWS as 
appropriate. 

For all projects occurring in areas where Endangered/Threatened species 
may be present and are at risk of entering the project site during 
construction, exclusion fencing shall be placed along the project boundaries 
prior to start of construction (including staging and mobilization). The 
placement of the fence shall be at the discretion of the CDFW/USFWS-
approved biologist. This fence shall consist of solid silt fencing placed at a 
minimum of 3 feet above grade and 2 feet below grade and shall be attached 
to wooden stakes placed at intervals of not more than 5 feet. The fence shall 
be inspected weekly and following rain events and high wind events and 
shall be maintained in good working condition until all construction activities 
are complete. 

All vehicle maintenance/fueling/staging shall occur a minimum of 100 feet 
away from any riparian habitat or water body. Suitable containment 
procedures shall be implemented to prevent spills. A minimum of one spill 
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kit shall be available at each work location near riparian habitat or water 
bodies.  

No equipment shall be permitted to enter wetted portions of any affected 
drainage channel. 

All equipment operating within streams shall be in good conditions and free 
of leaks. Spill containment shall be installed under all equipment staged 
within stream areas and extra spill containment and clean up materials shall 
be located in close proximity for easy access. 

If project activities could degrade water quality, water quality sampling shall 
be implemented to identify the pre-project baseline, and to monitor during 
construction for comparison to the baseline.  

If water is to be diverted around work sites, a diversion plan shall be 
submitted (depending upon the species that may be present) to the CDFW, 
RWQCB, USFWS, and/or NMFS for their review and approval prior to the 
start of any construction activities (including staging and mobilization). If 
pumps are used, all intakes shall be completely screened with wire mesh not 
larger than five millimeters to prevent animals from entering the pump 
system. 

At the end of each work day, excavations shall be secured with cover or a 
ramp provided to prevent wildlife entrapment. 

All trenches, pipes, culverts or similar structures shall be inspected for 
animals prior to burying, capping, moving, or filling. 

The CDFW/USFWS-approved biologist shall remove invasive aquatic species 
such as bullfrogs and crayfish from suitable aquatic habitat whenever 
observed and shall dispatch them in a humane manner and dispose of 
properly. 

If any federal and/or state protected species are harmed, the CDFW/USFWS-
approved biologist shall document the circumstances that led to harm and 
shall determine if project activities should cease or be altered in an effort to 
avoid additional harm to these species. Dead or injured special status species 
shall be disposed of at the discretion of the CDFW and USFWS. All incidences 
of harm shall be reported to the CDFW and USFWS within 24 hours. 

BIO-1 (G) Non-Listed Special Status Animal Species Avoidance and 
Minimization. Several State Species of Special Concern may be impacted by 
projects implemented under Fast Forward 2040. The ecological requirements 
and potential for impacts is highly variable among these species. Depending 
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on the species identified in the BRA, several of the measures identified under 
B-1(f) shall be applicable to the project. In addition, measures shall be 
selected from among the following to reduce the potential for impacts to 
non-listed special status animal species: 

For non-listed special-status terrestrial amphibians and reptiles, coverboard 
surveys shall be completed within three months of the start of construction. 
The coverboards shall be at least four feet by four feet and constructed of 
untreated plywood placed flat on the ground. The coverboards shall be 
checked by a qualified biologist once per week for each week after 
placement up until the start of vegetation removal. All non-listed special 
status and common animals found under the coverboards shall be captured 
and placed in five-gallon buckets for transportation to relocation sites. All 
relocation sites shall be reviewed by the project sponsor and shall consist of 
suitable habitat. Relocation sites shall be as close to the capture site as 
possible but far enough away to ensure the animal(s) is not harmed by 
construction of the project. Relocation shall occur on the same day as 
capture. CNDDB Field Survey Forms shall be submitted to the CDFW for all 
special status animal species observed. 

Pre-construction clearance surveys shall be conducted within 14 days prior 
to the start of construction (including staging and mobilization). The surveys 
shall cover the entire disturbance footprint plus a minimum 200 foot buffer, 
if feasible, and shall identify all special status animal species that may occur 
on-site. All non-listed special status species shall be relocated from the site 
either through direct capture or through passive exclusion. A report of the 
pre-construction survey shall be submitted to SBCAG/and or the local 
jurisdiction for their review and approval prior to the start of construction. 

A qualified biologist shall be present during all initial ground disturbing 
activities, including vegetation removal, to recover special status animal 
species unearthed by construction activities.  

Upon completion of the project, a qualified biologist shall prepare a Final 
Compliance report documenting all compliance activities implemented for 
the project, including the pre-construction survey results. The report shall be 
submitted within 30 days of completion of the project. 

If special status bat species may be present and impacted by the project, a 
qualified biologist shall conduct presence/absence surveys within 30 days 
prior to the start of construction presence/absence surveys for special status 
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bats in consultation with the CDFW where suitable roosting habitat is 
present and in consultation with the CDFW. Surveys shall be conducted using 
acoustic detectors and by searching tree cavities, crevices, and other areas 
where bats may roost. If active roosts are located, exclusion devices such as 
netting shall be installed to discourage bats from occupying the site in 
consultation with the CDFW. If a roost is determined by a qualified biologist 
to be used by a large number of bats (large hibernaculum), bat boxes shall be 
installed near the project site. The number of bat boxes installed will depend 
on the size of the hibernaculum and shall be determined through 
consultations with the CDFW. If a maternity colony has become established, 
all construction activities shall be postponed within a 500-foot buffer around 
the maternity colony until it is determined by a qualified biologist that the 
young have dispersed. Once it has been determined that the roost is clear of 
bats, the roost shall be removed immediately. 

BIO-1 (H) Preconstruction Surveys For Nesting Birds. For any construction 
activities occurring during the nesting season (generally February 1 to 
September 15), surveys for nesting birds (covered by the California Fish and 
Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act) shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal. The 
surveys shall include the entire segment disturbance area plus a 200 foot 
buffer around each project site. If active nests are located, all construction 
work shall be conducted outside an established buffer area around the nest. 
The buffer shall be a minimum of 50 feet for non-raptor bird species and at 
least 150 feet for raptor species, but appropriate buffer size will be 
determined by a qualified biologist. Larger buffers may be required 
depending upon the status of the nest and the construction activities 
occurring in the vicinity of the nest. The buffer area(s) shall be closed to all 
construction personnel and equipment until the adults and young are no 
longer reliant on the nest site. A qualified biologist shall confirm that 
breeding/nesting is completed and young have fledged the nest prior to 
removal of the buffer. A report of these preconstruction nesting bird surveys 
shall be submitted to SBCAG and/or the local jurisdiction. 

BIO-1 (I) Monarch Butterfly Avoidance and Minimization. Prior to 
completion of the final design, a qualified biologist shall review the project 
for the potential to impact monarch butterflies. If known or potential winter 
roost sites may be impacted, the biologist shall make recommendations to 
avoid impacts including, but not limited to, relocation/redesign of project 
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features to avoid roost sites, guidance regarding tree removal and trimming 
at roost sites, and recommendations regarding planting additional roost 
trees. 

Between October 1 and March 1, construction shall not occur within 100 feet 
of known or potential roost sites, if feasible. If construction must occur 
during this period, a qualified biologist shall survey known and potential 
roost sites to confirm occupancy by monarch butterflies prior to start of any 
construction within 100 feet. Multiple surveys may be necessary, and the 
closest known roost sites shall be used as voucher sites to confirm the timing 
of butterfly arrival. If monarch butterflies are found at a roost site, 
construction shall not occur within 100 feet of the roost site until the 
biologist has determined that the butterflies have left the area. The biologist 
shall visit the voucher sites to confirm that butterflies have left the region. 

BIO-1 (J) Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP). Prior to 
initiation of construction activities (including staging and mobilization), all 
personnel associated with project construction shall attend WEAP training, 
conducted by a qualified biologist, to aid workers in recognizing special 
status resources that may occur in the project area. The specifics of this 
program shall include identification of the sensitive species and habitats, a 
description of the regulatory status and general ecological characteristics of 
sensitive resources, and review of the limits of construction and mitigation 
measures required to reduce impacts to biological resources within the work 
area. A fact sheet conveying this information shall also be prepared for 
distribution to all contractors, their employers, and other personnel involved 
with construction of the project. All employees shall sign a form 
documenting that they have attended the WEAP and understand the 
information presented to them. The form shall be submitted to SBCAG 
and/or the local jurisdiction to document compliance. 

BIO-1 (K) Tree Protection. If it is determined that construction may impact 
trees protected by local agencies, the project sponsor shall procure all 
necessary tree removal permits. A tree protection and replacement plan 
shall be developed by a certified arborist, as appropriate. The plan shall 
include, but would not be limited to, an inventory of trees within the 
construction site, setbacks from trees and protective fencing, restrictions 
regarding grading and paving near trees, direction regarding pruning and 
digging within root zone of trees, and requirements for replacement and 
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maintenance of trees. If protected trees will be removed, replacement tree 
plantings of the same or similar species in accordance with local agency 
standards, but at a minimum ratio of 2:1 (trees planted to trees impacted), 
shall be installed on-site or at an approved off-site location, and a restoration 
and monitoring program shall be developed in accordance with B-1(d) and 
shall be implemented for a minimum of seven years or until stasis has been 
determined by certified arborist. If a protected tree will be encroached upon, 
but not removed, a certified arborist shall be present to oversee all trimming 
of roots and branches. 

Impact BIO-2 Implementation of 
transportation improvements proposed 
and the land use scenario envisioned 
by Fast Forward 2040 may result in 
impacts to sensitive habitats, including 
federally protected wetlands. This 
impact would be Class II, less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

BIO-2 (A) Jurisdictional Delineation. If projects implemented under Fast 
Forward 2040 occur within or adjacent to wetland, drainages, riparian 
habitats, or other areas that may fall under the jurisdiction of the CDFW, 
USACE, RWQCB, and/or CCC, a qualified biologist shall complete a 
jurisdictional delineation. The jurisdictional delineation shall determine the 
extent of the jurisdiction for each of these agencies and shall be conducted 
in accordance with the requirement set forth by each agency. The result shall 
be a preliminary jurisdictional delineation report that shall be submitted to 
the implementing agency, USACE, RWQCB, CDFW, and CCC, as appropriate, 
for review and approval. If jurisdictional areas are expected to be impacted 
the RWQCB would require a Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) permit 
and/or Section 401 Water Quality Certification (depending upon whether or 
not the feature falls under federal jurisdiction). If CDFW asserts its 
jurisdictional authority, a Streambed Alteration Agreement pursuant to 
Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code would also be 
required prior to construction within the areas of CDFW jurisdiction. If the 
USACE asserts its authority a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act would likely be required. The CCC would also require a coastal 
development permit for projects falling within their jurisdiction.  

BIO-2(B) Wetland and Riparian Habitat Restored. Impacts to jurisdictional 
wetland and riparian habitat shall be mitigated at a minimum ratio of 2:1 
(acres of habitat restored to acres impacted), and shall occur on-site or as 
close to the impacted habitat as possible. A mitigation and monitoring plan 
shall be developed by a qualified biologist in accordance with mitigation 
measure B-1(d) above and shall be implemented for no less than five years 
after construction of the segment, or until the SBCAG/local jurisdiction 
and/or the permitting authority (e.g., CDFG or USACE) has determined that 

Compliance with the 
mitigation measures and 
existing State, local 
and/or federal regulations 
would reduce impacts to 
a less than significant 
level. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 
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restoration has been successful. 

BIO-2(C) Landscaping Plan. If landscaping is proposed for a specific project, a 
qualified biologist/landscape architect shall prepare a landscape plan for that 
project. This plan shall indicate the locations and species of plants to be 
installed. Drought tolerant, locally native plant species shall be used. 
Noxious, invasive, and/or non-native plant species that are recognized on the 
Federal Noxious Weed List, California Noxious Weeds List, and/or California 
Invasive Plant Council Lists 1, 2, and 4 shall not be permitted. Species 
selected for planting shall be similar to those species found in adjacent 
native habitats. 

BIO-2(D) Invasive Weed Prevention and Management Program. Prior to 
start of construction for each project, an Invasive Weed Prevention and 
Management Program shall be developed by a qualified biologist to prevent 
invasion areas adjacent native habitat by non-native plant species. A list of 
target species shall be included, along with measures for early detection and 
eradication.  

All disturbed areas shall be hydroseeded with a mix of locally native species 
upon completion of work in those areas. In areas where construction is 
ongoing, hydroseeding shall occur where no construction activities have 
occurred within six (6) weeks since ground disturbing activities ceased. If 
exotic species invade these areas prior to hydroseeding, weed removal shall 
occur in consultation with a qualified biologist and in accordance with the 
restoration plan. 

Impact BIO -3 Implementation of 
transportation improvements proposed 
and the land use scenario envisioned 
by Fast Forward 2040 may impact 
wildlife movement, including fish 
migration, and/or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery. This impact 
would be Class I, significant and 
unavoidable. 

BIO-3 (A) Fence and Lighting Design. All projects including long segments of 
fencing and lighting shall be designed to minimize impacts to wildlife. 
Fencing shall not block or impede wildlife movement through riparian or 
other natural habitat when feasible. Where fencing is required for public 
safety concerns, the fence shall be designed to permit wildlife movement by 
incorporating design features such as: 

 A minimum 16 inches between the ground and the bottom of the fence 
to provide clearance for small animals 

 A minimum 12 inches between the top two wires, or top the fence with 
a wooden rail, mesh, or chain link instead of wire to prevent animals 
from becoming entangled 

 If privacy fencing is required near open space areas, openings at the 

With implementation of 
the mitigation measures, 
potential impacts to 
wildlife movement and 
nursery sites would be 
reduced, but disruption to 
wildlife movement is still 
anticipated. Thus, this 
impact would remain 
Class I, significant and 
unavoidable. 

Class I, 
Significant 
and 
Unavoidable 

Class I, 
Significant 
and 
Unavoidable 
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bottom of the fence measure at least 16 inches in diameter shall be 
installed at reasonable intervals to allow wildlife movement 

 If fencing must designed in such a manner that wildlife passage would 
not be permitted, wildlife crossing structures shall be incorporated into 
the project design as appropriate 
 
similarly, lighting installed as part of any project shall be designed to be 
minimally disruptive to wildlife. This may be accomplished through the 
use of hoods to direct light away from natural habitat, using low 
intensity lighting, and using a few lights as necessary to achieve the 
goals of the project. 

BIO-3 (B) Construction Best Management Practices. The following 
construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be incorporated into 
all grading and construction plans: 

 Designation of a 20 mile per hour speed limit in all construction areas 

 All vehicles and equipment shall be parked on pavement, existing roads, 
and previously disturbed areas, and clearing of vegetation for vehicle 
access shall be avoided to the greatest extent feasible  

 The number of access routes, number and size of staging areas, and the 
total area of the activity shall be limited to the minimum necessary to 
achieve the goal of the project 

 Designation of equipment washout and fueling areas to be located 
within the limits of grading at a minimum of 100 feet from waters, 
wetlands, or other sensitive resources as identified by a qualified 
biologist. Washout areas shall be designed to fully contain polluted 
water and materials for subsequent removal from the site 

 Daily construction work schedules shall be limited to daylight hours only, 
and shall be consistent with mitigation measure N-1(a) (Construction 
Hours) in Section 4.11, Noise 

 Mufflers shall be used on all construction equipment and vehicles shall 
be in good operating condition 

 Drip pans shall be placed under all stationary vehicles and mechanical 
equipment 

 All trash shall be placed in sealed containers and shall be removed from 
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the project site a minimum of once per week 

 No pets are permitted on project site during construction 

Cultural Resources  

Impact CR-1 Implementation of 
transportation improvements and the 
land use scenario envisioned by Fast 
Forward 2040 has the potential to 
impact known and unknown cultural 
resources. Impacts to archaeological 
resources would be less than 
significant without mitigation 
incorporated and impacts to historical 
resources would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

CR-1 The project sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project involving earth 
disturbance, the installation of pole signage or lighting, or construction of 
permanent above ground structures or roadways shall ensure that the 
following elements are included in the project’s individual environmental 
review: 

1. When a project would involve the demolition or alterations of buildings or 
structures greater than 50 years old, the project sponsor or contractor shall 
retain a historian or architectural historian who meets the Secretary of 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards to document and evaluate 
the historical significance of the affected buildings or structures. If such 
documentation and evaluation indicates that the building or structure 
qualifies as a significant historical resource, the resource should be avoided 
and preserved in place if feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, further 
documentation to reduce impacts on historical resources shall be provided, 
including but not limited to archival quality photographs, measured 
drawings, oral histories, interpretive signage, and/or other measures. 

Historical documentation shall be submitted for review and approval by the 
lead agency prior to issuance of any permits for demolition or alteration of 
structures greater than 50 years old. 

The lead agency shall site inspect during grading and prior to occupancy 
clearance to ensure compliance with any measures recommended through 
the historical documentation. 

2. For any project that will involve grading, trenching, or other ground 
disturbance, the project sponsor or contractor shall retain a Registered 
Professional Archaeologist to complete a Phase 1 archaeological inventory of 
the project site. A Phase 1 archaeological inventory should include an 
archaeological pedestrian survey of the project site and sufficient 
background archival research and field sampling to determine whether 
subsurface prehistoric or historic remains may be present. Archival research 
should include a records search conducted at the Central Coast Information 
Center (CCIC) and a Sacred Lands File Search (SLFS) conducted with the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). 

Implementation of the 
measures would reduce 
potential impacts to 
archeological resources to 
a less than significant 
level. Implementation of 
the measures would 
reduce potential impacts 
to historical resources to 
the extent feasible; 
however impacts would 
remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

Archaeologic
al resources 
were Class II, 
Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated. 
Historical 
resources 
were Class, I 
Significant 
and 
Unavoidable.  

Archaeologic
al resources 
are Class II, 
Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated. 
Historical 
resources are 
Class, I 
Significant 
and 
Unavoidable. 
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Any prehistoric or historic archaeological remains so identified shall be 
avoided and preserved in place if feasible. Where preservation is not 
feasible, the significance of each resource shall be evaluated for significance 
and eligibility to the CRHR. Phase 2 evaluation shall include any necessary 
archival research to identify significant historical associations as well as 
mapping of surface artifacts, collection of functionally or temporally 
diagnostic tools and debris, and excavation of a sample of the cultural 
deposit to characterize the nature of the sites, define the artifact and feature 
contents, determine horizontal boundaries and depth below surface, and 
retrieve representative samples of artifacts and other remains.  

Any excavation at Native American sites shall be monitored by a tribal 
representative. Cultural materials collected from the sites shall be processed 
and analyzed in the laboratory according to standard archaeological 
procedures. The age of the remains shall be determined using radiocarbon 
dating and other appropriate procedures; lithic artifacts, faunal remains, and 
other cultural materials shall be identified and analyzed according to current 
professional standards. The significance of the sites shall be evaluated 
according to the criteria of the CRHR. The results of the investigations shall 
be presented in a technical report following the standards of the California 
Office of Historic Preservation publication “Archaeological Resource 
Management Reports: Recommended Content and Format (1990 or latest 
edition)” (http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/armr.pdf). Upon 
completion of the work, all artifacts, other cultural remains, records, 
photographs, and other documentation shall be curated an appropriate 
curation facility. All fieldwork, analysis, report production, and curation shall 
be fully funded by the applicant. 

If any of the resources meet CRHR significance standards, the City shall 
ensure that all feasible recommendations for mitigation of archaeological 
impacts are incorporated into the final design and any permits issued for 
development. Any necessary data recovery excavation shall be carried out by 
a Registered Professional Archaeologist according to a research design 
reviewed and approved by the City prepared in advance of fieldwork and 
using appropriate archaeological field and laboratory methods consistent 
with the California Office of Historic Preservation Planning Bulletin 5 (1991), 
Guidelines for Archaeological Research Design, or the latest edition thereof.  

As applicable, the final Phase 1 Inventory, Phase 2 Testing and Evaluation, or 
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Phase 3 Data Recovery reports shall be submitted to the City prior to final 
inspection of a construction permit. Recommendations contained therein 
shall be implemented throughout all ground disturbance activities. 

Impact CR-2 Implementation of 
proposed transportation improvements 
and the land use scenario envisioned 
by Fast Forward 2040 has the potential 
to impact paleontological resources. 
Impacts would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated 

CR-2 The project sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project involving earth 
disturbance, the installation of pole signage or lighting, or construction of 
permanent above ground structures or roadways shall ensure that the 
following elements are included in the project’s individual environmental 
review: 

Prior to any construction activity, a Qualified Professional Paleontologist 
should prepare a Paleontological Resources Assessment to identify the 
geologic units that may be impacted by project development, determine the 
paleontological sensitivity of geologic units within the project site using the 
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP 2010), assess potential for 
impacts to paleontological resources from development of the proposed 
project, and recommend mitigation measures to avoid or mitigate impacts to 
scientifically significant paleontological resources. The Paleontological 
Resources Assessment may also require a field survey, but this will need to 
be determined on a project-by-project basis. If the project paleontologist 
determines that sediments within a project site are sensitive for potentially 
significant paleontological resources, the following steps (CR-3d to h) should 
be taken prior to, during, and after construction activities. 

1. Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring Program 
Prior to construction activity a qualified paleontologist should prepare 
a Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring Program to be 
implemented during ground disturbance activity for the proposed 
project. This program should outline the procedures for construction 
staff Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training, 
paleontological monitoring extent and duration, salvage and 
preparation of fossils, the final mitigation and monitoring report, and 
paleontological staff qualifications. 

2. Paleontological Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) 
Prior to the start of construction, the project paleontologist or his or 
her designee, shall conduct training for construction personnel 
regarding the appearance of fossils and the procedures for notifying 
paleontological staff should fossils be discovered by construction staff. 
The WEAP shall be fulfilled at the time of a preconstruction meeting at 

The implementation of 
Mitigation Measure CR-2 
would reduce impacts to 
paleontological resources 
to a less than significant 
level. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 
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which a qualified paleontologist shall attend. In the event of a fossil 
discovery by construction personnel, all work in the immediate vicinity 
of the find shall cease and a qualified paleontologist shall be contacted 
to evaluate the find before restarting work in the area. If it is 
determined that the fossil(s) is (are) scientifically significant, the 
qualified paleontologist shall complete the following conditions to 
mitigate impacts to significant fossil resources. 

3. Paleontological Resource Construction Monitoring 
Ground disturbing construction activities (including grading, trenching, 
foundation work and other excavations) exceeding 5 feet in depth in 
areas mapped as high paleontological sensitivity should be monitored 
on a full-time basis by a qualified paleontological monitor during initial 
ground disturbance. The Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring 
Program shall be supervised by the project paleontologist. Monitoring 
should be conducted by a qualified paleontological monitor, who is 
defined as an individual who has experience with collection and salvage 
of paleontological resources. The duration and timing of the monitoring 
will be determined by the project paleontologist. If the project 
paleontologist determines that full-time monitoring is no longer 
warranted, he or she may recommend that monitoring be reduced to 
periodic spot-checking or cease entirely. Monitoring would be 
reinstated if any new or unforeseen deeper ground disturbances are 
required and reduction or suspension would need to be reconsidered 
by the Supervising Paleontologist. Ground disturbing activity that does 
not exceed 5 feet in depth would not require paleontological 
monitoring. 

4. Fossil Salvage 
If fossils are discovered, the project paleontologist or paleontological 
monitor should recover them. Typically fossils can be safely salvaged 
quickly by a single paleontologist and not disrupt construction activity. 
In some cases larger fossils (such as complete skeletons or large 
mammal fossils) require more extensive excavation and longer salvage 
periods. In this case the paleontologist should have the authority to 
temporarily direct, divert or halt construction activity to ensure that 
the fossil(s) can be removed in a safe and timely manner. 

Once salvaged, significant fossils should be identified to the lowest 
possible taxonomic level, prepared to a curation-ready condition and 
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curated in a scientific institution with a permanent paleontological 
collection (such as the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology), along with all pertinent field notes, photos, data, and 
maps. Fossils of undetermined significance at the time of collection 
may also warrant curation at the discretion of the project 
paleontologist. 

5. Final Paleontological Mitigation Report 
Upon completion of ground disturbing activity (and curation of fossils if 
necessary) the qualified paleontologist should prepare a final 
mitigation and monitoring report outlining the results of the mitigation 
and monitoring program. The report should include discussion of the 
location, duration and methods of the monitoring, stratigraphic 
sections, any recovered fossils, and the scientific significance of those 
fossils, and where fossils were curated. 

Impact CR-3 Implementation of 
proposed transportation improvements 
and the land use scenario envisioned 
by Fast Forward 2040 could result in 
damage to or destruction of human 
burials. Impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

CR-3 Comply with existing regulations relating to human remains, including 
California Environmental Quality Act Section 15064.5(d) and (e) and Public 
Resources Code §5097.98 concerning burial grounds. 

The implementation of 
Mitigation Measure CR-3 
would reduce impacts to 
human burials to a less 
than significant level. 

This impact 
was not 
discussed in 
the 2013 EIR. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Energy  

Impact E-1 Future transportation 
improvement projects and 
implementation of the land use 
scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 
2040 would increase demand for 
energy beyond existing conditions. 
However, Fast Forward 2040 would 
consume less energy than the No 
Project scenario. The project would not 
increase energy use relative to future 
no project conditions, and would be 
consistent with adopted plans and 
policies related to energy conservation. 

E-1 (A) New facilities should be designed with energy-efficient equipment 
and passive solar design (e.g., orientation of building to maximize natural 
heating and cooling, solar water heating, use of daylighting, and placement 
of trees to aid passive cooling, protection from prevailing winds, and 
maximum year-round solar access), provided that additional capital costs are 
offset by estimated energy savings during the first 5 years of operation. 
Additional improvements with longer payback periods, such as photovoltaic 
solar electric systems, should be considered where applicable. 

E-1 (B) All lighting should be energy efficient and designed to use the least 
amount of energy to serve the purpose of the lighting. Lighting should utilize 
solar energy wherever feasible.  

E-1 (C) New landscaping design and irrigation systems should be water 

Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation; however, 
implementation of 
recommended measures 
would further reduce 
countywide energy 
consumption. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 
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As such, this impact would be Class III, 
less than significant. The following 
mitigation measures (E-1(A) – E-1(C)) 
from the 2013 EIR are recommended to 
further minimize energy consumption: 

efficient.  

Impact E-2 Fast Forward 2040 projects 
would not significantly impact the 
transportation of energy resources 
within the County. This impact would 
be Class III, less than significant.  

No mitigation is required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Environmental Justice  

Impact EJ-1 Implementation of the 
projects contained in Fast Forward 
2040 may cause adverse effects on a 
minority or low-income population; 
however, these potential impacts 
would not be disproportionately high 
as per Executive Order 12898 regarding 
environmental justice. This would be a 
Class III, less than significant impact. 

No mitigation is required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Impact EJ-2 The mobility benefits 
derived from Fast Forward 2040 in 
terms of travel times and accessibility 
by transit, single-occupancy vehicles, 
bicycling or walking will not be 
substantially less for minority 
populations, low-income populations, 
low community engagement 
populations, and populations with low 
mobility in the SBCAG region than for 
the population as a whole. This impact 
would be Class III, less than significant. 

No mitigation is required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 
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Geology and Soils   

Impact GEO-1 Implementation of 
transportation improvements and 
future projects facilitated by the land 
use scenario envisioned in Fast 
Forward 2040 could be located on 
potentially unstable soils, or in areas of 
high liquefaction potential. This impact 
would be a Class II, less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

GEO-1 (A) If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located in an area of moderate to 
high liquefaction potential, the project sponsor shall ensure that these 
structures are designed based upon appropriate geology, soils, and 
earthquake engineering studies. Possible design measures include deep 
foundations, removal of liquefiable materials, and dewatering.  

GEO-1 (B) If a Fast Forward 2040 project requires cut slopes over 20 feet in 
height or is located in areas of bedded or jointed bedrock, the project 
sponsor shall ensure that specific slope stabilization studies are conducted. 
Possible stabilization methods include buttresses, retaining walls and soldier 
piles.  

GEO-1 (C) If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located in an area of highly 
expansive, collapsible, or compressible soils, the project sponsor shall ensure 
that a site-specific geotechnical investigation is conducted. The investigation 
will identify hazardous conditions and recommend appropriate design 
factors to minimize hazards. Such measures could include concrete slabs on 
grade with increased steel reinforcement, removal of highly expansive 
material and replacement with non-expansive import fill material, or 
chemical treatment with hydrated lime to reduce the expansion 
characteristics of the soils.  

GEO-1 (D) If a Fast Forward 2040 project involving deep foundations or 
underground areas is located in an area of high groundwater potential, the 
project sponsor shall ensure that appropriate construction techniques (such 
as de-watering, special water proofing, and deeper foundations) are 
implemented. 

Implementation of the 
measures would reduce 
potential impacts to a less 
than significant level. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Impact GEO-2 Implementation of 
proposed transportation improvements 
and future projects facilitated by the 
land use scenario envisioned in Fast 
Forward 2040 could be subject to 
seismic hazards, including fault rupture 
and groundshaking. This impact would 
be Class II, less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

GEO-2 (A) If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located in a zone of high potential 
groundshaking intensity, the project sponsor shall ensure that the structure 
is designed and constructed to the latest geotechnical standards. In most 
cases, this will necessitate site-specific geologic and soils engineering 
investigations conducted by a qualified geotechnical expert. Any 
investigations shall comply with the California Geological Survey’s Guidelines 
for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California.  

GEO 2 (B) Fast Forward 2040 projects shall be placed in areas outside of fault 
rupture zones whenever feasible, in accordance with State and local 
provisions. If avoidance is not possible, detailed geologic and seismic studies 
must be conducted to locate active or potentially active fault traces. 

Implementation of the 
measures would reduce 
potential impacts to a less 
than significant level. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
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Structures shall then be placed outside of an appropriate setback distance.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Impact GHG-1 Construction of the 
transportation improvement projects 
and future land use patterns 
envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 would 
generate temporary short-term GHG 
emissions. Impacts would be Class II, 
less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

GHG-1 The project sponsor shall ensure that applicable GHG-reducing 
SBCAPCD diesel particulate and NOX emissions measures for off-road 
construction vehicles are implemented during construction. The measures 
shall be noted on all construction plans and the project sponsor shall 
perform periodic site inspections. Applicable GHG-reducing measures include 
the following.  

• Use of diesel construction equipment meeting ARB's Tier 2 certified 
engines or cleaner off-road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with 
the State Off-Road Regulation; 

• Use of on-road heavy-duty trucks that meet the ARB’s 2007 or cleaner 
certification standard for on-road heavy-duty diesel engines, and 
comply with the State On-Road Regulation; 

• All on and off-road diesel equipment shall not idle for more than 5 
minutes. Signs shall be posted in the designated queuing areas and or 
job sites to remind drivers and operators of the 5 minute idling limit; 

• Use of electric equipment when feasible; 

• Substitute gasoline-powered in place of diesel-powered equipment, 
where feasible; and 

• Use of alternatively fueled construction equipment on-site where 
feasible, such as compressed natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas 
(LNG), propane or biodiesel. 

With the implementation 
of the Mitigation Measure 
GHG-1 identified in the 
2013 EIR, impacts related 
to short-term 
construction-related GHG 
emissions would be less 
than significant. Impacts 
of Fast Forward 2040 are 
consistent with the 2013 
EIR.  

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Impact GHG-2 Implementation of Fast 
Forward 2040 would not result in a 
significant increase in per capita GHG 
emissions from the transportation 
sector compared to both 2014 baseline 
and future ‘no project’ conditions. Fast 
Forward 2040 Impacts would be Class 
III, less than significant. 

No mitigation is required.  Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Impact GHG-3 Implementation of Fast 
Forward 2040 would not interfere with 
the Passenger Vehicle GHG emissions 
reduction goals of AB 32 or SB 375. 

No mitigation is required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation.  

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 
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Impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

Impact GHG-4 Implementation of Fast 
Forward 2040 would not interfere with 
the goals of applicable GHG reduction 
plans and policies, including climate 
action plans for the cities of Goleta and 
Santa Barbara, and Santa Barbara 
County, as well as AB 32, SB 32, EO B-
30-15, EO-S-3-05, and SB 375. Impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant. 

No mitigation is required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Hydrology and Water Resources  

Impact HWQ-1 Implementation of 
transportation improvements and 
future projects facilitated by the land 
use scenario envisioned in Fast 
Forward 2040 would incrementally 
increase countywide water demand. 
Such impacts would be Class II, less 
than significant with mitigation 
incorporated 

HWQ-1 (A) The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure that, 
where economically feasible and available, reclaimed and/or recycled water 
is used for dust suppression during construction activities. This measure shall 
be noted on construction plans and shall be spot checked by the local 
jurisdiction.  

HWQ-1 (B) The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure that low 
water use landscaping (i.e., drought tolerant plants and drip irrigation) is 
installed. When feasible, native plant species shall be used. 

HWQ-1 (C) The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure that, if 
feasible, landscaping associated with proposed improvements is maintained 
using reclaimed and/or recycled water. 

HWQ-1 (D) The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure that 
porous pavement materials are utilized, where feasible, to allow for 
groundwater percolation. Rural bicycle trails shall be left unpaved, where 
appropriate. 

HWQ-1 (E) The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project that requires potable 
water service should coordinate with water supply system operators to 
ensure that the existing water supply systems have the capacity to handle 
the increase. If the current infrastructure servicing the project site is found to 
be inadequate, infrastructure improvements for the appropriate public 
service or utility should be provided by the project sponsor. In addition, 
wherever feasible, reclaimed water should be used for landscaping purposes 
instead of potable water. 

Implementation of the 
measures would reduce 
potential impacts to a less 
than significant level. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

Impacts 

2013 EIR 2017 SEIR 

Impact HWQ-2 Implementation of 
transportation improvements and 
future projects facilitated by the land 
use scenario envisioned in Fast 
Forward 2040 could result in erosion 
and contaminants in runoff, which 
could degrade surface and ground 
water quality. This impact is considered 
Class II, less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. The following 
mitigation measures from the 2013 EIR 
are required to reduce potential 
impacts to water quality: 

HWQ-2 (A) The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure that 
fertilizer/pesticide application plans for any new right-of-way landscaping 
are prepared to minimize deep percolation of contaminants. The plans shall 
specify the use of products that are safe for use in and around aquatic 
environments. 

HWQ-2 (B) The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 widening or roadway 
extension project shall ensure that the improvement directs runoff into 
subsurface percolation basins and traps which would allow for the removal 
of urban pollutants, fertilizers, pesticides, and other chemicals. 

HWQ-2 (C) For a Fast Forward 2040 project that would disturb at least one 
acre, a SWPPP shall be developed prior to the initiation of grading and 
implemented for all construction activity on the project site. The SWPPP shall 
include specific BMPs to control the discharge of material from the site and 
into the creeks and local storm drains. BMP methods may include, but would 
not be limited to, the use of temporary retention basins, straw bales, sand 
bagging, mulching, erosion control blankets and soil stabilizers. 

Implementation of the 
measures would reduce 
potential impacts to a less 
than significant level. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Impact HWQ-3 Implementation of 
proposed transportation improvements 
and future projects facilitated by land 
use scenario envisioned in Fast 
Forward 2040 could be subject to flood 
hazards due to storm events and/or 
dam failure. Impacts are considered 
Class II, less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

HWQ-3 (A) If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located in an area with high 
flooding potential due a storm event or dam inundation or sea level rise due 
to climate change, the project sponsor shall ensure that the structure is 
elevated at least one foot above the 100-year flood zone elevation and that 
bank stabilization and erosion control measures are implemented along 
creek crossings.  

HWQ-3 (B) In areas subject to tsunami/seiche effects, the project sponsor 
shall ensure that Fast Forward 2040 projects involving the construction of 
new roadways or other structures are elevated above the 10-foot elevation 
by an appropriate margin. In addition, the local jurisdiction shall ensure that 
early warning systems and evacuation plans for tsunami/seiche events are 
developed and implemented. 

Implementation of the 
measure would reduce 
potential impacts to a less 
than significant level. 

This impact 
was 
discussed 
under Impact 
G-3 in the 
2013 EIR. 
Impacts were 
Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Land Use and Planning  

Impact LU-1 Implementation of 
transportation improvements and the 
land use scenario envisioned by Fast 
Forward 2040 could result in land use 
conflicts with existing, sensitive land 
uses. This is impact would be Class III, 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to Land Use 
and Planning compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. 
Mitigation measures listed under Impact AES-1 and AES-2 in Section 4.1 
Aesthetics would reduce potential aesthetic, light and glare impacts. 
Mitigation measures listed under Impact AQ-1 and AQ-3 in Section 4.2, Air 
Quality, would reduce localized air quality impacts. Mitigation measures 

With implementation of 
the mitigation measures, 
impacts would be less 
than significant. Impacts 
of Fast Forward 2040 are 
consistent with the 2013 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

Impacts 

2013 EIR 2017 SEIR 

less than significant. listed under Impact N-1, in Section 4.11, Noise, would reduce potential noise 
impacts. No mitigation is required for impacts related to dividing established 
communities. The aforementioned mitigation measures identified in the 
2013 EIR would minimize long-term impacts generated by proposed 
transportation improvements and land use patterns. 

EIR. 

Impact LU-2 Fast Forward 2040 would 
be consistent with applicable adopted 
State and local goals, policies and 
regulations. This impact would be Class 
III, less than significant. 

No mitigation is required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Impact LU-3 Implementation of 
transportation improvements and the 
land use scenario envisioned by Fast 
Forward 2040 could result in the 
conversion of prime or non-prime 
agricultural lands into non-agricultural 
use. The overall impact to agriculture 
would be Class I, significant and 
unavoidable. 

LU-3 (A) When new roadway extensions or widenings are planned, the 
project sponsor shall assure that project-specific environmental reviews 
consider alternative alignments that reduce or avoid impacts to agricultural 
lands. 

LU-3 (B) Rural roadway alignments shall follow property lines to the extent 
feasible, to minimize impacts to the agricultural production value of any 
specific property. Farmers shall be compensated for the loss of agricultural 
production at the margins of lost property, based on the amount of land 
deeded as road right-of-way, as a function of the total amount of production 
on the property. 

LU-3 (C) Project sponsors should consider corridor realignment, buffer zones, 
setbacks, and fencing to reduce conflict between agricultural lands and 
neighboring uses. 

Implementation of 
mitigation measures LU-
3(a) – LU-3(c) would 
reduce agricultural 
impacts but may remain 
significant and 
unavoidable. Impacts of 
Fast Forward 2040 are 
consistent with the 2013 
EIR.  

Class I, 
Significant 
and 
Unavoidable 

Class I, 
Significant 
and 
Unavoidable 

Impact LU-4 Implementation of 
transportation improvements and the 
land use scenario envisioned by Fast 
Forward 2040 could temporarily and 
permanently displace or disrupt 
existing residences and businesses. This 
would be a Class II, less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

LU-4 (A) The project sponsors of Fast Forward 2040 projects with the 
potential to displace residences or businesses shall assure that project-
specific environmental reviews consider alternative alignments and 
developments that avoid or minimize impacts to nearby residences and 
businesses. 

LU-4 (B) Where project-specific reviews identify displacement or relocation 
impacts that are unavoidable, the project sponsor shall ensure that all 
applicable local, State, and federal relocation programs are used to assist 
eligible persons to relocate. In addition, the local jurisdiction shall review the 
proposed construction schedules to ensure that adequate time is provided to 
allow affected businesses to find and relocate to other sites. 

LU-4 (C) For all Fast Forward 2040 projects that could result in temporary 

With implementation of 
the mitigation measures 
LU-4a – LU-4c, impacts 
would be less than 
significant. Impacts of 
Fast Forward 2040 are 
consistent with the 2013 
EIR. 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

Impacts 

2013 EIR 2017 SEIR 

lane closures or access blockage during construction, the project sponsor 
shall ensure a temporary access plan shall be implemented to ensure 
continued access to affected cyclists, businesses, and homes. Appropriate 
signs and safe access shall be guaranteed during project construction to 
ensure that businesses remain open. 

Noise  

Impact N-1 Construction activity 
associated with transportation 
improvement projects, and infill and 
transit-oriented development 
envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 would 
create temporary noise and vibration 
level increases in discrete locations 
throughout the SBCAG region. 
Construction-related noise and 
vibration impacts would be Class II, less 
than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. The following mitigation 
measures identified in the 2013 EIR 
would minimize construction noise and 
vibration generated by proposed 
transportation improvements and land 
use patterns near sensitive receptors. 

N-1 (A) Project sponsors of Fast Forward 2040 projects shall ensure that, 
where residences or other noise sensitive uses are located within 800 feet of 
construction sites, appropriate measures shall be implemented to ensure 
consistency with local noise ordinance requirements relating to construction. 
Specific techniques may include, but are not limited to, restrictions on 
construction timing, use of sound blankets on construction equipment, and 
the use of temporary walls and noise barriers to block and deflect noise. 

N-1 (B) If a particular project within 800 feet of sensitive receptors requires 
pile driving, the project sponsor in which this project is located shall require 
the use of pile drilling techniques instead, where feasible. This shall be 
accomplished through the placement of conditions on the project during its 
individual environmental review. 

N-1 (C) Project sponsors shall ensure that equipment and trucks used for 
project construction utilize the best available noise control techniques 
(including mufflers, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and 
acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds). 

N-1 (D) Project sponsors shall ensure that impact equipment (e.g., jack 
hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for project construction 
be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever feasible to avoid noise 
associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. 
Where use of pneumatically powered tools is unavoidable, use of an exhaust 
muffler on the compressed air exhaust can lower noise levels from the 
exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. When feasible, external jackets on the 
impact equipment can achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Whenever feasible, use 
quieter procedures, such as drilling rather than impact equipment operation. 

N-1 (E) Locate stationary noise sources as far from sensitive receptors as 
possible. Stationary noise sources that must be located near existing 
receptors will be adequately muffled. 

With implementation of 
local noise control 
requirements and 
Mitigation Measures N-
1(a) through N-1(e) 
identified in the 2013 EIR, 
construction noise and 
vibration impacts would 
be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. Impacts 
of Fast Forward 2040 are 
consistent with the 2013 
EIR.  

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Impact N-2 Implementation of Fast N-2 (A) If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located within 1,000 feet of sensitive With implementation of Class II, Less Class II, Less 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

Impacts 

2013 EIR 2017 SEIR 

Forward 2040 would increase traffic-
generated noise levels on highways and 
roadways which could expose sensitive 
receptors to noise in excess of normally 
acceptable levels. This is a Class II, 
significant but mitigable impact. The 
following mitigation measures 
identified in the 2013 EIR would 
minimize operational noise generated 
by proposed transportation 
improvements and land use patterns 
near sensitive receptors. 

uses, the project sponsor shall ensure that a noise survey is conducted to 
determine potential alternate alignments which allow greater distance from, 
or greater buffering of, noise-sensitive areas. The noise survey shall be 
sufficient to indicate existing and projected noise levels, to determine the 
amount of attenuation needed to reduce potential noise impacts to such 
uses to an exterior noise level of 65 dBA or less. This shall be accomplished 
during the project’s individual environmental review. 

N-2 (B) Where new or expanded roadways are found to expose receptors to 
noise exceeding normally acceptable levels, the project sponsor shall 
consider various sound attenuation techniques. The preferred methods for 
mitigating noise impacts will be the use of appropriate setbacks and sound 
attenuating building design, including retrofit of existing structures with 
sound attenuating building materials where feasible. In instances where use 
of these techniques is not feasible, the use of sound barriers (earthen berms, 
sound walls, or some combination of the two) will be considered. Long 
expanses of walls or fences should be interrupted with offsets and provided 
with accents to prevent monotony. Landscape pockets and pedestrian access 
through walls should be provided. Whenever possible, a combination of 
elements should be used, including solid fences, walls, and landscaped 
berms. Determination of appropriate noise attenuation measures will be 
assessed on a case-by-case basis during a project’s individual environmental 
review pursuant to the regulations of the applicable agency. 

Mitigation Measures N-
2(a) through N-2(b), 
operational 
transportation noise 
impacts would be 
reduced to a less-than-
significant level. Impacts 
of Fast Forward 2040 are 
consistent with the 2013 
EIR. 

than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Impact N-3 The Fast Forward 2040 RTP-
EIR land use scenario would encourage 
infill development, which, although 
minimal, may place sensitive receptors 
in areas with unacceptable noise levels. 
This is a Class II, significant but 
mitigable, impact. Mitigation Measure 
N-3 identified in the 2013 EIR would 
minimize noise associated with infill 
development generated by the 
proposed land use scenario. 

N-3 If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located in an area with exterior ambient 
noise levels above local noise standards (60-65 dBA CNEL), the project 
sponsor shall ensure that a noise study is conducted to determine existing 
and projected noise levels and feasible attenuation measures needed to 
reduce potential noise impacts to such uses to an exterior and interior noise 
level below local standards. Such measures may include, but are not limited 
to: dual-paned windows, solid core exterior doors with perimeter weather 
stripping, air conditioning system so that windows and doors may remain 
closed and situating exterior doors away from roads. This shall be 
accomplished during the project’s individual environmental review. 

Implementation of the 
required programmatic 
measure from the 2013 
EIR would reduce 
potential impacts to a 
less-than-significant level. 
Impacts of Fast Forward 
2040 are consistent with 
the 2013 EIR. 

 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Class II, Less 
than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 

Transportation and Circulation  

Impact T-1 Vehicle miles traveled on 
freeways and local roadways 

No mitigation is required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 

Class III, Less 
than 

Class III, Less 
than 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

Impacts 

2013 EIR 2017 SEIR 

throughout the entire region in 2040 
would increase when compared to 
existing (2014) baseline conditions. 
However, implementation of Fast 
Forward 2040 would reduce overall 
freeway and roadway vehicle miles 
traveled when compared to 2040 
conditions without Fast Forward 2040. 
Impacts related to total freeway and 
roadway vehicle miles traveled would 
be Class III, less than significant. 

mitigation.  Significant Significant 

Impact T-2 Congested vehicle miles 
traveled on freeways and local 
roadways throughout the entire region 
in 2040 would increase when 
compared to existing (2010) baseline 
conditions. However, implementation 
of Fast Forward 2040 would reduce 
system-wide freeway and local 
roadway congested vehicle miles 
traveled when compared to 2040 
conditions without Fast Forward 2040. 
Impacts related to system-wide 
freeway and roadway congested 
vehicle miles traveled would be Class 
III, less than significant. 

No mitigation is required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Impact T-3 Congested vehicle miles 
traveled on local roadways in 2040 
would increase when compared to 
existing (2010) baseline conditions 
during the A.M. and P.M. peak period. 
However, implementation of Fast 
Forward 2040 would reduce overall 
roadway congested vehicle miles 
traveled when compared to the 2040 
‘no project’ scenario. Impacts related 

No mitigation is required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

Impacts 

2013 EIR 2017 SEIR 

to congested local roadway miles 
would be Class III, less than significant. 

Impact T-4 Congested vehicle miles 
traveled on freeways in 2040 with 
implementation of Fast Forward 2040 
would decrease compared to the 2040 
‘no project’ scenario in the A.M. peak 
period. In addition, Fast Forward 2040 
would reduce total congested lane 
miles on the US 101 when compared to 
the 2040 No project scenario, but 
would increase congested lane miles on 
the segment of US 101 between the 
Ventura County Line and the Hollister 
Avenue interchange. Impacts would be 
Class I, potentially significant and 
unavoidable. No new or substantially 
more severe effects would occur 
related to increased future CVMT 
compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as 
evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The 
mitigation measure(T-4), included in 
the 2013 EIR, still applies and is 
necessary to reduce congested lane 
miles along the US 101 in the South 
Coast region. 

T-4 SBCAG shall consider updating the 101 In Motion Final Report (2006) to 
address US 101 segments north of Milpas Street and account for the 
transportation improvements and land use scenario envisioned by the 2040 
RTP-SCS. The 101 In Motion report shall be reviewed, evaluated and updated 
where feasible to improve traffic congestion along the US 101 north of 
Milpas Street. Revisions and improvements could include: 

 Expanded alternative modes of transit, including expanded local and 
regional transit services, new commuter trains, expanded carpool 
incentives, expanded connection between local bus services and rail 
services and other regional services 

 Expanded bus priority on selected streets through signal priority 

 Expanded telecommuting and flexwork incentives 

 Expanded use of Intelligent Transportation System technology 

 Proactively work to reduce peak period traffic through aggressive 
demand management and rideshare programs  

 Continue to monitor need for additional US 101 improvements following 
implementation of operational improvements, commuter rail, TDM and 
rideshare 

 Continued consideration of adding auxiliary lanes and/or additional 
lanes if needed, funds are available, and there is community support.  

Monitoring: Current modeling indicates that this impact is expected to occur 
by 2040. SBCAG shall monitor congestion levels in subsequent updates of the 
RTP-SCS consistent with federal congestion management monitoring 
requirements to determine actual trend in congestion and freeway 
performance, especially following completion of the 101 HOV project, and 
shall consider updating the 101 In Motion plan as appropriate. 

Mitigation measure T-4 
would contribute to 
reducing congestion along 
US 101; however, it is 
uncertain whether the 
measure would 
effectively reduce 
congestion such that the 
2040 RTP-SCS would 
result in a less than 
significant change in 
congestion when 
compared to conditions 
without the 2040 RTP-
SCS. Therefore, impacts 
would remain significant 
and unavoidable. 

Class I, 
Significant 
and 
Unavoidable 

Class I, 
Significant 
and 
Unavoidable 

Impact T-5 Fast Forward 2040 would 
generally be consistent with applicable 
alternative transportation plans and 
policies. This is a Class III, less than 
significant impact. 

No mitigation is required. Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation.  

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 
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Impact Mitigation Measures 
Significance After 
Mitigation 

Impacts 

2013 EIR 2017 SEIR 

Tribal Cultural Resources  

Impact TCR-1 Implementation of 
proposed transportation improvements 
and the land use scenario envisioned 
by Fast Forward 2040 has the potential 
to impact Tribal Cultural resources. 
Impacts would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. 

TCR-1 In the event that archaeological resources of Native American origin 
are identified during the implementation of the requirements under 
Mitigation Measures CR-1(a) and CR-1(b), the qualified archaeologist 
performing the cultural resources study will consult with the project 
proponent to begin or continue Native American consultation procedures. 

Implementation of the 
measure would reduce 
potential impacts to tribal 
cultural resources to a 
less than significant level. 

TCR impacts 
were added 
to CEQA in 
2015. 

Class III, Less 
than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

List of Fast Forward 2040 Projects 

The general location of all new physical projects of Fast Forward 2040 are identified in Section 2, Project Description, shown on Figures 3 through 7 and 
listed in Table 3, Fast Forward 2040 RTP Project List. All the new projects analyzed by the SEIR are included in Table 3 with a more detailed list in 
Appendix 2 of Fast Forward 2040.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Statement of Purpose 

This document is a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) that identifies and describes 
potential environmental impacts associated with the Fast Forward 2040 Santa Barbara County Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP-SCS) proposed by the Santa Barbara 
County Association of Governments (SBCAG). The Fast Forward 2040 RTP-SCS (Fast Forward 2040) is an 
update of the 2040 RTP-SCS approved in 2013. 

Section 21000 of the California Public Resources Code, commonly referred to as the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), requires the evaluation of environmental impacts associated with all 
planning programs or development projects proposed. As such, this SEIR is an informational document 
for use by SBCAG, other agencies, and the general public in their consideration and evaluation of the 
environmental consequences of implementing the proposed Fast Forward 2040. 

1.2 Project Background 

The original RTP was adopted by SBCAG in 1975. The most recent update to the RTP-SCS occurred in 
2013 and a comprehensive program EIR was prepared for the plan. The 2040 RTP-SCS programmed 
available transportation funding through the year 2040 and included lists of programmed and planned 
transportation projects to improve the transportation system during the 2010-2040 planning period. 
Among these listed projects were highway, road and street projects, pedestrian and bikeway projects, 
aviation projects, rail projects, and transit projects. A number of projects in the 2040 RTP-SCS were 
completed, including several mentioned in Chapter 3 of Fast Forward 2040, and therefore have been 
removed from the plan. The projects yet to be completed remain in Fast Forward 2040, in addition to 
those projects added to Fast Forward 2040 not included in the previous plan.  

For the purpose of distinguishing between the 2040 RTP-SCS EIR certified in 2013 and this Fast Forward 
2040 Supplemental EIR, the 2040 RTP-SCS EIR is referred to throughout this document as the “2013 EIR”. 

The following major projects from the 2040 RTP-SCS have been completed since the approval of the 
2013 EIR. 
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Table 1 2040 RTP-SCS Projects Completed 

Project Description Jurisdiction 

Los Carneros Overhead Replacement 
Project 

US 101 and Los Carneros Road interchange – widen 
approach to SB ramp and replace the railroad bridge. 

Goleta 

Los Carneros at Calle Real Roundabout Install a roundabout at the intersection of Los 
Carneros and Calle Real to replace a three-way stop. 

Goleta 

Los Carneros Road Capacity Improvement Widen Los Carneros Road from Hollister Ave to city 
limit. 

Goleta 

Los Carneros/Calle Koral Operational 
Improvements 

Add additional NB through lane on Los Carneros and 
signal modifications to allow for the construction of 
a WB leg. 

Goleta 

Storke Road Capacity Improvements Install additional NB lane on Storke Road from 
Hollister Ave to the SB US 101 on-ramp. 

Goleta 

UVP-Hummel to California Ext+ I/S @ SR 
135 

Construction of two-lane road with class II bike lane 
on Union Valley Parkway, Hummel to Blosser and 
Bradley. 

County, Santa 
Maria 

Santa Barbara/Ventura County HOV Lanes, 
US 101 Widening Phase II 

Highway widening (4 to 6 lanes) with HOV lanes 
between Mobile Pier Road undercrossing in Ventura 
County to south of Casitas Pass Road in Santa 
Barbara County. 

Caltrans 

SR 246/154 Intersection Improvements Construct a roundabout at the intersection of SR 246 
and SR 154. 

Caltrans, County 

SR 246/La Purisima Road Intersection 
Improvements 

Construct a roundabout at the intersection of SR 246 
and La Purisima Road. 

Caltrans, County 

US 101US 101The above listed projects are now considered part of the existing environmental setting, 
since they have been completed and are now in operation. They have been evaluated as part of the 
updated setting throughout this SEIR. In addition, urban development has been ongoing in the region 
since certification of the 2013 EIR, primarily concentrated in existing urban or suburban areas. 

1.3 Purpose and Legal Authority 

This document is a Program SEIR. Section 15168(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that: 

A Program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as 
one large project and are related either: (1) geographically; (2) as logical parts in a chain of 
contemplated actions; (3) in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general 
criteria, to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or (4) as individual activities carried out 
under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar 
environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways. 

Supplemental EIRs are addressed in Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which states that:  

The Lead Agency may choose to prepare a supplement to an EIR rather than a subsequent EIR if any 
of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a subsequent EIR, and 
only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to 
the project in the changed situation. 

The supplement to the EIR need contain only the information necessary to make the previous EIR 
adequate for the project as revised; 
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A supplement to an EIR shall be given the same kind of notice and public review as is given to a draft 
EIR under Section 15087; 

A supplement to an EIR may be circulated by itself without the recirculating the previous draft or 
final EIR; 

When the agency decides whether to approve the project, the decision-making body shall consider 
the previous EIR as revised by the supplemental EIR. A finding under Section 15091 shall be made for 
each significant effect shown in the previous EIR as revised. 

This SEIR has been prepared in accordance with relevant provisions of CEQA and State CEQA Guidelines, 
evaluates the additional projects listed in Fast Forward 2040 and updates the comparison to baseline 
conditions. An SEIR is the appropriate level of CEQA documentation for several reasons: Fast Forward 
2040 does not change the planning horizon year of 2040; the Regional Growth Forecast (RGF) and 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) have not changed in this RTP update cycle; and there have 
only been minor changes to the lists of transportation projects. Accordingly, the SEIR focuses on the 
physical effects of the incremental changes to RTP-SCS policies, projects, or growth scenarios, and 
addresses the potential for new or more severe impacts that would occur due to updated baseline 
physical and regulatory conditions since certification of the 2040 RTP-SCS EIR in 2013. 

Once a Program EIR has been prepared, subsequent activities under the program must be evaluated to 
determine what, if any, additional CEQA documentation needs to be prepared. If the Program EIR 
addresses the program’s effects as specifically and comprehensively as possible, many subsequent 
activities could be found to be in the Program EIR scope and additional environmental documents may 
not be required (CEQA Guidelines § 15168(c)). When a Program EIR is relied upon for a subsequent 
activity, the Lead Agency must incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in 
the Program EIR into the subsequent activities (CEQA Guidelines § 15168(c)(3)). If a subsequent activity 
would have effects not addressed in the Program EIR, the Lead Agency must prepare a new Initial Study 
leading to a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or project-level EIR. In this case, the 
Program EIR still serves a valuable purpose as the first-tier environmental analysis. 

1.4 Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies 

The State CEQA Guidelines require the identification of “lead,” “responsible,” and “trustee” agencies. 
SBCAG is the “lead agency” for the proposed project because it has the principal responsibility for 
approving the project.  

A “responsible agency” is a public agency other than the “lead agency” that has discretionary approval 
authority over certain components of a project (the State CEQA Guidelines define a public agency as a 
State or local agency, but specifically exclude federal agencies from the definition). A “trustee agency” 
refers to a State agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project which are 
held in trust for the people of the State of California (for example, the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife). 

1.5 Content and Format 

In compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines (§15063), SBCAG solicited preliminary public agency 
comments on the project through distribution of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and receipt of public 
comments during a scoping meeting held on: 

 Tuesday, December 13, 2016, 6:00-8:00 PM at the SBCAG office, 260 North San Antonio Road, Suite 
B, Santa Barbara, California 
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The NOP was distributed to affected agencies and the public for the required 30-day period from 
November 22, 2016 to December 22, 2016. Table 2 summarizes the issues relevant to the EIR that were 
identified in the NOP comments received (seven comments from six agencies/individuals) and the EIR 
sections where the issues are addressed. The NOP and NOP comment and letters received are included 
in this EIR in Appendix A. 

Table 2 NOP Comments and EIR Response 

Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

County of Santa Barbara  

The 2015-2023 Santa Barbara County Housing Element identifies 
the land inventory results and the quantified objective of housing 
production that is likely to occur during this 8-year period. The 
County recommends that the SEIR provide a comparison of the 
proposed changes to the RTP-SCS in relation to the planned 
provision of housing within the unincorporated County areas to 
determine potential conflicts. 

The SEIR has updated all sections where there 
have been changes in County documents, 
regulations, or existing conditions, including the 
Land Use section, to assess Fast Forward 2040 
consistency with the County’s Housing Element 
and General Plan land uses (See Fast Forward 
2040, Ch. 4, Figures 22-24). 

The County recently adopted an Energy and Climate Action Plan 
and several local community plans containing new policies, 
programs and projects. The SEIR should assess the consistency 
between the RTP-SCS and the County’s plans and policies. 

The SEIR has updated all sections where there 
have been changes in regulations or existing 
conditions to assess Fast Forward 2040 
consistency with all updated plans. 

Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District  

Since the Program EIR was certified, the following items have 
changed: 

1. APCD Guidance 

2. Federal Ozone Standard 

3. APCD Ozone Plan 

4. Energy and Climate Action Plans 

5. EMFAC 

6. Near Road Air Quality 

7. Greenhouse Gas Setting 

8. Greenhouse Gas inventory 

9. International Agreements 

10. Tailoring Rule 

11. California Regulations (SB 32 and AB 197) 

12. Greenhouse Gas Significance Thresholds 

The SEIR has updated the Air Quality, GHG, and 
other affected sections to address the changes in 
the items listed. Any changes to the existing 
environment or Fast Forward 2040 since 
certification of the 2013 EIR have been assessed 
in this SEIR. 

The APCD will utilize the Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) 
in the RTP and their related environmental analysis in future Ozone 
Plans. If new TCMs are proposed, their environmental impacts 
should be analyzed in the SEIR. 

 

Caltrans, District 5  

Caltrans will be reviewing development proposals and plans with 
regard to their ability to implement the following: 

 Overall reduction in Vehicle Miles Travelled in accordance with 
SB 743 

 Consistency with the goals and strategies identified in the 
California Transportation Plan 2040, District 5 District System 
Management Plan, and applicable Transportation Concept 
Reports 

 Development of Complete Streets concepts and facilities 

 Increased access to and use of multimodal transit facilities for 

This SEIR has included feasible mitigation 
measures where appropriate to address 
identified environmental impacts. The requested 
traffic analysis is included in Section 4.11.  
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Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

all users; 

 Development of a parallel and surface street network that 
facilitates efficient access to the State Highway System and 

 Traffic analysis consistent with the Caltrans 2010 Highway 
Capacity Manual 

Caltrans hopes that the RTP-SCS document will articulate the need 
for private development to pay fair share contributions to address 
potential traffic impacts resulting from a project’s development. 
Local jurisdictions should develop specific strategies to accurately 
and fairly address traffic impacts. Implementation of fee programs 
may serve as a useful mechanism to help fund increased transit 
services and other interregional and local transportation needs. 

 

Native American Heritage Commission  

San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians  

The San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians requests formal notice of, 
and information on, proposed projects for which SBCAG will serve 
as a lead agency under CEQA. Until further notice, the following 
person is designated at the tribe’s lead contact person for purposes 
of receiving notices of proposed projects: Anthony Morales, Chief, 
San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians.  

This SEIR has addressed potential impacts to 
historical resources, and cultural tribal resources 
as required by AB 52, as discussed in Sections 4.4 
and 4.13. 

Cars Are Basic (CAB)  

As part of the SEIR, SBCAG staff should study the impacts on the 
taxpayers from expensive public works projects. This would include 
construction projects, subsidies and other expenditures of taxpayer 
money. 

CEQA only addresses economic impacts if they 
are caused by physical impacts on the 
environment. Actual physical impacts from 
projects listed in Fast Forward 2040 will be 
addressed in separate, project-specific CEQA 
documents. 

CAB also requests SBCAG study the impacts from state and local 
planning that encourage rental housing. 

The RTP-SCS addresses different land use 
scenarios to assess their impact on VMT and GHG 
emissions, but has no regulatory control over 
land use decisions. CEQA only addresses 
economic impacts if they are caused by physical 
impacts on the environment. Actual physical 
impacts from projects listed in Fast Forward 2040 
will be addressed in separate, project-specific 
CEQA documents. 

This document includes discussions of environmental impacts related to several issue areas. The analysis 
of environmental impacts identifies impacts by category: significant and unavoidable (Class I), less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II), less than significant (Class III), and beneficial (Class IV). 
It proposes mitigation measures, where feasible, for identified significant environmental impacts. 
Environmental topic areas that are addressed in this EIR include: 

 Aesthetics  Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change 
 Air Quality  Hydrology and Water Quality 
 Biological Resources  Land Use and Planning 
 Cultural Resources  Noise 
 Energy  Transportation and Circulation 
 Environmental Justice  Tribal Cultural Resources 
 Geology and Soils  
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This document is a Program EIR that analyzes the effects of cumulative buildout of Fast Forward 2040. 
The proposed Fast Forward 2040 considers the probable future projects and includes a range of specific 
land use and transportation projects designed to meet the plan goals and current and projected future 
needs. The SEIR analyzes the cumulative impacts of these projects. Therefore, the cumulative effects of 
all probable future circulation system improvements and land use projects in the region are included in 
the analysis of the proposed project’s impacts. In some cases, probable future projects outside the 
SBCAG region in neighboring counties would further contribute to significant cumulative impacts. The 
SBCAG’s regional travel demand model accounts for these trips originating and/or ending outside the 
SBCAG region based on the Central Coast Origin-Destination Survey (July 2016). Therefore, the Fast 
Forward 2040 RTP/SCS SEIR includes the cumulative impact from these out-of-region trips as the in-
county trips are included in the traffic model. 

This SEIR has been organized into seven sections. These include: 

Introduction. Provides the Statement of Purpose, project background, and information about the SEIR 
content and format. 

Project Description. Identifies the project applicant, presents and discusses the project objectives, 
project locations and specific project characteristics. 

Environmental Setting. Provides a description of the existing physical setting of the project area and an 
overview of the progress in implementing Fast Forward 2040. 

Analysis of Environmental Issues. Describes existing conditions found in the project area and assesses 
potential environmental impacts that may be generated by implementing the proposed project and 
cumulative development in Santa Barbara County. These potential project impacts are compared to 
“thresholds of significance” in order to determine the nature and severity of the direct and indirect 
impacts. Mitigation measures, intended to reduce adverse, significant impacts below threshold levels, 
are proposed where feasible. Impacts that cannot be eliminated or mitigated to less-than-significant 
levels are also identified. 

Other CEQA-Required Discussions. Identifies the spatial, economic, or population growth impacts that 
may result from implementation of the proposed project, as well as long-term effects of the project and 
significant irreversible environmental changes. 

Alternatives. Presents and assesses the potential environmental impacts of six alternatives (two no-
builds) analyzed in addition to implementation of the proposed Fast Forward 2040.  

References/Preparers. Lists all published materials, federal, State, and local agencies, and other 
organizations and individuals consulted during the preparation of this SEIR. It also lists the SEIR 
preparers. 

1.6 Baseline and Approach for Impact Analysis 

Section 15125 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR “must include a description of the physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation 
[NOP] is published.” Section 15125 states that this approach “normally constitute[s] the baseline physical 
conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.” In certain instances, the 
lead agency has the discretion to use a baseline other than existing conditions at the time of the release 
of the NOP based on the information available at the time the analysis is being performed. 

This SEIR evaluates potential impacts against existing conditions at the time of the release of the NOP 
(December 2016), where information is available, for issue areas that would not be substantially 
influenced by future regional growth that would occur with or without implementation of Fast Forward 
2040. It was determined that for these issues a comparison to current, existing baseline conditions would 
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provide the most relevant information for the public, responsible agencies, and SBCAG decision-makers. 
These issue areas include: 

 Aesthetics 
 Biological Resources 
 Cultural Resources 
 Energy 
 Environmental Justice 

 Geology 
 Hydrology 
 Land Use  
 Tribal Cultural Resources 

For impacts related to air quality, noise, greenhouse gas, and traffic, this SEIR evaluates potential impacts 
against both (1) a forecast future baseline condition and (2) current, existing baseline conditions, 
controlling for impacts caused by population growth and other factors that would occur whether or not 
Fast Forward 2040 is adopted. The 2040 RTP-SCS is a long-term plan that proposes transportation 
projects and land use patterns to the year 2040. It is important to emphasize that population growth, 
urbanization and volume of average daily traffic generated in the SBCAG region will increase by 2040, 
with or without implementation of Fast Forward 2040, as a result of a range of demographic and 

economic factors independent of policy and land use decisions by SBCAG and its member agencies.1 
Therefore, this SEIR evaluates potential impacts against both a future baseline and a current baseline 

standard2. 

An analysis that attributed physical environmental impacts solely to Fast Forward 2040 that are in fact 
due to future regional growth that would occur in the absence of Fast Forward 2040 would overstate the 
impacts caused by Fast Forward 2040. For this reason, certain environmental issues analyzed in the SEIR 
compare future conditions including Fast Forward 2040 with the expected future conditions without Fast 
Forward 2040 (the “future baseline”) as well as to the current baseline, controlling for future regional 
growth that would occur independently of Fast Forward 2040. These comparisons isolate environmental 
effects potentially resulting from the 2040 RTP-SCS from those caused by future growth that would occur 
regardless of the 2040 RTP-SCS, as compared to existing baseline conditions in December 2016. 

Identification of potential impacts and mitigation measures for these environmental issue areas are 
therefore based on the increment of physical change due to Fast Forward 2040, rather than the future 
regional growth that would occur regardless of whether or not the plan is adopted and implemented. 
The environmental issue areas for which this approach is used include the following: 

 Air Quality 
 Greenhouse Gases Emissions/Climate Change 
 Noise 
 Transportation and Circulation 

1.7 Environmental Review Process 

The environmental impact review process required under CEQA is summarized below and illustrated in 
Figure 1Figure 1. The steps appear in sequential order. 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) Distributed. Immediately after deciding that an EIR is required, the lead 
agency must file a NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to "responsible," "trustee," and involved 
federal agencies; to the State Clearinghouse, if one or more state agencies is a responsible or trustee 

                                                      
1 Based on an econometric model, SBCAG’s 2012 Regional Growth Forecast predicts the region’s population to increase by 96,200 from 
423,800 in 2010 to 520,000 people or 23 percent by 2040. Over the course of the same forecast period, county-wide employment is 
forecast to increase by 60,000 from 197,400 to 257,600 jobs or 30 percent.  

2This baseline approach is consistent with the baseline used in the 2040 RTP-SCS EIR approved in 2013, consistent with Neighbors for 
Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro, 57 Cal. App. 4th 439 (2013)  
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agency; and to parties previously requesting notice in writing. The NOP must be posted in the County 
Clerk's office for 30 days. A scoping meeting to solicit public input on the issues to be assessed in the 
EIR is not required, but may be conducted by the lead agency. 

Draft SEIR Prepared. The Draft SEIR must contain: a) table of contents or index; b) summary; c) project 
description; d) environmental setting; e) significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing 
and unavoidable impacts); f) alternatives; g) mitigation measures; and h) irreversible changes. 

Public Notice and Review. A lead agency must prepare a Public Notice of Availability of an SEIR. The 
Notice must be placed in the County Clerk's office for 30 days (Public Resources Code §21092) and sent 
to anyone requesting it. Additionally, public notice of Draft EIR availability must be given through at least 
one of the following procedures: a) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on and 
off the project site; and c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous properties. The lead 
agency must consult with and request comments on the Draft EIR from responsible and trustee agencies, 
and adjacent cities and counties. The minimum public review period for a Draft EIR is 30 days. When a 
Draft SEIR is sent to the State Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 days, unless 
a shorter period is approved by the Clearinghouse (Public Resources Code § 21091). Distribution of the 
Draft SEIR may be required through the State Clearinghouse. 

Notice of Completion. A lead agency must file a Notice of Completion with the State Clearinghouse as 
soon as it completes a Draft EIR. 

Final SEIR. A Final SEIR must include: a) the Draft SEIR; b) copies of comments received during public 
review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d) responses to comments. 

Certification of Final SEIR. The lead agency shall certify: a) the Final SEIR has been completed in 
compliance with CEQA; b) the Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; 
and c) the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final SEIR prior to 
approving a project. 

Lead Agency Project Decision. A lead agency may: a) disapprove a project because of its significant 
environmental effects; b) require changes to a project to reduce or avoid significant environmental 
effects; or c) approve a project despite its significant environmental effects, if the proper findings and 
statement of overriding considerations are adopted. 

Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of the project identified in 
the SEIR, the lead or responsible agency must find, based on substantial evidence, that either: a) the 
project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; b) changes to 
the project are within another agency's jurisdiction and such changes have or should be adopted; or c) 
specific economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation measures or project alternatives 
infeasible. If an agency approves a project with unavoidable significant environmental effects, it must 
prepare a written Statement of Overriding Considerations that set forth the specific social, economic or 
other reasons supporting the agency's decision. 

Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program. When an agency makes findings on significant effects 
identified in the SEIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for mitigation measures that 
were adopted or made conditions of project approval to mitigate significant effects. 

Notice of Determination. An agency must file a Notice of Determination after deciding to approve a 
project for which an SEIR is prepared. A local agency must file the Notice with the County Clerk. The 
Notice must be posted for 30 days and sent to anyone previously requesting notice. Posting of the Notice 
starts a 30-day statute of limitations on CEQA challenges. 
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Figure 1 Environmental Review Process  
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2 Project Description 

2.1 Project Applicant 

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments  
(Regional Transportation Planning Agency or RTPA and Metropolitan Planning Organization or MPO)  
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, California 93110 

2.2 Project Location 

Fast Forward 2040 covers the entire area of Santa Barbara County and includes the cities of Santa 
Barbara, Carpinteria, Goleta, Lompoc, Buellton, Santa Maria, Solvang, and Guadalupe, as well as the 
unincorporated communities of the county (Figure 2). Capital improvement projects identified in Fast 
Forward 2040 are located on State highways, County roads, and locally owned streets, as well as on 
transit district property and public utility lands (Table 3). 

2.3 Project Objectives 

a General Legislative Requirements 

SBCAG, as both the federally-designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) and the State-
designated regional transportation planning agency (RTPA) for Santa Barbara County, is required by both 
federal and State law to prepare a long-range (at least 20-year) transportation planning document 
known as an RTP or Regional Transportation Plan. The RTP is an action-oriented document used to 
achieve a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 

SBCAG also has the responsibility to prepare an SCS as part of the RTP, pursuant to the requirements of 
the Stainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (Senate Bill [SB] 375) as adopted in 2008 
(discussed further below). The SCS sets forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, 
when integrated with the transportation network and other transportation measures and policies, is 
intended to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from passenger vehicles and light trucks to achieve 
the regional GHG reduction targets set by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). 

Fast Forward 2040 follows the California Transportation Commission’s (CTC) 2010 Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines as this update was initiated in the Fall of 2015 and the Notice of 
Preparation for this PEIR was issued on December 7, 2016. The CTC adopted on January 18, 2017 the 
2017 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines for Metropolitan Planning Organizations. These 2017 
Guidelines state, "All RTP updates started after the 2017 RTP Guidelines are adopted by the CTC must 
use the new RTP Guidelines." Because SBCAG started the RTP update well in advance of that date, the 
2010 guidelines were followed. 
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Figure 2 Regional Location Map 
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Under both federal and State law, SBCAG must update its RTP every five years.3 New provisions of SB 
375 give SBCAG the option to elect to update its RTP every four years instead in order to synchronize the 

plan with the eight-year Regional Housing Needs Allocation cycle.4 SBCAG held a public hearing on 
January 21, 2010, and elected to shorten its RTP update cycle from five years to four years. SBCAG 
adopted its original RTP in 1975 and adopted its most recent update, 2040 RTP-SCS, on August 15, 2013. 

b Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act Requirements  

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, also known as SB 375 (codified at California 
Government Code §§ 14522.1, 14522.2, 65080.01, 65080, 65400, 65583, 65584.01, 65584.02, 65584.04, 
65587, 65588; Public Resources Code §§2161.3, 21155, 21159.28), is a law passed in 2008 by the 
California legislature that requires each MPO to demonstrate, through the development of an SCS, how 
its region will integrate transportation, housing, and land use planning to meet the greenhouse gas 
(GHG) reduction targets set by the State. In addition to creating requirements for MPOs, it also creates 
requirements for the CTC and CARB. Some of the requirements include the following:  

 The CTC must maintain guidelines for the travel demand models that MPOs develop for use in the 
preparation of their RTPs. 

 The CARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets for automobiles and light trucks for 
2020 and 2035 by September 30, 2010. 

 Each MPO must prepare an SCS as part of its RTP to demonstrate how it will meet the regional GHG 
targets. 

 Each MPO must adopt a public participation plan for development of the SCS that includes 
informational meetings, workshops, public hearings, consultation, and other outreach efforts. 

 If an SCS cannot achieve the regional GHG target through an SCS, the MPO must prepare an 
Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) showing how it would achieve the targets with alternative 
development patterns, infrastructure, or transportation measures and policies. 

 Each MPO must prepare and circulate a draft SCS at least 55 days before it adopts a final RTP. 
 After adoption, each MPO must submit its SCS to CARB for review. 
 CARB must review each SCS to determine whether or not, if implemented, it would meet the GHG 

targets. CARB must complete its review within 60 days. 

CARB set targets for the SBCAG region to maintain or reduce greenhouse gas emissions in 2020 and in 
2035. These targets apply to the SBCAG region as a whole for all on-road light-duty trucks and passenger 
vehicles emissions, and not to individual cities or sub-regions. In 2005, GHG emissions from passenger 
vehicles in the SBCAG region were approximately 18.4 pounds of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) per 
capita. Therefore, SBCAG, through the RTP-SCS, must maintain or reduce these levels in order to meet 
the 2020 and 2035 targets. 

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act specifically states that local governments retain 
their autonomy to plan local General Plan policies and land uses. The RTP-SCS rather is intended to 
provide a regional policy foundation that local governments may build upon, if they so choose. The RTP-
SCS includes and accommodates the quantitative growth projections for the region. The act also requires 
that the RTP-SCS’s forecasted development pattern for the region be consistent with the eight-year 
regional housing needs as allocated to member jurisdictions through the RHNA process under State 
housing law. 

                                                      
3 23 C.F.R. §450.322(c); Gov. Code §65080(d). 
4 Gov. Code §65080(b)(2)(M). 



Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 

Fast Forward 2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 

 

50 

In addition, this SEIR lays the groundwork for the streamlined review of qualifying development projects 

within Transit Priority Areas.5 Qualifying projects that meet statutory criteria and are consistent with the 
RTP-SCS are eligible for streamlined environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

c Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act 

The most recent federal transportation legislation, Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, 
was enacted in 2015. The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), enacted in 2012, 
made a number of reforms to the metropolitan and statewide transportation planning processes, 
including incorporating performance goals, measures, and targets into the process of identifying needed 
transportation improvements and project selection. The FAST Act includes provisions to support and 
enhance these reforms. Public involvement remains a hallmark of the planning process. 

The FAST Act continues requirements for a long-range plan and a short-term transportation 
improvement program (TIP), with the long-range statewide and metropolitan plans now required to 
include facilities that support intercity transportation, including intercity buses. The statewide and 
metropolitan long-range plans must describe the performance measures and targets that States and 
MPOs use in assessing system performance and progress in achieving the performance targets. 
Additionally, the FAST Act requires the planning process to consider projects/strategies to improve the 
resilience and reliability of the transportation system, address stormwater mitigation, and enhance 
travel and tourism. 

Finally, in an effort to engage all sectors and users of the transportation network, the FAST Act requires 
that the planning process include public ports and private transportation providers, and further 
encourages MPOs to consult during this process with officials of other types of planning activities, 
including tourism and natural disaster risk reduction. MAP-21 and the FAST Act also change criteria for 
MPO officials to provide transit provider representatives with equal authority and allow the 
representative to also serve as the representative of a local municipality. 

Through the RTP development process, the FAST Act encourages SBCAG to:  

 Consult with officials responsible for other types of planning activities that are affected by 
transportation in the area (including State and local planned growth, economic development, 
environmental protection, airport operations, and freight movements) or to coordinate its planning 
process, to the maximum extent practicable, with such planning activities.6  

Specifically, the FAST Act requires that the RTP planning process:  

 Provide for consideration of projects and strategies that will: 
(A) support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global 

competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency; 
(B) increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users; 
(C) increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users; 
(D) increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight; 
(E) protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of life, 

and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local planned 
growth and economic development patterns; 

(F) enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between 
modes, for people and freight; 

                                                      

5 A Transit Priority Area is an area within ½-mile of high quality transit: a rail stop or a bus corridor that provides or will provide at least 
15-minute frequency service during peak hours by the year 2035. 
6 23 U.S.C. §134(g)(3)(A). 
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(G) promote efficient system management and operation;  
(H) emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 

(I) improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate 
stormwater impacts of surface transportation; and 

(J) enhance travel and tourism. 7 

Fast Forward 2040 discusses in detail how these requirements are met. 

d Environmental Justice 

SBCAG is required to address social equity and environmental justice in the RTP. The legal basis for 
environmental justice stems from the Civil Rights Act of 1964, along with Executive Order 12898 
(February 1994), which states that “each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part 
of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations.” SBCAG must evaluate how Fast Forward 2040 might impact minority and low-
income populations, and must ensure that Fast Forward 2040 does not have a disproportionate adverse 
impact on such populations. 

In addition, per 23 C.F.R. Section 450.316(a)(1)(vii), the participation plan that SBCAG must develop and 
use must describe explicit procedures, strategies, and desired outcomes for “[s]eeking out and 
considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing transportation systems, such as low-
income and minority households, who may face challenges accessing employment and other services.” 

e Local Goals and Objectives 

The RTP-SCS establishes planning goals and objectives to guide the development of the plan and 
establish the guiding principles for decision-making. Regional projects and programs are developed, 
funded, and implemented based on these goals. The plan goals are organized into five key areas:  

1. Environment. Foster patterns of growth, development and transportation that protect natural 
resources and lead to a healthy environment. 

2. Mobility & System Reliability. Optimize the transportation system to improve accessibility jobs, 
schools, and services, allow the unimpeded movement of people and goods, and ensure the 
reliability of travel by all modes. 

3. Equity. Ensure that the transportation and housing needs of all socio-economic groups are 
adequately served. 

4. Health & Safety. Improve public health and ensure the safety of the regional transportation system. 

5. A Prosperous Economy. Achieve economically efficient transportation patterns and promote 
regional prosperity and economic growth. 

For each of the five goals there is a subset of objectives that describe what needs to be accomplished to 
reach the goals. Each goal area also includes performance measures to assess progress towards 
accomplishing goals and objectives. 

                                                      
7 23 U.S.C. §134(h)(1). 
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2.4 Project Characteristics 

The original RTP was adopted by SBCAG in 1975 and the latest RTP-SCS was adopted in 2013. Fast 
Forward 2040 reflects changes in legislative requirements, local land use policies, and resource 
constraints. 

The RTP-SCS plans how the Santa Barbara County Region will meet its transportation needs for the 
period from 2016 to 2040, considering existing and projected future land use patterns as well as forecast 
population and job growth. The RTP-SCS plans for and programs the approximately $6.05 billion in 
revenues expected to be available to the region from all transportation funding sources over the course 
of the planning period. It identifies and prioritizes expenditures of this anticipated funding for 
transportation projects of all transportation modes: highways, streets and roads, transit, rail, bicycle and 
pedestrian, as well as transportation demand management measures and intelligent transportation 
systems. 

The RTP-SCS is based on a preferred land use and transportation scenario which lays out a pattern of 
future growth and transportation system investment for the region emphasizing a transit-oriented 
development and infill approach to land use and housing. Population and job growth is allocated 
principally within existing urban areas near public transit. Allocation of future growth directly addresses 
jobs-housing balance issues by emphasizing job growth in the North County and housing growth in the 
South County. 

The preferred scenario consists of three core, inter-related components:  

1 A land use plan, including residential densities and building intensities sufficient to 
accommodate projected population, household and employment growth; 

2 A multi-modal transportation network to serve the region’s transportation needs; and  

3 A “regional greenprint” cataloguing open space, habitat, and farmland as constraints to urban 
development.  

The plan identifies transportation system needs consistent with the preferred scenario and includes 
comprehensive lists of programmed and planned transportation investments that are intended to meet 
performance goals for mobility, safety, congestion relief, system preservation and environmental 
protection. In addition to its other components, the preferred scenario also includes an enhanced transit 
strategy that creates a framework for future transit service expansion at such time as new revenue 
sources become available. Recognizing the uncertain nature of future new revenue sources, it takes a 
targeted, balanced and flexible approach to expanding transit service as needed in the future. The 
enhanced transit strategy commits to transit service expansion as new revenue sources become 
available, (1) identifying when transit enhancements are actually needed through quantitative triggers, 
and (2) protecting existing funding for competing local demands, such as street and road maintenance. 
The enhanced transit strategy is a strategy for the future. It does not change the list of fiscally 
constrained, programmed and planned transportation projects. 

The plan is organized into six chapters:  

1 Introduction. Provides an overview of the planning process and introduces the SBCAG region, 
including the regional challenges that the plan seeks to address. Fast Forward 2040  

2 Goals, Objectives, Policies, and Performance Measures. Presents the plan’s goals, the objectives 
and policies that implement the goals, and the performance measures used to assess the 
achievement of the goals. Fast Forward 2040  
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3 The Transportation System (Action Element). Presents an in-depth inventory of the region’s 
transportation system and its performance. The chapter also discusses the projects and strategies 
that will position the region to meet its transportation needs into the future.  

4 Integrating Transportation and Land Use (SCS). This chapter presents an overview of the region’s 
land use patterns and presents the sustainable communities strategy preferred scenario for 
integrating land use patterns and transportation investments. Fast Forward 2040  

5 Fast Forward 2040 Financial Element. Describes how Fast Forward 2040 allocates and applies 
existing and new sources of revenue, and fiscal constraints. 

6 Conclusions. Discusses closing considerations regarding Fast Forward 2040, future work and regional 
coordination.  

Of these six chapters of Fast Forward 2040, Chapters three and four are the two that include provisions 
with the potential to create physical changes to the environment and will be the primary focus for 
analysis in this SEIR. These chapters are described in more detail below.  

a Chapter 2 - Policy Element 

In Fast Forward 2040, as they were in the 2040 RTP-SCS, policies have been organized around five major 
plan goals, including Environment, Mobility and System Reliability, Equity, Health and Safety, and 
Prosperous Economy. The emphasis of these policies is on a programmatic and performance-oriented 
goal and policy framework for Fast Forward 2040. The specific objectives for each goal can be found in 
Fast Forward 2040 Chapter 2, Table 1. Following that table in Fast Forward 2040 is a listing of policies to 
implement each goal. Hard copies of Fast Forward 2040 can be found at the offices of SBCAG or an 
electronic copy at this link: http://www.sbcag.org/rtp.html  

GOAL 1. ENVIRONMENT 

Foster patterns of growth, development, and transportation that protect natural resources and lead to a 
healthy environment. 

GOAL 2. MOBILITY AND SYSTEM RELIABILITY 

Optimize the transportation system to improve accessibility to jobs, schools, and services, allow the 
unimpeded movement of people and goods, and ensure the reliability of travel by all modes. 

GOAL 3. EQUITY 

Assure that the transportation and housing needs of all socio-economic groups are adequately served. 

GOAL 4. HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Improve public health and ensure the safety of the regional transportation system. 

GOAL 5. PROSPEROUS ECONOMY 

Achieve economically efficient transportation patterns and promote regional prosperity and economic 
growth. 

b Fast Forward 2040 Chapter 3 – The Transportation System (Action Element) 

The Action Element of Fast Forward 204 0 delineates the current program of highway, streets and 
roadways, bicycle and pedestrian, transit, intelligent transportation systems, transportation demand 
management, and railroad projects. Included are both “programmed” projects and “planned” projects. 

http://www.sbcag.org/rtp.html
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For the purposes of the RTP-SCS, “programmed” means that money is programmed for funding, 
including (for construction projects) money for at least a portion of the construction phase. Although 
future programming action may be required, there is a plan in place to secure the funding. “Planned” 
projects have little or no money programmed for funding, but funding sources have been identified and 
the projects are expected to receive funding within the timeframe of the RTP-SCS. Improvements 
included in Fast Forward 2040 have been proposed by the various jurisdictions that comprise SBCAG 
along with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 

c Chapter 4 – Integrating Transportation and Land Use (SCS) 

The SCS ultimately consists of the preferred land use and transportation scenario selected by SBCAG as 
best capable of meeting the plan’s five goals. The preferred scenario, which forms the basis of the RTP-
SCS, is Scenario 3, the TOD/Infill with Enhanced Transit Strategy. This scenario selectively increases 
residential and commercial land use capacity within existing transit corridors. Land use change 
assumptions are made based on the location of existing transit routes and service in consultation with 
SBCAG member agencies. Assumed changes in land use capacity reflect local planning discussions about 
possible future land use and General Plan and Community Plan updates. This scenario also addresses 
jobs/housing balance issues by emphasizing job growth in the North County and housing growth in the 
South County. 

d Fast Forward 2040 Projects 

The general location of all new physical projects of Fast Forward 2040 are identified on Figures 3 through 
7 and listed in Table 3, Fast Forward 2040 RTP Project List. All the new projects analyzed by the SEIR are 
included in Table 3 with a more detailed list in Appendix 2 of Fast Forward 2040.  

The three largest sources of State funding for the SBCAG region include the Transportation Development 
Act, State Transportation Improvement Program, and State Highway Operations and Protection Program. 
The Transportation Development Act was signed into law in 1971. It provides two major sources of 
funding for public transportation: the Local Transportation Fund and the State Transit Assistance fund. 
Funds for the Local Transportation Fund come from ¼% of the general State sales tax. The 1997 passage 
of Senate Bill 45 created the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The STIP is a five-year 
capital improvement program of transportation projects on and off the State Highway System. Every two 
years, the CTC adopts a fund estimate which identifies the amount of new funds available for the 
programming of transportation projects. The State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) 
helps fund collision reduction, bridge preservation, roadway preservation, roadside preservation, and 
mobility enhancement projects, and preservation of other transportation facilities related to the State 
Highway System SHOPP funds also help repair damage caused by natural disasters, civil unrest, or 
terrorist acts.  

The largest source of regional and local funding for the SBCAG region is Measure A, the Road Repair, 
Traffic Relief and Transportation Safety Measure. Measure A is a one-half cent sales tax for 
transportation in Santa Barbara County. Measure A is administered by SBCAG, the Local Transportation 
Authority for Santa Barbara County, and will provide more than an estimated $1 billion in local sales tax 
revenues for transportation projects in Santa Barbara County over 30 years (2010 through 2040). 

Table 3 Fast Forward 2040 RTP Project List 

Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

SH-01 SBCAG   Support the planning and operations of Pacific Surfliner 
peak-hour service. 

SH-02 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 from San U.S. Hwy 101 bridge rail replacement from San Ysidro 
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Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

Ysidro Road to State Street 
in Santa Barbara 

Road to State Street 

SH-03 Caltrans Old Adjacent to SR 154 at 
Alamo Pintado Creek near 
Los Olivos 

Bridge removal of the Alamo Pintado Creek Pedestrian 
Bridge (BR # 51-0076Y) adjacent to SR 154 near Los 
Olivos. 

SH-04 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Butterfly 
Lane 

ADA pedestrian infrastructure improvements on U.S. Hwy 
101 at the Butterfly Lane undercrossing – construct 
ramps and improve pedestrian travel way. 

SH-05 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at SR 135  Replace bridge deck at U.S. Hwy 101 and SR 135 
separation (BR # 51- 0073R/L) 

SH-06 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Bailard 
Avenue, in Carpinteria 

Vertical clearance improvements at U.S. Hwy 101 and 
Bailard Avenue, in Carpinteria. 

SH-07 Caltrans SR 1 between U.S. Hwy 101 
and SR 246, near Lompoc 

SR 1 pavement preservation from the junction of U.S. 
Hwy 101 to SR 246, near Lompoc. 

SH-08 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Nojoqui 
Creek Bridge 

Replace bridge rails on Nojoqui Creek Bridges (BR # 51- 
0018L/R) on U.S. Hwy 101. 

SH-09 Caltrans SR 135 at San Antonio 
Creek Bridge, near Los 
Alamos 

Bridge seismic retrofit on San Antonio Creek Bridge (BR # 
51-0006) on SR 135, near Los Alamos. 

SH-10 Caltrans SR 1 between SR 166 and 
Solomon Road, near Santa 
Maria 

SR 1 pavement preservation from Solomon Road to 
junction of SR 166, near Santa Maria. 

SH-27 Caltrans Various Coastal Trail Development (advanced mitigation) in Santa 
Barbara County and various locations. 

SH-28 Caltrans Various Upgrade signs on various State Highways in Santa Barbara 
and San Luis Obispo Counties. 

SH-29 Caltrans Various Upgrade pedestrian curb ramps at various locations on SR 
1, SR 135 and U.S. Hwy 101 in Santa Barbara and San Luis 
Obispo counties. 

SH-30 Caltrans Various on U.S. Hwy 101  Restore roadway facilities damaged by wildfire on U.S. 
Hwy 101 in Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo counties. 

SH-11 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 from Milpas 
Street to Hollister Avenue, 
and SR 217 from Goleta 
Slough to U.S. Hwy 101, 
near Santa Barbara 

Construct roadside paving, access gates, weed barriers 
and relocate facilities on U.S. Hwy 101 from Milpas Street 
to Hollister Avenue and on SR 217 from Goleta Slough to 
U.S. Hwy 101, in and near the city of Santa Barbara. 

SH-12 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 from Maria 
Yngacio Creek Bridge to 
north of Hollister Avenue, 
in Goleta 

U.S. Hwy 101 rehabilitate pavement in Goleta, from 
Maria Yngacio Creek Bridge to 1.1 miles north of Hollister 
Avenue overcrossing. 

SH-31 Caltrans Various Upgrade highway signs and lighting on various 
location/routes in Santa Barbara, Monterey, San Benito, 
San Luis Obispo and Santa Cruz counties. 
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Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

SH-32 Caltrans Various Upgrade signalized intersections at various 
location/routes to include Accessible Pedestrian System 
(APS) push buttons and countdown pedestrian heads in 
Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, Monterey, and Santa 
Cruz counties. 

SH-13 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Gaviota 
Safety Roadside Rest Area 

Upgrade wastewater system at the Gaviota Safety 
Roadside Rest Area on U.S. Hwy 101. 

SH-14 Caltrans SR 154 at Cold Spring 
Canyon Bridge 

Install inspection access system below bridge and paint 
structure at Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (BR # 51-0037) on 
SR 154. 

SH-15 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Refugio 
Bridge, near Goleta 

Replace the Refugio Road undercrossing bridges (BR # 51-
0215L/R) on U.S. Hwy 101 near Goleta. 

SH-16 Caltrans SR 1 at San Antonio Creek 
Bridge, near Lompoc 

San Antonio Creek Bridge (BR # 51-0237L/R) scour 
mitigation on SR 1 near Lompoc. 

SH-17 Caltrans SR 217 at San Jose Creek 
Bridge, near Goleta 

Replace the San Jose Creek Bridge (BR # 51-0217) on SR 
217 near Goleta. 

SH-18 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 between 
Casitas Pass and Sandpiper 
Drive, in Carpinteria 

Rehabilitate roadway (3R) on U.S. Hwy 101 between 
Casitas Pass and west of Sandpiper Drive in Carpinteria. 

SH-19 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Fairview 
Avenue, near Goleta 

Landscape mitigation on U.S. Hwy 101 from 0.2 mile east 
to 0.7 mile west of the Fairview Avenue overcrossing, in 
and near Goleta. 

SH-33 Caltrans Various Upgrade highway exit signs and lighting at various 
locations/routes in Santa Barbara, Monterey, San Benito, 
Santa Cruz, and San Luis Obispo counties.  

SH-20 Caltrans At SR 154 and SR 246 
intersection 

Landscape mitigation at SR 154/SR 246 roundabout near 
Santa Ynez. 

SH-21 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 from 0.7 mile 
north of Beckstead 
overcrossing to 0.8 mile 
south of Gaviota Tunnel, in 
Gaviota 

Landscape mitigation on U.S. Hwy 101 from 0.7 mile 
north of Beckstead overcrossing to 0.8 mile south of 
Gaviota Tunnel, in Gaviota. 

SH-22 Caltrans SR 246 from 0.4 mile east of 
Santa Rosa Creek Bridge to 
U.S. Hwy 101/SR 246 
separation, near Buellton 

Rehabilitate pavement on SR 246 from 0.4 mile east of 
Santa Rosa Creek Bridge to U.S. Hwy 101/SR 246 
separation, near Buellton. 

SH-23 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101, various in 
and near the city of Santa 
Barbara 

Construct roadside paving, access gates, weed barriers 
and relocate facilities at various locations on U.S. Hwy 
101, in and near the city of Santa Barbara 

SH-24 Caltrans SR 154 from Baseline 
Avenue to Cold Spring 
Canyon Bridge, near Santa 
Ynez 

Rehabilitate pavement on SR 154 from Baseline Avenue 
to Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, near Santa Ynez.  

SH-25 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 from 
Patterson Avenue to 
Gaviota State Park 
Entrance, in and near 
Goleta  

Roadside safety improvements on U.S. Hwy 101 from 
Patterson Avenue to Gaviota State Park Entrance, in and 
near Goleta - pave slopes, areas beyond the gores, and 
narrow areas; relocate roadside facilities away from 
traffic; and install worker access gates and safety 
improvements. 
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Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

SC-01 Carpinteria Ash Avenue in Carpinteria Sidewalk Infill and frontage improvements along Ash 
Avenue in Carpinteria. 

SC-02 Carpinteria Carpinteria Avenue/Elm 
Avenue in Carpinteria. 

Adjust crosswalk locations to enhance safety at 
Carpinteria Avenue/Elm Avenue in Carpinteria. 

SC-03 Carpinteria 5th Street over Franklin 
Creek near Aliso School, in 
Carpinteria 

Study Feasibility of constructing a pedestrian bridge on 
5th Street over Franklin Creek near Aliso School, in 
Carpinteria. 

SC-04 Carpinteria Carpinteria Ave from Dump 
Road to Bluffs trail in 
Carpinteria 

Sidewalk infill along Carpinteria Ave from Dump Road to 
Bluffs trail in Carpinteria. 

SC-05 Carpinteria Walnut Avenue and 6th 
Street around the 
perimeter of Main 
Elementary School, in 
Carpinteria 

Sidewalk infill along Walnut Avenue and 6th Street 
around the perimeter of Main Elementary School, in 
Carpinteria. 

SC-06 Goleta City of Goleta Prepare a Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan for the City 
of Goleta that is comprehensive and City-wide. This 
master plan will replace the Bicycle Master Plan that the 
City of Goleta adopted from the County in 2005 and 
updated in 2009. 

SC-07 Goleta Adjacent to San Jose Creek 
from Hollister Avenue to 
Atascadero Creek Bike Path 
at Goleta Beach 

Construct Class I/Class II bike path adjacent to San Jose 
Creek, from Hollister Avenue to the Atascadero Creek 
Bike Path at Goleta Beach. The scope includes preliminary 
engineering and coordination with the Caltrans SR 217 
San Jose Creek bridge replacement project. 

SC-08 Goleta Hollister Avenue from 
Fairview Avenue to Kellogg 
Avenue, and Pine Avenue 
south of Hollister Avenue in 
Goleta 

Improve sidewalks in residential areas of Old Town 
Goleta, north of Hollister Avenue from Fairview Avenue 
to Kellogg Avenue, and on Pine Avenue south of Hollister 
Avenue. Work includes assessing sidewalk deficiencies, 
creating a prioritization plan, and installing sidewalk 
improvements. 

SC-09 Goleta Along Ward Drive in Goleta Construct Class II bike lanes along Ward Drive to provide 
a direct connection to the Obern Trail and access to UCSB 
and Isla Vista. Construct new sidewalks where no 
sidewalk currently exists along the west side of Ward 
Drive in front of the Rancho Goleta Mobile Home Park. 

SC-10 Goleta On Maria Ygnacio Bike Trail 
in Goleta 

Install approximately 12 independent solar powered LED 
lighting fixtures along a 1,750 linear feet portion of the 
Maria Ygnacio Bike Trail in Goleta. Construction will 
include installation of direct burial poles, installation of 
solar powered lighting fixtures, and traffic control. All 
poles will be located off of the paved trail area to a 
max/min height of 15 feet. 

SC-11 Goleta Goleta Valley Community 
Center on Hollister Avenue 
in Old Town Goleta 

Install upgraded pedestrian activated traffic control 
system at the crosswalk in front of the Goleta Valley 
Community Center on Hollister Avenue in Old Town 
Goleta. 

SC-12 Goleta Hollister Avenue at Orange 
Avenue in Goleta 

Construct pedestrian activated Rectangular Rapid 
Flashing Beacons (RRFB’s) on Hollister Avenue at Orange 
Avenue in Goleta. The project will include new striping, 
signage and lighting to be placed in existing pavement, 
and sidewalk improvements. 
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Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

SC-13 Goleta Hollister Avenue to the 
back of the property where 
the Boys & Girls Club is 
located in Goleta 

Remove existing fencing and install path lighting from 
Hollister Avenue to the back of the property where the 
Boys & Girls Club is located in Goleta. Work includes 
replacing wheel parking stops, parking lot asphalt repair, 
and minor path repair. 

SC-14 Goleta Calle Real and Kingston 
Avenue in Goleta 

Construct High Intensity Activated Crosswalk (HAWK) 
system at Calle Real and Kingston Avenue in Goleta. Work 
includes new striping, signage and lighting to be placed in 
existing pavement, and sidewalk improvements. 

SC-15 Goleta Fairview Avenue at Calle 
Real in Goleta 

Construct Infill sidewalk on Fairview Avenue at Calle Real 
intersection near U.S. Hwy 101 in Goleta. 

SC-16 Goleta East side of Fairview 
Avenue south of Stow 
Canyon Road in Goleta 

Construct sidewalk, class II bike lane, striping, signage, 
and lighting for approximately 750 feet along the east 
side of Fairview Avenue south of Stow Canyon Road in 
Goleta. 

SC-17 Goleta La Patera Road between 
the Amtrak terminal and 
Hollister Avenue in Goleta 

Construct sidewalk infill and Class II Bike Lanes along both 
sides La Patera Road between the Amtrak terminal and 
Hollister Avenue in Goleta. 

SC-18 Goleta Hollister Avenue, in Goleta Add green-backed bicycle share the road markings to 
sections of Hollister Avenue in Goleta. 

SC-19 Goleta Calle Real, in Goleta Pedestrian corridor improvements along Calle Real, in 
Goleta. 

SC-20 Goleta Various, in Goleta Improve school crossing and pedestrian facilities for Safe 
Routes To Schools. Work includes signage, striping, or 
rectangular rapid flashing beacons. 

SC-21 Goleta Magnolia Avenue, south of 
Hollister Avenue in Goleta 

Construct a sidewalk on the east side of Magnolia 
Avenue, south of Hollister Avenue in Goleta. 

SC-22 Goleta Calle Real approximately 
500 feet east of Encina Lane 
in Goleta 

Install a mid-block crosswalk (HAWK signal) on Calle Real 
approximately 500 feet east of Encina Lane in Goleta. 
Work includes signage, striping and center median island 
refuge. 

SC-23 Goleta S. Los Carneros Road and 
Hollister Avenue in Goleta 

Install green anti-skid thermoplastic material 
approximately 
230 feet in the bike lane of the westerly leg and 25 feet in 
the bike lane of the easterly leg at the of the intersection 
of S. Los Carneros Road and Hollister Avenue in Goleta. 

SC-24 Goleta Cathedral Oaks and 
Hollister Avenue in Goleta 

Construct new curb, gutter, and sidewalk extending the 
existing sidewalk along the west side of Cathedral Oaks to 
and crossing Hollister Avenue in Goleta. 

SC-25 Goleta City of Goleta Improvements and upgrades to the existing traffic signals 
throughout the City of Goleta. 

SC-26 Goleta City of Goleta Improvements and upgrades to the existing school zone 
and other crosswalk signage, striping and signals 
throughout the City of Goleta. 

SM-01 Guadalupe City of Guadalupe Maintain the local transportation network and construct 
locally-funded projects in Guadalupe. 
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Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

SM-02 Guadalupe City of Guadalupe Implement City of Guadalupe high priority projects listed 
in the Regional Active Transportation Plan. Detailed 
project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_
final_august2015.pdf). 

SM-03 Santa Maria City of Santa Maria Maintain the local transportation network and construct 
locally-funded projects in Santa Maria. 

SM-04 Santa Maria City of Santa Maria Implement City of Santa Maria high priority projects 
listed in the Regional Active Transportation Plan. Detailed 
project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_
final_august2015.pdf). 

SM-05 Santa Maria Santa Maria transit center, 
400 Boone Street, Santa 
Maria 

Install security cameras at the transit center in Santa 
Maria. 

SM-06 Santa Maria Santa Maria transit center, 
400 Boone Street, Santa 
Maria 

Install fiber optic communications and enhance SMAT's IT 
system. 

SC-27 SB county Isla Vista Construct pedestrian and bicycle facilities throughout Isla 
Vista. 

SH-26 SBCAG U.S. Hwy 101 in Santa 
Barbara County 

Operations and management improvements including ITS 
technologies on U.S. Hwy 101 in Santa Barbara County 
(CA 329). 

SC-28 SBMTD Santa Barbara transit 
center 

Install contactless fare media technology in all SBMTD 
revenue vehicles. 

SC-29 SBMTD Santa Barbara transit 
center 

Improve A.M. peak-period frequency on SBMTD Lines 1 
and 2 from 15 minutes to 10 minutes. 

SC-30 SBMTD Santa Barbara transit 
center 

Introduce new SBMTD Line 28 and make enhancements 
to Lines 12x and 24x. 

LSY-01 Buellton City of Buellton Maintain the local transportation network and construct 
locally-funded projects in Buellton. 

LSY-02 Buellton City of Buellton Implement City of Buellton high priority projects listed in 
the Regional Active Transportation Plan. Detailed project 
lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_
final_august2015.pdf). 

SP-01 Carpinteria City of Carpinteria Maintain the local transportation network and construct 
locally-funded projects in Carpinteria. 

SP-02 Carpinteria City of Carpinteria Implement City of Carpinteria high priority projects listed 
in the Regional Active Transportation Plan. Detailed 
project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_
final_august2015.pdf). 

SP-03 Carpinteria Franklin Creek from 
Carpinteria Avenue to 7th 
Street, in Carpinteria 

Construct a multiuse path along Franklin Creek from 
Carpinteria Avenue to 7th Street in Carpinteria. 

SP-04 Carpinteria 9th Street Pedestrian 
Bridge and proposed 
Franklin path in Carpinteria. 

Place lighting facilities along the new 9th Street 
Pedestrian Bridge and proposed Franklin path in 
Carpinteria. 
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Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

SP-05 Carpinteria Santa Monica Creek at Via 
Real in Carpinteria 

Replace existing pedestrian bridge over Santa Monica 
Creek at Via Real in Carpinteria. 

SP-06 Carpinteria Santa Monica Creek at El 
Carro Lane in Carpinteria 

Replace existing pedestrian bridge over Santa Monica 
Creek at El Carro Lane in Carpinteria. 

SP-07 Goleta City of Goleta Maintain the local transportation network and construct 
locally-funded projects in Goleta. 

SP-08 Goleta City of Goleta Implement City of Goleta high priority projects listed in 
the Regional Active Transportation Plan. Detailed project 
lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_
final_august2015.pdf). 

SM-07 Santa Maria Santa Maria transit center, 
400 Boone Street, Santa 
Maria 

Install a mobile payment, electronic fare media vending 
machine, and implement a SMART Card system. 

SM-08 Santa Maria Santa Maria transit center, 
400 Boone Street, Santa 
Maria 

Incorporate SMAT's service schedules into the Google 
Transit feed. 

LSY-03 Lompoc City of Lompoc Maintain the local transportation network and construct 
locally-funded projects in Lompoc. 

LSY-04 Lompoc City of Lompoc Implement City of Lompoc high priority projects listed in 
the Regional Active Transportation Plan. Detailed project 
lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_
final_august2015.pdf). 

SP-09 Santa 
Barbara 

City of Santa Barbara Maintain the local transportation network and construct 
locally-funded projects in Santa Barbara. 

SP-10 Santa 
Barbara 

State Street between De La 
Vina Street and Constance 
Avenue in the city of Santa 
Barbara 

Add green Class II bike lanes and operational 
improvements on State Street between De La Vina Street 
and Constance Avenue in the city of Santa Barbara. 

SP-11 Santa 
Barbara 

City of Santa Barbara Implement City of Santa Barbara high priority projects 
listed in the Regional Active Transportation Plan. Detailed 
project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_
final_august2015.pdf). 

SP-12 Santa 
Barbara 

Cliff Drive from Hendry's 
Beach to Castillo Street, in 
Santa Barbara 

Create a separate/protected Class I bikeway along Cliff 
Drive from Hendry's Beach to Castillo Street in Santa 
Barbara. 

SP-13 Santa 
Barbara 

Beachway through 
Leadbetter Beach to 
Shoreline Park, in Santa 
Barbara 

Create a separate/protected Class I bikeway connecting 
the Beachway through Leadbetter Beach to Shoreline 
Park 

SP-14 Santa 
Barbara 

Las Positas Road from 
Modoc Road to State 
Street, in Santa Barbara 

Create a separate/protected Class I bikeway Adjacent to 
Las Positas Road from Modoc Road to State Street. Route 
would cross over U.S. Hwy 101 and go through the 
Municipal Golf Course. 

SP-15 Santa 
Barbara 

City of Santa Barbara Implement the 2016 City of Santa Barbara Bicycle Master 
Plan. 
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Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

SM-09 Santa Maria Santa Maria transit center, 
400 Boone Street, Santa 
Maria 

Replace road supervisor vehicle and staff car. 

SM-10 Santa Maria Santa Maria transit center, 
400 Boone Street, Santa 
Maria 

Purchase an emergency back-up generator to ensure a 
continuous power supply at the transit center. 

LSY-05 Solvang City of Solvang Maintain the local transportation network and construct 
locally-funded projects in Solvang. 

LSY-06 Solvang City of Solvang Implement City of Solvang high priority projects listed in 
the Regional Active Transportation Plan. Detailed project 
lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_
final_august2015.pdf). 

SP-16 SB county San Ysidro Road at U.S. Hwy 
101, near Montecito 

Construct interchange and frontage improvements at San 
Ysidro Road and U.S. Hwy 101 interchange near 
Montecito. 

SH-34 SB county Santa Barbara County Maintain the local transportation network and construct 
locally-funded projects in Santa Barbara County. 

SP-17 SB county Santa Claus Lane near 
Carpinteria 

Install streetscape improvements including parking, 
sidewalks, landscaping and a Park & Ride area along 
Santa Claus Lane near Carpinteria. 

SH-35 SB county Santa Barbara County Implement Santa Barbara County high priority projects 
listed in the Regional Active Transportation Plan. Detailed 
project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_
final_august2015.pdf). 

SP-18 SB county Mission Canyon Road from 
Santa Barbara city limits to 
SR 192 

Implement improvements along Mission Canyon Road 
from the Santa Barbara city limits north to SR 192. Work 
includes realigning and widening the roadway, drainage 
improvements, and reconstructing the pedestrian path. 

SP-19 SBMTD Santa Barbara transit 
center, 1020 Chapala St, 
Santa Barbara 

Analysis of SBMTD Facility Needs 

SP-20 SBMTD Santa Barbara transit 
center, 1020 Chapala St, 
Santa Barbara 

Indirect Bus Battery Charging 

SH-36 SBCAG Santa Barbara transit 
center, 1020 Chapala St, 
Santa Barbara 

Operational improvements on high performing transit 
routes from across the region. 
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Figure 3 State Highways and Regional Transit Programmed Projects 
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Figure 4 South Coast Region Programmed Projects 
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Figure 5 South Coast Regional Planned Projects 
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Figure 6 Santa Maria Region Programmed Projects 
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Figure 7 Lompoc and Santa Ynez Valley Programmed Projects 
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2.5 Required Approvals 

The approval of Fast Forward 2040 is at the discretion of the Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments. It should be noted that additional environmental review will have to be conducted by the 
project sponsor, as the lead agency for the individual projects contained within Fast Forward 2040, prior 
to project implementation. Depending on the location of the project, future approvals for individual 
transportation projects identified in Fast Forward 2040 would have to be completed by one or more of 
the following agencies: 

 Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
 California Public Utilities Commission’s Rail Crossings Engineering Section 
 Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (MTD) 
 Cities of: 

 Buellton 
 Carpinteria 
 Goleta 
 Guadalupe 
 Lompoc 
 Santa Barbara 
 Santa Maria 
 Solvang 

 County of Santa Barbara 

The relationship of this EIR to future environmental review of individual transportation projects is further 
discussed in Section 1.0, Introduction. 

2.6 Relationship to Other Plans and Programs 

The RTP provides a sound basis for the allocation of state and federal transportation funds for 
transportation projects within each county over the subsequent 20-years. The RTP follows guidelines 
established by the State of California Transportation Commission to:  

 Describe the transportation issues and needs facing the county; 
 Identify goals and policies for how SBCAG will meet those needs; 
 Identify the amount of money that will be available for identified projects; and 
 Include a list of prioritized transportation projects to serve the county’s long-term needs consistent 

with the funds allocated while considering environmental impacts and planning for future land use.  

Fast Forward 2040, prepared by SBCAG has been evaluated for consistency with the goals, policies and 
objectives currently being implemented by municipal and county planning agencies within the region as 
well as the Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCO) for Santa Barbara County. This discussion is 
provided in Section 5.0, Land Use Consistency Analysis. 

Fast Forward 2040 would be implemented with several other existing SBCAG programs designed to 
reduce adverse impacts to transportation resources, air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and 
energy. One of the ways SBCAG improves the transportation system, while at the same time improving 
air quality and stimulating the local economy, is to provide commuters with viable options to driving 
alone. The following is a summary of programs that SBCAG and partner agencies support: 
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1. Carpool Matchlist. Service Traffic Solutions maintains a database of commuters interested in 
carpooling and offers a free online Matchlist service that provides an instant list of commuters with a 
similar commute and schedule. 

2. Vanpool. SBCAG Traffic Solutions offers vanpool subsidies for newly formed vanpools and maintains 
a list of Santa Barbara County destined vanpools available to commuters. 

3. Coastal Express. The Coastal Express is an intercounty transit service operating between Ventura 
and Santa Barbara Counties that is jointly managed by SBCAG and the Ventura County 
Transportation Commission (VCTC). The Coastal Express operates seven days a week in both 
directions. 

4. Clean Air Express. The Clean Air Express is a weekday commuter bus service offering transportation 
from Santa Maria, Lompoc, and Buellton to Goleta and Santa Barbara. The Clean Air Express carries 
over 100,000 passengers annually. It now provides a service connecting Santa Barbara and the Santa 
Ynez Valley. The service operates on Saturdays in both directions and offers direct service to Los 
Olivos from Santa Barbara. 

5. Santa Barbara County Transit Services. Additional transit services in Santa Barbara include:  

 AMTRAK. Pacific Surfliner offers five trains a day coming into Santa Barbara from the south, with 
two continuing to San Luis Obispo, and the Coast Starlight once daily 

 Breeze. Weekday commuter bus service linking Santa Maria, Vandenberg AFB and Lompoc as 
well as a service connecting Santa Maria to Los Alamos, Solvang and Buellton. 

 COLT (City of Lompoc Transit). Serving Lompoc, Vandenberg Village and Mission Hills. 
 Easy Lift. Provides Dial-a-Ride service on the South Coast from Ellwood (Goleta) through 

Carpinteria. Dial-a-Ride service is restricted to disabled individuals who are not able to use MTD. 
 Guadalupe Transit. Providing transportation anywhere within the city of Guadalupe and 

between Guadalupe and Santa Maria 
 MTD (Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District). Serving Carpinteria, Summerland, Santa 

Barbara and Goleta. 
 RTA-Route 10 (San Luis Obispo). Serving Santa Maria, Nipomo, Arroyo Grande, Pismo Beach and 

San Luis Obispo. 
 Santa Ynez Valley Transit. Serving the unincorporated Santa Ynez Valley, Buellton, and Solvang. 
 SMAT (Santa Maria Area Transit). Serving Santa Maria, Orcutt and Tanglewood. 
 Wine Country Express. Provides service between Lompoc, Buellton, and Solvang 
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3 Environmental Setting 

This section provides a general overview of the environmental setting for the project. More detailed 
descriptions of the environmental setting for each environmental issue area can be found in Section 4.0, 
Environmental Impact Analysis. 

3.1 Regional Setting 

Santa Barbara County is located in the central coastal area of California and is bounded by San Luis 
Obispo County to the north, Ventura County to the east, Kern County to the northeast, and the Pacific 
Ocean to the south and the west. The geographic center of the County is about 300 miles south of San 
Francisco and 115 miles from Downtown Los Angeles. The region contains five, main geographical sub-
regions: the South Coast Area, Santa Maria Valley, Lompoc Valley, Santa Ynez Valley, and Cuyama Valley.  

With the exception of the Cuyama Valley area, all of the five main sub-regions within Santa Barbara 
County are linked by US 101 or State Route 1. About half of the remaining undeveloped land in the 
County lies within the Los Padres National Forest (which encompasses 983 square miles) and 
Vandenberg Air Force Base (which encompasses 154 square miles). Four Channel Islands are part of 
Santa Barbara County as well. 

3.2 Sub-Region Descriptions 

The sub-region descriptions discussed herein use SBCAG’s 2010-2040 RGF for population estimates. The 
most recent population data in the RGF is from 2010. It should be noted that sub-regions included in this 
document refer to large generalized geographical locations. 

South Coast – Santa Barbara/Goleta/Carpinteria  

The Santa Barbara/Goleta/Carpinteria sub-region is the largest designated urbanized area in the County, 
covering approximately 130 square miles and with a year 2010 population of 202,167. This coastal area is 
characterized by numerous canyons between the foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains and the Pacific 
Ocean. This urban area includes the cities of Santa Barbara, Goleta and Carpinteria, and the 
unincorporated communities of Summerland, Montecito, and Isla Vista. 

Santa Maria Valley 

This sub-region includes the Santa Maria Valley urbanized area. This urban area is the largest retail trade 
center in the North County. The 2010 population of this area was 140,071. The valley is situated in the 
northwest corner of the County, and is bounded by the Santa Maria River to the north, the Casmalia Hills 
to the west, the San Rafael Mountains to the east, and the Solomon Hills to the south. This area includes 
the cities of Santa Maria and Guadalupe, as well as the unincorporated communities of Orcutt and Los 
Alamos. 

Lompoc Valley 

The Lompoc Valley is located in the mid-western portion of the County, adjacent to Vandenberg Air 
Force Base. Separated from the rest of the region by the Purisima, Santa Rita, Santa Rosa, and White 
Hills, the valley has a year 2010 population of 57,742. The Santa Ynez River traverses the Lompoc Valley 



Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 

Fast Forward 2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 

 

70 

in a westerly direction, and eventually drains into the Pacific Ocean. This area includes the City of 
Lompoc, and the unincorporated communities of Vandenberg Village and Mission Hills. 

Santa Ynez Valley 

The Santa Ynez Valley is located in the central portion of the County, adjacent to the Lake Cachuma 
recreational area. This valley is located at the base of several converging mountain ranges, including the 
San Rafael and Santa Ynez Mountains, and the Purisima and Santa Rita Hills. The Santa Ynez River is 
located to the south of this valley. The area has a year 2010 population of 22,670, and includes the cities 
of Solvang and Buellton and the unincorporated communities of Los Olivos, Ballard, and Santa Ynez. 

Cuyama Valley 

The Cuyama Valley is isolated in the far northeastern portion of the County, and is a large agricultural 
area bounded by the Caliente Mountain Range to the north and the Sierra Madre Mountains to the 
south. The 94-square mile area has a year 2010 population of 1,245. The San Andreas Fault is located to 
the east of the Cuyama Valley and travels in a northwest direction. The valley is bisected by the Cuyama 
River and includes the communities of Cuyama and New Cuyama. 

3.3 Regional Transportation System 

The County’s regional transportation system consists of a series of highways, major roads, and bikeways, 
one main rail line and two branch lines, and four airports. US 101is the backbone of the regional road 
system, providing access to the County’s major urban areas as well as points north and south of the 
County. Other important components of the County road system include Highway 154 (which connects 
the South Coast area to the Santa Ynez Valley), State Route 1 (which connects the Lompoc and Santa 
Maria Valleys), State Route 166 (which connects Guadalupe to US 101in Santa Maria), State Route 135 
(which connects US 101in Santa Maria to Highway 1), and State Route 246 (which connects the Santa 
Ynez and Lompoc Valleys). 

The County has approximately 350 miles of Class I, II, and II bikeways.  

Approximately fifteen transit services serve various regions of the County. 

 South County 
 Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (SBMTD) provides fixed route service in the South 

Coast area 
 Easy Lift Transportation provides Dial-a-Ride, ADA paratransit service for SBMTD and also serves 

as the Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA) for the South Coast area  
 North County 

 Santa Maria Area Transit (SMAT) serves Santa Maria and Orcutt 
 City of Lompoc Transit (COLT) which serves the Lompoc Valley and provides a twice-a-week 

shuttle to Santa Barbara 
 Santa Ynez Valley Transit (SYVT) serves Buellton, Solvang, Ballard, Los Olivos, and Santa Ynez. 
 Guadalupe Transit includes the Guadalupe Shuttle within Guadalupe and the Guadalupe Flyer 

between Guadalupe and Santa Maria, and also serves North County 
 Cuyama Transit provides deviated fixed route service from the Cuyama Valley to Santa Maria 
 Los Alamos Shuttle provides service from Los Alamos to Santa Maria on Saturdays 
 Breeze 100 provides service between Santa Maria, Vandenberg Air Force Base, and Lompoc 
 Breeze 200 provides service between Santa Maria, Los Alamos, Buellton, and Solvang 
 Wine Country Express provides service between Lompoc and the Santa Ynez Valley. 

 Inter-regional and inter-county services  
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  Clean Air Express offers express regional transit service connecting Santa Maria, Lompoc Santa 
Ynez, Goleta, and Santa Barbara 

 Coastal Express Limited is a separately operated and managed commuter bus service that offers 
reduced trip times to Goleta and Santa Barbara from the Ventura County Government Center. 

 VCTC Coastal Express is provided by the Ventura County Transportation Commission and SBCAG, 
and offers regional transit service connecting Oxnard, Ventura, Carpinteria, Santa Barbara and 
Goleta.  

 San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority (SLORTA) Route 10 runs on US 101between San Luis 
Obispo and Santa Maria.  

The Union Pacific Railroad operates one main rail line that runs the full length of the County and is a 
portion of the Los Angeles to San Francisco route. The Pacific Surfliner run by Amtrak, as of November 7, 
2016, added one additional northbound train. The total number of passenger north and southbound 
trains through Santa Barbara now totals 13 trains, including the Metrolink commuter trains (Amtrak 
Pacific Surfliner schedule, Effective November 7, 2016). The Santa Maria Valley Railroad (SMVR) operates 
rail freight facilities in the Santa Maria area—an average of two trains per day between Santa Maria and 
Guadalupe. 

Passenger service is provided by Amtrak, which operates two train routes in Santa Barbara County: the 
Coast Starlight and Pacific Surfliner. The Coast Starlight connects Los Angeles and Seattle and offers one 
daily train in each direction. The Pacific Surfliner connects San Luis Obispo and San Diego and offers up to 
five round trips that serve Santa Barbara County. 

Aviation facilities in the County include Santa Barbara Municipal Airport, Santa Maria Public Airport, 
Lompoc Airport, Santa Ynez Airport, the New Cuyama Airport (reopened), and Vandenberg Air Force 
Base. Santa Barbara and Santa Maria airports offer commercial service; Vandenberg handles occasional 
military operations; and the remaining airports are general aviation facilities. Santa Barbara Airport is the 
most heavily used airport in the County, with an average of 180,000 annual aircraft operations (Santa 
Barbara Airport 2016). The Santa Maria Airport had 38,389 aircraft operations in 2015 (FAA 2016). 
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4 Environmental Impact Analysis 

This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the proposed project for the specific issue 
areas that were identified as having the potential to experience significant impacts. As a supplemental 
EIR, this report analyzes the same potentially significant impact areas as the Certified Environmental 
Impact Report (2013) issued by SBCAG for the 2040 RTP-SCS. (For the Effects Found Not to be Significant, 
see Section 4.13). 

“Significant effect” is defined by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 as  

…a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the 
area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in determining whether 
the physical change is significant. 

The assessment of each issue includes a discussion of the setting for that issue and an analysis of the 
project’s impact. Within the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the methodologies used and 
the “significance thresholds,” which are those criteria that are adopted by SBCAG, its member agencies, 
or other agencies, are universally recognized, or have been developed specifically for this analysis to 
determine whether potential effects are significant. The next subsection describes each potential impact 
of the proposed project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance after 
mitigation.  

Each potential effect under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold text, with the 
discussion of the effect and its significance following. Each bolded impact listing also contains a 
statement of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows: 

Class I. Significant and Unavoidable: An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level 
with implementation of reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact 
requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per Section 
15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

Class II. Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: An impact that can be reduced to below 
the threshold level with implementation of reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. 
Such an impact requires findings to be made under Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

Class III. Less than Significant: An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the threshold 
levels and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation measures that could further 
lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable. 

Class IV. No New/ No impact: No new impact would occur. 

Beneficial Impact: An effect that would reduce existing environmental problems or hazards. 

This SEIR is organized so that recommended mitigation measures (when required) are listed after each 
environmental effect discussion along with the level of significance remaining after implementation of 
the listed mitigation measure(s). The mitigation measures from the previous 2013 EIR have been 
included in this in the interest of full disclosure and ease of reference for the public, as they are 
applicable to the existing RTP projects, regardless of their relevance to the new issues addressed. New 
mitigation measures, if necessary, have been included. While SBCAG cannot mandate that sponsoring 
agencies implement the mitigation measures, ongoing interagency consultation during project-specific 
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environmental review would ensure that mitigation contained herein is considered and implemented 
where applicable. Each section concludes with a screening-level discussion of specific RTP transportation 
projects that may result in identified impacts. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Chapter 4 includes an analysis of both project-specific and cumulative impacts of the proposed project, 
as required by CEQA. The CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of the cumulative effects of a project in 
combination with other probable future projects. Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines prescribes 
two methods for analyzing cumulative impacts: (1) use of a list of past, present, and reasonably 
anticipated future projects producing related or cumulative impacts; or (2) use of a summary of 
projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document. 

This document is a Program EIR that analyzes the effects of cumulative buildout of Fast Forward 2040. 
The proposed Fast Forward 2040 considers the probable future projects described in method 1 above 
and includes a range of specific land use and transportation projects designed to meet the plan goals and 
current and projected future needs, and the Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the cumulative impacts of these 
projects. The project also constitutes the cumulative scenario described in method 2. Therefore, the 
cumulative effects of all probable future circulation system improvements and land use projects in the 
region are included in the analysis of the proposed project’s impacts. These projects are listed in Table 3 
of this document and combined with the existing 2040 RTP-SCS, represents all reasonably foreseeable 
probable future transportation projects within Santa Barbara County.  

Thus, the cumulative effects of all probable future circulation system improvements and land use 
projects in the region are included in the analysis of the proposed project’s impacts; therefore, in this 
chapter, when project-specific impacts are judged to be significant, they also by definition are considered 
“cumulatively considerable” incremental contributions to significant cumulative impacts (See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130(a)). The project-specific impacts are based on a compilation of all those 
projects listed in Table 3 that have been determined to potentially impact a specific impact category, and 
evaluating the cumulative effect from that list of projects. The impact evaluation also combines the 
cumulative effect of the proposed land uses from the SCS. Therefore project-specific impacts assessed in 
this document represent the cumulative impact of all potential transportation projects in the project 
area. Mitigation measures proposed for project-specific impacts also represent potentially feasible 
options for mitigating the proposed project’s incremental contribution to significant cumulative effects 
(See CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(5).).  

In some cases, probable future projects outside the SBCAG region in neighboring counties would further 
contribute to significant cumulative impacts. These include the impacts of vehicle trips originating or 
terminating outside the region. The SBCAG’s regional travel demand model (RTDM) accounts for these 
trips originating and/or ending outside the SBCAG region. SBCAG, in partnership with San Luis Obispo 
Council of Governments (SLOCOG) and Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC), conducted 
the Central Coast Origin-Destination Survey (July 2016) to gather information on the travel behavior of 
people who make regional and inter-regional trips on U.S. 101 in and between Ventura, Santa Barbara 
and San Luis Obispo counties. The survey was designed to collect origin-destination information, 
demographic, frequency, trip purpose, and other information about the travel patterns of U.S. 101 users. 
The data from this study was used to confirm the consistency of SBCAG’s regional travel demand model 
to account for trips originating or terminating outside the region. Therefore, the Fast Forward 2040 
RTP/SCS SEIR traffic impact analysis includes the cumulative impact from these out-of-region trips as 
they are included in the traffic model the analysis is based on. The impacts of these external trips are 
also reflected in the SEIR air quality, GHG, and energy impact analyses. 
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4.1 Aesthetics 

This section analyzes the impacts of Fast Forward 2040 to aesthetics, including the existing visual 
character of and scenic views in Santa Barbara County. A similar analysis was provided in the 2013 EIR 
prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS; however, the additional projects are included in Fast Forward 2040 have 
been evaluated, and baseline conditions have been updated.  

The following significant and unavoidable impact associated with aesthetics was identified in the 2013 
EIR: 

 Development of proposed transportation improvement projects under 2040, as well as the land use 
patterns assumed by the 2040 RTP-SCS, would contribute to the alteration of the County’s aesthetic 
character from a rural (or semi-rural) to a somewhat more suburban condition. 

Mitigation measures are included from the 2013 EIR that reduce project-specific impacts to the extent 
feasible. 

4.1.1 Setting 

a Visual Character of the County 

Santa Barbara County is known for its natural scenic resources. The coastal terraces between ocean and 
mountains; the scenic inland valleys with large expanses of cultivated farmlands and gently rolling hills; 
and the rugged Los Padres National Forest are all key elements which define the County’s scenic 
resources. The County is largely rural in character, with distinct compact urban communities separated 
by substantial public open space and private grazing lands as further described in the 2013 EIR. 

The visual character of the County has changed slightly since the approval of the 2013 EIR with the 
completion of the projects listed in Table 1.US 101US 101In addition, urban development has been 
ongoing in the region since certification of the 2013 EIR, primarily concentrated in existing urban or 
suburban areas. 

b Primary Viewing Corridors 

Both the County of Santa Barbara and the State of California have designated scenic corridors on State 
highways within the County. The Coastal Land Use Plan, adopted in 1982 and republished in 2009 by the 
County of Santa Barbara, has established a View Corridor Overlay land use designation for the portions of 
US 101with views of the ocean. US 101along its entire length in Santa Barbara County is also in the 
State’s master plan of highways eligible for “Scenic Highway” designation. The Santa Barbara County 
Comprehensive Plan Scenic Highways Element (adopted in 1975 and republished in 2009) indicates, 
consistent with Caltrans’ Scenic Highway Mapping System, that two State highways in Santa Barbara 
County have been officially designated “State Scenic Highways,” which include: 

 State Route 1 from its intersection with US 101at Las Cruces north to the southerly city limits of 
Lompoc 

 US 101 from the city of Goleta’s western boundary to Route 1 at Las Cruces 
 State Route 154, its entire length 

Portions of other State highways traversing the County are in the State’s master plan of highways eligible 
for “Scenic Highway” designation. The eligible highways are: 

 State Route 33 from the junction of State Route 166 south into Ventura County 
 State Route 166 from the junction of State Route 33 west thru Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo 

Counties to its junction with US 101 
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 US 101, its entire length in Santa Barbara County 
 State Route 150 from its junction with US 101east into Ventura County 

c Regulatory Setting 

The general plans and zoning ordinances of the cities within the County regulate design and the built 
environment within those communities. Santa Barbara County’s Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance provide the same function within unincorporated areas. In all cases, the general plans and 
zoning typically prescribe visual resource policies, and in some cases, require development review of 
projects. In general, little direction is provided regarding the design of roadways, which are typically 
subject to adopted Caltrans or local engineering standards related to safety and capacity, rather than 
aesthetics. Within the Coastal Zone, however, additional policies may apply. Pursuant to Section 30251 
of the California Coastal Act of 1976, the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas are considered a 
resource of public importance that requires protection; any permitted development is “to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, 
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.” In addition, the City of 
Santa Barbara has adopted US 101Santa Barbara Coastal Parkway Design Guidelines, which specify that 
the City will preserve and maintain the historic character of the segment of US 101 located within the 
City’s Coastal Zone. Otherwise, roadway landscaping and lighting are generally reviewed when roadways 
are part of larger land use development proposals. 

4.1.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Environmental assessment of a proposed project’s impacts to the aesthetic and visual resources of a site 
begins with identification of the existing visual resources on and off that site, including the site’s physical 
attributes, its relative visibility, and its relative uniqueness. The assessment of aesthetic impacts involves 
qualitative analysis that is inherently subjective in nature. Different viewers react to viewsheds and 
aesthetic conditions differently. This evaluation measures the existing visual resource against the 
proposed action, analyzing the nature of the anticipated change.  

The State CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G) identify the following criteria for determining whether a 
project’s impacts would have a significant impact on the environment. Significant impacts may result if a 
project would: 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 
2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, 

and historic buildings within a state scenic highway. 
3. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings. 
4. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area. 

The Visual Aesthetic Impact Guidelines of the County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and 
Guidelines Manual (2008) identify four specific landscapes of particular value to the County: 
mountainous areas, urban fringe areas, travel corridors, and coastal areas. The County has adopted 
Visual Aesthetic Guidelines as part of its CEQA thresholds manual. The guidelines do “not constitute a 
formal significance threshold, but instead [they] direct the evaluator to the questions which predict the 
adversity of impacts to visual resources.” The questions are as follows: 

1.a Does the project site have significant visual resources by virtue of surface waters, vegetation, 
elevation, slope, or other natural or man-made features which are publicly visible? 
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1.b If so, does the proposed project have the potential to degrade or significantly interfere with the 
public’s enjoyment of the site’s existing visual resources? 

2.a Does the project have the potential to impact visual resources of the Coastal Zone or other 
visually important area (i.e., mountainous area, public park, urban fringe, or scenic travel 
corridor)? 

2.b If so, does the project have the potential to conflict with the policies set forth in the Local 
Coastal Plan, the Comprehensive Plan or any applicable community plan to protect identified 
views?  

3 Does the project have the potential to create a significantly adverse aesthetic impact through 
obstruction of public views, incompatibility with surrounding uses, structures, or intensity of 
development, removal of significant amounts of vegetation, loss of important open space, 
substantial alteration of natural character, lack of adequate landscaping, or extensive grading 
visible from public areas? 

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes generalized impacts associated with proposed transportation improvements and 
the future land use scenario envisioned under Fast Forward 2040. Table 3 in Section 4.1.2.c. summarizes 
the specific projects that could result in aesthetic impacts.  

Impact AES-1 THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS UNDER FAST FORWARD 2040, AS 

WELL AS THE LAND USE PATTERNS ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040, MAY AFFECT PUBLIC VIEWS 

ALONG DESIGNATED SCENIC CORRIDORS, ADJACENT LANDSCAPING, AND OTHER HIGHWAYS 

CONSIDERED TO HAVE HIGH SCENIC QUALITIES. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE CLASS II, LESS THAN 

SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. [THRESHOLDS 1, 2 AND 4] 

Construction of the proposed transportation improvements along scenic corridors could create 
potentially significant, but short-term, visual impacts. These designated corridors primarily include: 

 State Route 1 from its intersection with US 101 at Las Cruces north to the southerly city limits of 
Lompoc 

 State Route 154, its entire length 
 US 101, its entire length in Santa Barbara County 

Impacts could include blockage of views by construction equipment and staging areas, disruption of 
views by temporary signage and exposure of slopes and removal of vegetation. 

In addition, several transportation projects in Fast Forward 2040 could generate short-term impacts from 
construction on scenic corridors along US 101, as listed in Table 3. 

With regard to long-term aesthetic impacts, implementation of Fast Forward 2040 would generally result 
in modification to existing transportation facilities within existing highway, roadway, or railroad rights-of-
way (Table3 lists projects with the potential to result in adverse aesthetic impacts). The design of 
roadway structures would generally not lead to major impacts on visual resources, although it may result 
in moderate intrusions. For example, the proposed upgrading of highway signs and lighting on State-
designated Scenic Highways would represent a moderate intrusion on the scenic character of the 
corridor. Further, several of the proposed projects replace existing bridges which may result in an 
increase of the dimensions and/or stylistic changes to these bridges. Typical impacts may be the result of 
the modification or removal of existing vegetation, the introduction of more massive road structures, or 
the introduction of street lighting out of scale with the area. Such impacts would be potentially 
significant. 
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Compliance with provisions in the California Coastal Act (as implemented through coastal jurisdictions’ 
certified Local Coastal Programs) would help to reduce long-term visual impacts on scenic corridors in 
the Coastal Zone. Pursuant to Section 30251, permitted development in California’s Coastal Zone must 
be sited and designed “to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with 
the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas.” In addition, Section 30240 of the Coastal Act would require the protection of 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, which may have scenic qualities; and in accordance with Section 
30253, new development shall not “require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.” When applicable, projects in Fast Forward 
2040 would abide by these Coastal Act requirements to preserve natural resources with scenic values. 

The future land use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 is intended to encourage infill 
development and development near existing transportation corridors. This type of development would 
help to avoid the loss of scenic resources overall by concentrating development within existing urbanized 
areas when compared to a future scenario without Fast Forward 2040. However, when compared to 
existing conditions, this land use scenario would intensify the built environment within existing urban 
areas through planned infill development. In addition, this land use scenario would concentrate 
development near transportation corridors in urban areas, which would further increase the visibility of 
future infill and transit-oriented development from these corridors and potentially impact views of 
background scenic resources.  

Fast Forward 2040 includes policies to minimize aesthetic impacts. Policy 1.4 in Fast Forward 2040 is 
intended to protect aesthetics and community character. Under this policy, transportation planning and 
projects shall: 

 Consider aesthetics and preserve and enhance historic and local community character. 
 Preserve and maintain the historic character of existing highway structures and mature plant 

material unless demonstrated to be infeasible on US 101. 

Although projects under Fast Forward 2040 would be subject to existing regulations that would help to 
minimize aesthetic impacts, specific projects identified in Fast Forward 2040 have the potential to 
adversely impact scenic resources when compared to existing conditions. New roadways, or substantial 
increases in roadway dimensions, are proposed in certain areas. Planned work includes new curb, gutter, 
and sidewalk at numerous locations, and roadway widening for Class II bike lanes throughout the County. 
Major projects include a bridge replacement on State Route 217 near Goleta (SH-17), replacing Refugio 
Road undercrossing bridges on US 101 in Goleta (SH-15), and a new interchange on US 101 at San Ysidro 
Road near Montecito (SP-16). Such projects could degrade the existing visual condition of the area in 
which they are proposed, due to the modification or removal of existing vegetation, the introduction of 
more massive road structures, or the introduction of street lighting out of scale with the area. While no 
new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to scenic vistas, scenic resources, or scenic 
highways compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR, impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II).  

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to scenic vistas, scenic resources, or 
scenic highways compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS. The following mitigation measures identified in the 2013 
EIR would minimize long-term visual impacts generated by proposed transportation improvements and 
land use patterns near scenic corridors. No new or revised mitigation measures are required. 
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MM AES-1(A) 

Where a particular Fast Forward 2040 transportation improvement project affects adjacent landforms, 
the project sponsor shall ensure that re-contouring provides a smooth and gradual transition between 
modified landforms and existing grade. 

MM AES-1(B) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that landscaping is installed to restore natural features along corridors 
where possible after widening, interchange modifications, re-alignment, or construction of ancillary 
facilities. Associated landscape materials and design shall enhance landform variation, provide erosion 
control, and blend with the natural setting. To ensure compliance with approved landscape plans, the 
implementing agency shall provide a performance security equal to the value of the 
landscaping/irrigation installation. 

MM AES-1(C) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that a project in a scenic view corridor will have the minimum possible 
impact, consistent with project goals, upon foliage, existing landscape architecture and natural scenic 
views. 

MM AES-1(D) 

Potential noise impacts arising from increased traffic volumes associated with adjacent land 
development shall be preferentially mitigated through the use of setbacks and the acoustical design of 
adjacent proposed structures. The use of sound walls, or any other architectural features that could 
block views from the scenic highways or other view corridors, shall be discouraged to the extent 
possible. Where use of sound walls is found to be necessary, walls shall incorporate offsets, accents, and 
landscaping to prevent monotony. In addition, sound walls should be complementary in color and 
texture to surrounding natural features. 

MM AES-1(E) 

In visually sensitive areas, local land use agencies shall apply development standards and guidelines to 
maintain compatibility with surrounding natural areas, including site coverage, building height and 
massing, building materials and color, landscaping, and site grading. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With implementation of the mitigation measures AES-1(a) through AES-1(e) identified in the 2013 EIR 
and listed above, impacts would be less than significant. Impacts of Fast Forward 2040 are consistent 
with the 2013 EIR. 

Impact AES-2 DEVELOPMENT OF PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS UNDER 

FAST FORWARD 2040, AS WELL AS THE LAND USE PATTERNS ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 

WOULD CONTRIBUTE TO THE ALTERATION OF THE COUNTY’S AESTHETIC CHARACTER FROM A RURAL (OR 

SEMI-RURAL) TO A SOMEWHAT MORE SUBURBAN CONDITION. THIS WOULD BE A CLASS I, SIGNIFICANT 

AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACT. [THRESHOLD 3] 

Some of the proposed transportation improvements would introduce visual features that would alter the 
existing rural or semi-rural character of the area in which they are proposed. Ancillary facilities 
constructed along new or existing roads (such as lighting, bus shelters, and signs) would further 
contribute to the trend toward a more suburban visual character. It should be noted that the majority of 
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the projects included in Fast Forward 2040 would occur in developed areas or adjacent to urban 
environments. In addition, the land use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 is intended to 
encourage infill development and development near existing transportation corridors. This type of 
development would help to avoid impacts to the rural character by concentrating development within 
existing urbanized areas when compared to a future scenario without Fast Forward 2040. However, 
when compared to existing conditions, this land use scenario would tend to intensify the built 
environment within existing urban areas through the implementation of infill and TOD, as discussed 
under Impact AES-1, thereby resulting in an overall change in character to a more suburban condition.  

The visual effect of roadway projects would be greatest in the more rural areas of the County. A 
complete listing of projects with potential to alter the rural character of the County is included Table 3.  

By contrast, alternative transportation projects in Fast Forward 2040, such as bike lanes and multi-use 
trails, would complement the scenic character of rural areas and parkland, without substantially 
intensifying their level of development. In addition, Fast Forward 2040 holds the preservation of open 
space and agricultural land as an objective; implementation of this objective would contribute to 
preserving the visual character of rural areas. Moreover, proposed Policy 1.4 in the Fast Forward 2040 
calls for transportation projects to preserve and enhance historic and local community character. 

While no new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to alteration of the County’s 
aesthetic character, nonetheless, the overall visual effect of planned roadway projects and envisioned 
land use patterns would contribute to an incremental, but irreversible transformation in visual character 
from rural to more suburban. Although the new projects listed in Table 3 may not by themselves 
significantly alter the county’s rural character, these new projects, in combination with the existing 
projects from the 2040 RTP-SCS, would continue to be a significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to aesthetic character of Santa Barbara 
County compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS. The following mitigation measures identified in the 2013 EIR, as 
adjusted here would reduce project-specific impacts related to aesthetics to the degree feasible. No new 
or substantially revised mitigation measures are required. 

MM AES-2(A) 

Roadway extensions and widenings shall avoid the removal of existing mature trees to the extent 
possible. Any trees lost shall be replaced at a minimum 2:1 basis and incorporated into the landscaping 
design for the roadway when feasible (note: the oak tree replacement rate may be higher than 2:1 in 
some jurisdictions, including the County of Santa Barbara). The project sponsor of a particular Fast 
Forward 2040 project shall ensure the continued vitality of replaced trees through periodic maintenance 
(see mitigation measures prescribed in Section 4.3 Biological Resources, Impact B-1). 

MM AES-2(B) 

Roadway lighting shall be minimized to the extent possible, and shall not exceed the minimum height 
requirements of the local jurisdiction in which the project is proposed. This may be accomplished 
through the use of hoods, low intensity lighting, and using a few lights as necessary to achieve the goals 
of the project.  

MM AES-2(C) 

Bus shelters and other ancillary facilities constructed under the Fast Forward 2040 shall be designed in 
accordance with the architectural review requirements of the local jurisdiction in which the project is 
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proposed and with local transit requirements and standards. Bus shelters shall incorporate colors 
complementary of the natural surroundings. 

Mitigation measures AES-1(a) through AES-1(e) would also incrementally reduce potential impacts. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of mitigation measures AES-2(a) through AES-2(c) would reduce project-specific impacts 
to the extent feasible. However, the incremental alteration of the area’s current rural or semi-rural 
character to a more suburban environment is considered a significant and unavoidable impact. Impacts 
of the Fast Forward 2040 are consistent with the 2013 EIR. 

c Specific RTP-SCS Projects That May Result in Impacts  

Table 4 identifies those projects that may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.1.2.b above. The 
individual projects listed could create significant aesthetic impacts but would not necessarily do so. 
Additional specific analysis will need to be conducted as the individual projects are implemented in order 
to determine the actual magnitude of impact. Mitigation measures discussed above could apply to these 
specific projects. 

Table 4 RTP-SCS Projects That May Result in Aesthetic Impacts 

Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

SH-02 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 from San Ysidro Road 
to State Street in Santa Barbara 

U.S. Hwy 101 bridge rail replacement from San Ysidro 
Road to State Street 

SH-03 Caltrans SR 154 at Alamo Pintado Creek 
Pedestrian Bridge, near Los Alamos 

Bridge preventative maintenance on the Alamo 
Pintado Creek Pedestrian Bridge (BR # 51-0076Y) on 
SR 154 near Los Alamos. 

SH-04 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Butterfly Lane ADA pedestrian infrastructure improvements on U.S. 
Hwy 101 at the Butterfly Lane undercrossing – 
construct ramps and improve pedestrian travel way. 

SH-05 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at SR 135  Replace bridge deck at U.S. Hwy 101 and SR 135 
separation (BR # 51- 0073R/L) 

SH-06 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Bailard Avenue, in 
Carpinteria 

Vertical clearance improvements at U.S. Hwy 101 and 
Bailard Avenue, in Carpinteria. 

SH-07 Caltrans SR 1 between U.S. Hwy 101 and SR 
246, near Lompoc 

SR 1 pavement preservation from the junction of U.S. 
Hwy 101 to SR 246, near Lompoc. 

SH-08 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Nojoqui Creek 
Bridge 

Replace bridge rails on Nojoqui Creek Bridges (BR # 
51- 0018L/R) on U.S. Hwy 101. 

SH-10 Caltrans SR 1 between SR 166 and Solomon 
Road, near Santa Maria 

SR 1 pavement preservation from Solomon Road to 
junction of SR 166, near Santa Maria. 

SH-27 Caltrans Various Coastal Trail Development (advanced mitigation) in 
Santa Barbara County and various locations. 

SH-28 Caltrans Various Upgrade signs on various State Highways in Santa 
Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties. 

SH-29 Caltrans Various Upgrade pedestrian curb ramps at various locations 
on SR 1, SR 135, and U.S. Hwy 101 in Santa Barbara 
and San Luis Obispo counties. 

SH-30 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101, various locations  Restore roadway facilities damaged by wildfire on 
U.S. Hwy 101 in Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo 
counties. 
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Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

SH-11 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 from Milpas Street to 
Hollister Avenue, and SR 217 from 
Goleta Slough to U.S. Hwy 101, 
near Santa Barbara 

Construct roadside paving, access gates, weed 
barriers, and relocate facilities on U.S. Hwy 101 from 
Milpas Street to Hollister Avenue and on SR 217 from 
Goleta Slough to U.S. Hwy 101, in and near the city of 
Santa Barbara. 

SH-12 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 from Maria Yngacio 
Creek Bridge to north of Hollister 
Avenue, in Goleta 

U.S. Hwy 101 rehabilitate pavement in Goleta, from 
Maria Yngacio Creek Bridge to 1.1 miles north of 
Hollister Avenue overcrossing. 

SH-31 Caltrans Various Upgrade highway signs and lighting on various 
location/routes in Santa Barbara, Monterey, San 
Benito, San Luis Obispo, and Santa Cruz counties. 

SH-32 Caltrans Various Upgrade signalized intersections at various 
location/routes to include Accessible Pedestrian 
System (APS) push buttons and countdown 
pedestrian heads in Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, 
Monterey, and Santa Cruz counties. 

SH-13 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Gaviota Safety 
Roadside Rest Area 

Upgrade wastewater system at the Gaviota Safety 
Roadside Rest Area on U.S. Hwy 101. 

SH-14 Caltrans SR 154 at Cold Spring Canyon 
Bridge 

Install inspection access system below bridge and 
paint structure at Cold Spring Canyon Bridge (BR # 
51-0037) on SR 154. 

SH-15 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Refugio Bridge, 
near Goleta 

Replace the Refugio Road undercrossing bridges (BR 
# 51-0215L/R) on U.S. Hwy 101 near Goleta. 

SH-16 Caltrans SR 1 at San Antonio Creek Bridge, 
near Lompoc 

San Antonio Creek Bridge (BR # 51-0237L/R) scour 
mitigation on SR 1 near Lompoc. 

SH-17 Caltrans SR 217 at San Jose Creek Bridge, 
near Goleta 

Replace the San Jose Creek Bridge (BR # 51-0217) on 
SR 217 near Goleta. 

SH-18 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 between Casitas Pass 
and Sandpiper Drive, in Carpinteria 

Rehabilitate roadway (3R) on U.S. Hwy 101 between 
Casitas Pass and west of Sandpiper Drive in 
Carpinteria. 

SH-19 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 at Fairview Avenue, 
near Goleta 

Landscape mitigation on U.S. Hwy 101 from 0.2 mile 
east to 0.7 mile west of the Fairview Avenue 
overcrossing, in and near Goleta. 

SH-33 Caltrans Various Upgrade highway exit signs and lighting at various 
locations/routes in Santa Barbara, Monterey, San 
Benito, Santa Cruz, and San Luis Obispo counties.  

SH-20 Caltrans At SR 154 and SR 246 intersection Landscape mitigation at SR 154/SR 246 roundabout 
near Santa Ynez. 

SH-21 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 from 0.7 mile north 
of Beckstead overcrossing to 0.8 
mile south of Gaviota Tunnel, in 
Gaviota 

Landscape mitigation on U.S. Hwy 101 from 0.7 mile 
north of Beckstead overcrossing to 0.8 mile south of 
Gaviota Tunnel, in Gaviota. 

SH-22 Caltrans SR 246 from 0.4 mile east of Santa 
Rosa Creek Bridge to U.S. Hwy 
101/SR 246 separation, near 
Buellton 

Rehabilitate pavement on SR 246 from 0.4 mile east 
of Santa Rosa Creek Bridge to U.S. Hwy 101/SR 246 
separation, near Buellton. 

SH-23 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101, in and near the city 
of Santa Barbara 

Construct roadside paving, access gates, weed 
barriers and relocate facilities at various locations on 
U.S. Hwy 101, in and near the city of Santa Barbara 



Environmental Impact Analysis 

Aesthetics 

 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 83 

Project # Jurisdiction Project Location Project Description 

SH-24 Caltrans SR 154 from Baseline Avenue to 
Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, near 
Santa Ynez 

Rehabilitate pavement on SR 154 from Baseline 
Avenue to Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, near Santa 
Ynez.  

SH-25 Caltrans U.S. Hwy 101 from Patterson 
Avenue to Gaviota State Park 
Entrance, in and near Goleta  

Roadside safety improvements on U.S. Hwy 101 from 
Patterson Avenue to Gaviota State Park Entrance, in 
and near Goleta - pave slopes, areas beyond the 
gores, and narrow areas; relocate roadside facilities 
away from traffic; and install worker access gates and 
safety improvements. 

SC-03 Carpinteria 5th Street over Franklin Creek near 
Aliso School, in Carpinteria 

Study Feasibility of constructing a pedestrian bridge 
on 5th Street over Franklin Creek near Aliso School, 
in Carpinteria. 

SC-08 Goleta Hollister Avenue from Fairview 
Avenue to Kellogg Avenue, and 
Pine Avenue south of Hollister 
Avenue in Goleta 

Improve sidewalks in residential areas of Old Town 
Goleta, north of Hollister Avenue from Fairview 
Avenue to Kellogg Avenue, and on Pine Avenue south 
of Hollister Avenue. Work includes assessing sidewalk 
deficiencies, creating a prioritization plan, and 
installing sidewalk improvements. 

Sc-11 Goleta Goleta Valley Community Center 
on Hollister Avenue in Old Town 
Goleta 

Install upgraded pedestrian activated traffic control 
system at the crosswalk in front of the Goleta Valley 
Community Center on Hollister Avenue in Old Town 
Goleta. 

SC-15 Goleta Fairview Avenue at Calle Real in 
Goleta 

Construct Infill sidewalk on Fairview Avenue at Calle 
Real intersection near U.S. Hwy 101 in Goleta. 

SH-26 SBCAG U.S. Hwy 101 in Santa Barbara 
County 

Operations and management improvements 
including ITS technologies on U.S. Hwy 101 in Santa 
Barbara County (CA 329). 

SP-04 Carpinteria 9th Street Pedestrian Bridge and 
proposed Franklin path in 
Carpinteria. 

Place lighting facilities along the new 9th Street 
Pedestrian Bridge and proposed Franklin path in 
Carpinteria. 

SP-05 Carpinteria Santa Monica Creek at Via Real in 
Carpinteria 

Replace existing pedestrian bridge over Santa Monica 
Creek at Via Real in Carpinteria. 

SP-06 Carpinteria Santa Monica Creek at El Carro 
Lane in Carpinteria 

Replace existing pedestrian bridge over Santa Monica 
Creek at El Carro Lane in Carpinteria. 

SP-13 Santa 
Barbara 

Beachway through Leadbetter 
Beach to Shoreline Park, in Santa 
Barbara 

Create a separate/protected Class I bikeway 
connecting the Beachway through Leadbetter Beach 
to Shoreline Park 

SP-14 Santa 
Barbara 

Las Positas Road from Modoc Road 
to State Street, in Santa Barbara 

Create a separate/protected Class I bikeway Adjacent 
to Las Positas Road from Modoc Road to State Street. 
Route would cross over U.S. Hwy 101 and go through 
the Municipal Golf Course. 

SP-15 Santa 
Barbara 

City of Santa Barbara Implement the 2016 City of Santa Barbara Bicycle 
Master Plan. 

SP-16 SB county San Ysidro Road at U.S. Hwy 101, 
near Montecito 

Construct interchange and frontage improvements at 
San Ysidro Road and U.S. Hwy 101 interchange near 
Montecito. 
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4.2 Air Quality 

This section analyzes the impacts of the Fast Forward 2040 on local and regional air quality for criteria 
pollutants. Both temporary impacts relating to construction activities and long-term impacts associated 
with population growth, and associated growth in vehicle traffic, are discussed. A similar analysis was 
provided in the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS. However, the additional projects included in the 
Fast Forward 2040 have been evaluated, and baseline conditions have been updated. No air quality 
impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable in the 2013 EIR.  

4.2.1 Setting 

a Local Climate and Meteorology 

Santa Barbara County contains a wide variety of emission sources including stationary, area-wide, on-
road vehicles, and other mobile sources (2016 Ozone Plan). The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution 
Control District (SBCAPCD) has developed a 2012 planning emissions inventory, which focuses on 
emission sources that can be controlled and reflects emission patterns throughout the County. The 2012 
inventory found that stationary and area-wide sources accounted for 71 percent of the baseline ROC 
inventory. On-road vehicles accounted for 14 percent of the baseline ROC, while other mobile and 
ocean-going vessels accounted for the remaining 15 percent of the baseline ROC. For NOx, ocean-going 
vessels accounted for 69 percent and on-road vehicles accounted for 13 percent. The remaining 18 
percent of NOx emissions were due to area-wide, stationary sources, and other mobile sources. 

The primary sources of PM10 in Santa Barbara County include mineral quarries, grading, demolition, 
agricultural tilling, road dust, and vehicle exhaust (PM2.5). Smoke and ash from Southern California fires 
in 2007 caused a large spike in maximum daily PM10 concentrations at over 300 µg/m3. However, 
maximum daily PM10 concentrations have since been reduced to below the federal health standard of 
150 µg/m3 but remains above the State standard of 50 µg/m3 (SBCAPCD). 

Diesel engine fuel combustion is an important component of the particulate matter emissions in the 
County. Particulates in diesel emissions are small and readily respirable. The particles have hundreds of 
chemicals adsorbed onto their surfaces, which include known or suspected mutagens and carcinogens. 
The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) reviewed and evaluated the 
potential for diesel exhaust to affect human health, and the associated scientific uncertainties (California 
Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA], California Air Resources Board [CARB] April 1998). Based on 
the available scientific evidence, OEHHA has not identified the level of diesel PM exposure below which 
no carcinogenic effects are anticipated. Based on studies to date, the Scientific Review Panel that 
approved the OEHHA report determined that 3 x 10-4 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) is a 
reasonable estimate of the unit risk for diesel PM. This means that a person exposed to a diesel PM 
concentration of 1 µg/m3 continuously over the course of a lifetime has a 3 per 10,000 chance (or 300 in 
one million chance) of contracting cancer as a result of this exposure. Based on an estimated year 2000 
statewide average concentration of 1.26 µg/m3 for indoor and outdoor ambient air, about 380 excess 
cancers per one million population would be expected if diesel PM concentrations remain the same 
(CARB, October 2000). Therefore, these particulate emissions have been determined by the CARB to be a 
toxic air contaminant. 

Compared to other air toxics that the CARB has identified and controlled, diesel PM emissions are 
estimated to be responsible for about 70% of the total ambient air toxics risk. In addition to these 
general risks, diesel PM can also be responsible for elevated localized or near-source exposures (“hot-
spots”). Depending on the activity and nearness to receptors, these potential risks can range from small 
to 1,500 per million or more (CARB, October 2000). Risk characterization scenarios have been conducted 
by the CARB staff to determine the potential excess cancer risks involved due to the location of 
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individuals near to various sources of diesel engine emissions, ranging from school buses to high-volume 
freeways. The purpose of the risk characterization was to estimate, through air dispersion modeling, the 
cancer risk associated with typical diesel-fueled engine or vehicle activities based on modeled PM 
concentration at the point of maximum impact (PMI). The study included various sources of diesel PM 
emissions, including idling school buses, truck stops, low and high volume freeways, and other sources. 
High volume freeways were estimated to cause 800-1,700 per million potential excess cancers, while low 
volume freeways (similar to US 101 at the site) were estimated to cause about 100-200 per million 
potential excess cancers.  

Besides diesel PM, several other pollutants are emitted by vehicle exhausts that are a public health 
concern. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has identified six pollutants of highest 
priority: diesel particulate matter (DPM), acrolein, acetaldehyde, formaldehyde, benzene, and 1,3-
butadiene. The latter five pollutants are part of the total organic gases emitted by combustion of vehicle 
fuel. 

In addition, urban development has been ongoing in the region since certification of the 2013 EIR, 
primarily concentrated in existing urban or suburban areas. 

b Regulatory Setting 

Air quality regulations in Santa Barbara County are subject to both federal and State standards. The 1990 
Amendments to the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) mandated that the USEPA manage and control air 
quality by establishing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). In California, the task of air 
quality management and regulation has been legislatively granted to the CARB and the local and regional 
air quality management districts and air pollution control districts. The CARB is responsible for research 
activities, the establishment of California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for air quality, and the 
regulation of mobile emission sources (i.e., motor vehicles) and, to a much lesser extent, stationary 
sources. The CAAQS are generally more stringent than corresponding federal standards. Since the 2013 
EIR, the USEPA strengthened the 8-hour ozone standard from the 2008 level of 0.075 ppm to 0.070 ppm 
on December 28, 2015. Table 5Table 5 illustrates both the federal and State current pollutant 
regulations. 
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Table 5 Current Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Federal Standard California Standard 

Ozone 0.070 ppm (8-hr avg) 0.07 ppm (8-hr avg) 

0.09 ppm (1-hr avg) 

Carbon Monoxide 9.0 ppm (8-hr avg) 

35.0 ppm (1-hr avg) 

9.0 ppm (8-hr avg) 

20.0 ppm (1-hr avg) 

Nitrogen Dioxide 0.100 ppm (1-hr avg) 

0.053 ppm (annual avg) 

0.18 ppm (1-hr avg) 

0.030 ppm (annual avg) 

Sulfur Dioxide 0.075 ppm (1-hr avg) 0.25 ppm (1-hr avg) 

0.04 ppm (24-hr avg) 

Lead 1.5 g/m3 (calendar quarter) 0.15 g/m3 (3-month avg) 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 150 g/m3 (24-hr avg) 20 g/m3 (annual avg) 

50 g/m3 (24-hr avg) 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 12 g/m3 (annual avg) 

35 g/m3 (24-hr avg) 

12 g/m3 (annual avg) 

ppm= parts per million 

g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
Source: California Air Resources Board, http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf, May 4, 2016. 

CARB has established fourteen air basins in California. State law has designated local air quality 
management districts and air pollution control districts, which have primary authority over the 
regulation of stationary sources of air pollution. For Santa Barbara County, located within the South 
Central Coast Air Basin, air pollution control authority for stationary sources is vested with the Santa 
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD). 

Mobile emission sources are regulated through the establishment of federal and State vehicle emission 
requirements with which auto manufacturers must comply. Motor vehicle emissions are also regulated 
by the State’s vehicle inspection and maintenance program (the “Smog Check Program”). Indirectly, 
increases in motor vehicle emissions can be mitigated by agencies other than SBCAPCD or CARB through 
CEQA and determinations of consistency with the Clean Air Plan and other City and County General 
Plans. In addition, the USEPA released new recommendations for constructing roadside vegetation 
barriers to improve near-road air quality. Roadside vegetation can reduce a population’s exposure to air 
pollution by intercepting airborne particles or uptake of pollution through leaf stomata (EPA 2016). 

SBCAPCD’s Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents (April 2015) 
establishes thresholds of significance for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic toxic air contaminants. The 
significance threshold for long-term public health risk is set at 10 excess cancer cases in a million for 
cancer risk. For non-cancer risk, the significance level is set at a Hazard Index of more than one (1.0). A 
Hazard Index of more than one means that predicted levels of a toxic pollutant are greater than the 
exposure level, which is generally considered acceptable. These significance thresholds are also the 
SBCAPCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the SBCAPCD. If a formal health risk 
assessment shows a significant impact result, mitigation measures to reduce the predicted levels of toxic 
air pollutants to a level of insignificance may be imposed by the lead agency. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf
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c Current Air Quality 

Monitoring of ambient air pollutant concentrations is conducted by the CARB, SBCAPCD, and industry. 
Monitors operated by the CARB and SBCAPCD are part of the State and Local Air Monitoring System 
(SLAMS). The SLAMS stations are located to provide local and regional air quality information. Monitors 
operated by industry, at the direction of the SBCAPCD, are called Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) stations. PSD stations are required by the SBCAPCD to ensure that new and modified sources under 
SBCAPCD permit do not interfere with the County’s ability to attain or maintain air quality standards. 
Figure 8 shows the locations of all monitoring stations in Santa Barbara County that were in operation in 
2015. 

Figure 8 Santa Barbara County Air Quality Monitoring Stations (2015) 
 

Source: SBCAPCD, https://www.ourair.org/location-of-santa-barbara-county-monitoring-stations/ 

The SBCAPCD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to assure that the air quality standards are met 
and, in the event they are not, to develop strategies to meet these standards. Depending on whether the 
standards are met or exceeded, the local air basin is classified as being in “attainment” or “non-
attainment.” Countywide historical data on the number of State 8-hour and State 1-hour ozone 
exceedances between 1990 and 2015 is provided in Figure, which shows fewer exceedances occurring 
over time.  

https://www.ourair.org/location-of-santa-barbara-county-monitoring-stations/
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Figure 9 Historical Santa Barbara County Ozone Exceedances (1990-2015) 

 
Source: SBCAPCD 2016 Ozone Plan (October 2016)  

State and federal carbon monoxide standards have not been exceeded since 1985. Although federal 
annual PM10 standards have not been exceeded, the State standard is currently exceeded. At this time, 
Santa Barbara County is an unclassifiable area for the federal/State PM2.5 standards.  

In summary, the County is currently classified as a non-attainment area for the State 8-hour ozone 
standard and a non-attainment area for the State PM10 standard. 

d Air Quality Attainment Plan 

The FCAA Amendments of 1990 set a schedule for the attainment of the NAAQS. States are required to 
prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP) to develop strategies to bring about attainment of the 
standards. In addition, the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988 requires areas that exceed the 
California ambient air quality standards to plan for the eventual attainment of the State standards. 
Under both the 1990 Amendments to the FCAA and the 1988 CCAA, the level of Santa Barbara County’s 
ozone originally resulted in the county being classified as a “moderate” non-attainment area. 

The 2016 Ozone Plan is the eighth triennial update to the initial state Air Quality Attainment Plan 
adopted in 1991 and updated in 1994, 1998, 2001, 2004, 2007, 2010, and 2013. Each update contains 
strategies to ensure continued progress toward attainment of the State ozone standards. Over 25 control 
measures have been adopted to reduce emissions at stationary sources and lower ozone precursor 
pollutants. These measures have helped improve the County’s air quality, including attainment of the 
State’s 1-hour ozone standards. However, the County is still in non-attainment for the State 8-hour 
ozone standard, which is the focus of the 2016 Ozone Plan. 
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4.2.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

This analysis follows the guidance and methodologies recommended in the CEQA Appendix G thresholds, 
SBCAPCD’s Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents (2015), and the 
County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (2015). While there is some 
overlap in the thresholds from these three sources, each has been individually listed below because 
thresholds from these sources may be applicable to individual transportation and/or land use projects 
under the Fast Forward 2040. 

Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, air quality impacts related to the proposed project would be 
significant if the project would: 

1. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

2. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation; 

3. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative guidelines for ozone precursors); 

4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and/or 

5. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

According to the SBCAPCD Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents 
(updated April 2015), a proposed project would have a significant air quality impact on the environment 
if operation of the project would: 

 Emit (from all project sources, both stationary and mobile) more than the daily trigger for offsets or 
Air Quality Impact Analysis set in the SBCAPCD New Source Review Rule, for any pollutant (i.e., 240 
lbs/day for ROC; 80 lbs/day for PM10; there is no daily operational threshold for CO since it is an 
attainment pollutant);  

 Emit more than 25 lbs/day of NOX or ROC from motor vehicle trips only; 
 Cause or contribute to a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standard (except 

ozone); 
 Exceed the SBCAPCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the SBCAPCD Board (10 

excess cancer cases in a million for cancer risk and/or a Hazard Index of greater than (1.0) for non-
cancer risk); 

 Be inconsistent with the latest adopted federal and State air quality plans for Santa Barbara County. 

The County of Santa Barbara has established its own CEQA thresholds. According to the County’s 
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, a significant adverse air quality impact may occur 
when a project, individually or cumulatively, triggers any one of the following: 

 Interferes with progress toward the attainment of the ozone standard by releasing emissions which 
equal or exceed the established long-term quantitative thresholds for NOX and ROC; 

 Equals or exceeds the state or federal ambient air quality standards for any criteria pollutants (as 
determined by modeling); 

 Generates emissions which may affect sensitive receptors (e.g., children, elderly or acutely ill); 
 Generates toxic or hazardous air pollutants in amounts which may increase cancer risk for the 

affected population; 
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 Generates an odor or other air quality nuisance problem impacting a considerable number of 
people; 

 Causes a carbon monoxide “hot spot” where the California one-hour standard of 20 ppm CO is 
exceeded. 

SHORT-TERM EMISSIONS METHODOLOGY 

The SBCAPCD has not adopted significance thresholds for construction-related emissions. However, 
according to the SBCAPCD’s Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents, on a 
project-level, construction-related NOX, ROG, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions from diesel- and gasoline-
powered equipment, paving and other activities, should be quantified. SBCAPCD uses 25 tons per year 
for ROG or NOX as a guideline for determining the significance of construction impacts for individual 
projects. Construction-related emissions are not quantified at the RTP-SCS program level because such 
emissions are dependent on the characteristics of individual projects. In addition, because the region 
does not meet the State standards for ozone or PM10, the County requires implementation of standard 
emission and dust control techniques for all construction.  

LONG-TERM EMISSIONS METHODOLOGY 

The methodology for determining the significance of air quality impacts compares baseline conditions to 
the future 2040 RTP-SCS conditions, as required in CEQA Section 15126.2(a). The baseline year was 2011 
in the 2013 EIR and is updated to the year 2014 for the Fast Forward 2040 since 2014 is the most recent 
year with available data and has been determined to be representative of current (2016) conditions. The 
analysis of air quality also includes a comparison between the expected future conditions with the RTP-
SCS and the expected future conditions if no RTP-SCS were adopted (“No Project” scenario). With respect 
to long-term impacts, because the RTP-SCS itself does not directly generate the emissions, County 
thresholds associated with “new” or Indirect Source Review do not apply to the RTP-SCS as a program. 
However, State and federal clean air laws require that emissions of pollutants for which national or State 
ambient air quality standards are violated be reduced from current levels. Therefore, the project’s long-
term impacts to air quality will be considered significant if the RTP-SCS could result in mobile source 
emissions that significantly exceed existing levels. In this case, the pollutants of concern are ozone 
precursors (NOx and ROC) and fine particulate matter, as these are the primary pollutants associated 
with vehicle transportation. 

Projected air emissions from mobile sources were calculated using EMFAC 2014 summer emissions 
factors, which are established by CARB and accommodate certain mobility assumptions, including vehicle 
speed, delay times, average trip lengths, and total travel time. The summer emission factors are assumed 
to represent the worst case scenario of potential air pollution, since the pollutants of concern are 
typically highest during periods of warmer temperatures. Projected vehicle emissions on the SBCAG 
transportation network for the years 2020, 2035, and 2040 under the Fast Forward 2040 were compared 
with the 2016 Ozone Air Plan baseline, the 2014 existing conditions, and the future conditions under the 
“No Project” scenario. If county-wide ROC or NOX emissions that would result from the Fast Forward 
2040 do not significantly exceed the 2016 Ozone Air Plan baseline or the 2014 baseline, impacts to long-
term air quality would not be considered significant.  

b Project Impacts 

This section describes generalized impacts associated with proposed transportation improvements and 
the future land use scenario envisioned under the Fast Forward 2040. Implementation of the RTP-SCS 
could create both short-term and long-term impacts to air quality. Short-term air quality impacts would 
be generated during construction of the capital improvements listed in the RTP-SCS as well as future 
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development facilitated by the SCS land use scenario. Long term emissions would be generated indirectly 
by the on-road vehicles which would utilize the capital improvements and land uses proposed.  

Impact AQ-1 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION 

IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS UNDER THE FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO RESULT IN 

TEMPORARY ADVERSE IMPACTS ON AIR QUALITY IN SANTA BARBARA COUNTY. IMPACTS WOULD BE 

CLASS II, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. [THRESHOLDS 1 AND 2] 

There are three primary sources of short-term emissions that would be generated by construction of 
future transportation projects under the Fast Forward 2040. These sources include:  

 Operation of the construction vehicles (i.e., scrapers, loaders, dump trucks);  
 The creation of fugitive dust during clearing and grading; and  
 The use of asphalt or other oil- based substances during the final construction phases, which also 

generate nuisance odors.  

The significance of daily emissions, particularly ROC and NOX emissions, generated by construction 
equipment utilized to build RTP-SCS transportation improvements would depend on the quantity of 
equipment used and the hours of operation. The significance of fugitive dust (PM2.5 and PM10) emissions 
would depend upon the following factors:  

 The aerial extent of disturbed soils;  
 The length of disturbance time;  
 Whether existing structures are demolished;  
 Whether excavation is involved (including the potential removal of underground storage tanks); and  
 Whether transport of excavated materials offsite is necessary.  

The amount of ROC emissions generated by oil-based substances such as asphalt is dependent upon the 
type and amount of asphalt utilized. In addition, to the potential impact from odors associated with oil-
based substances and asphalt is dependent upon the proximity of construction activities to sensitive 
receptors. Use of these materials is also subject to APCD Rule 329, Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving 
Materials. 

Intersection improvements, such as signalization, re-striping, or signal coordination, are small-scale 
projects and are not expected to generate significant short-term emissions impacts compared to projects 
that involve grading, paving, or the construction of new permanent facilities. The quantity of emissions 
generated during short-term construction activities would be determined prior to the construction of a 
given transportation improvement or development project. Although any individual improvement or 
development project may not generate significant short-term emissions, it is probable that several 
projects would be under construction simultaneously, generating cumulative construction emissions that 
could impact local and/or regional air quality. However, with the implementation of mitigation measures 
for individual projects, as identified in the 2013 EIR, the resulting impacts would be reduced. Impacts 
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to short-term emissions compared to 
the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The following mitigation measures identified in the 2013 
EIR would reduce potentially significant short-term emissions for individual projects as they are 
implemented. No new or revised mitigation measures are required. 
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MM AQ-1(A) 

The Fast Forward 2040 project sponsor shall ensure that SBCAPCD standard dust control measures are 
implemented. The measures shall be noted on all construction plans and the project sponsor shall 
perform periodic site inspections. SBCAPCD standard dust control measures include the following: 

 During construction, use water trucks or sprinkler systems to keep all areas of vehicle movement 
damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this should include wetting down 
such areas in the late morning and after work is completed for the day. Increased watering 
frequency should be required whenever the wind speed exceeds 15 mph. Reclaimed water should 
be used whenever possible. However, reclaimed water should not be used in or around crops for 
human consumption. 

 Minimize amount of disturbed area and reduce on site vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour or less. 
 If importation, exportation and stockpiling of fill material is involved, soil stockpiled for more than 

two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent dust generation. Trucks 
transporting fill material to and from the site shall be tarped from the point of origin. 

 Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of mud onto public roads. 
 After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation is completed, treat the disturbed area by 

watering, or revegetating, or by spreading soil binders until the area is paved or otherwise 
developed so that dust generation will not occur. 

 The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program 
and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent transport of dust offsite. Their duties shall 
include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. The name and telephone 
number of such persons shall be provided to the Air Pollution Control District prior to land use 
clearance for map recordation and land use clearance for finish grading of the structure. 

 Prior to land use clearance, the applicant shall include, as a note on a separate informational sheet 
to be recorded with map, these dust control requirements. All requirements shall be shown on 
grading and building plans. 

MM AQ-1(B) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that construction equipment is visually inspected prior to leaving the 
site and loose dirt is washed off with wheel washers as necessary. In addition, the project sponsor shall 
ensure all construction equipment is maintained in tune per the manufacturer’s specifications.  

MM AQ-1(C) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that public streets are cleaned, swept or scraped at frequent intervals 
or a least three times a week if visible soil material has been carried onto adjacent public roads. 

MM AQ-1(D) 

The Fast Forward 2040 project sponsor shall ensure that ground disturbance is phased to the extent 
possible to minimize the creation of fugitive dust. This shall be accomplished through review and 
approval by the project sponsor of the construction schedule submitted in association with the project’s 
environmental review. 

MM AQ-1(E) 

The project sponsor shall ensure the following regarding construction equipment:  

 Diesel equipment meeting the CARB Tier 3 or higher emission standards for off-road heavy-duty 
diesel engines should be used to the maximum extent feasible.  
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 On-road heavy-duty equipment with model year 2010 engines or newer should be used to the 
maximum extent feasible.  

 Diesel powered equipment should be replaced by electric equipment whenever feasible.  
 Equipment/vehicles using alternative fuels, such as compressed natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural 

gas (LNG), propane, or biodiesel, should be used on-site where feasible. 
 Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if feasible.  
 The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum practical size.  
 The number of construction equipment operating simultaneously shall be minimized through 

efficient management practices to ensure that the smallest practical number is operating at any one 
time. 

MM AQ-1(F) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that to the extent possible, construction activity utilizes electricity from 
power poles rather than temporary diesel power generators and/or gasoline power generators. 

MM AQ-1(G) 

In addition to performing the measures listed above, if implementation of all feasible on-site mitigation 
fails to reduce construction-related GHG emissions to below guideline levels, the project sponsor shall 
ensure that the implementing agency contributes monies for off-site mitigation, as necessary to reduce 
construction emissions below guideline levels. Monies shall be contributed to an existing fund 
established to implement vehicle and equipment replacement/conversion and other programs designed 
to reduce ROC and NOx emissions. This mitigation shall be accomplished through the application of this 
condition by the responsible jurisdiction during the individual project’s environmental review and shall 
only be applied following application of all feasible on-site mitigation. 

MM AQ-1(H) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that the removal of underground storage tanks and other project 
excavation is a permitted activity in accordance with SBCAPCD rules and regulations. This shall be 
accomplished through the issuance of SBCAPCD permits to the project sponsor prior to issuance of a 
grading permit. 

MM AQ-1(I) 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1(a) though AQ-1(h), impacts related to short-term 
construction emissions would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Impacts of Fast Forward 2040 
are consistent with the 2013 EIR. 

Impact AQ-2 IMPLEMENTATION OF FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD RESULT IN AN OVERALL REDUCTION 

OF ON-ROAD VEHICLE EMISSIONS WHEN COMPARED TO EXISTING CONDITIONS AND THE FUTURE “NO 

PROJECT” SCENARIO. THEREFORE, LONG-TERM OPERATIONAL IMPACTS WOULD BE CLASS III, LESS THAN 

SIGNIFICANT. [THRESHOLD 1 AND 3]  

Projected on-road vehicle emissions on the SBCAG transportation network for the years 2020, 2035, and 
2040 under Fast Forward 2040 were compared to existing conditions as defined by SBCAG’s 2014 
baseline and the 2016 Ozone Plan’s 2012 baseline. Projected on-road vehicle emissions on the SBCAG 
transportation network for the years 2020, 2035, and 2040 under Fast Forward 2040 were also 
compared with those projected under the future “No Project” scenario, which accounts for future 
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growth but in which the transportation improvements identified in Fast Forward 2040 are not 
implemented.  

The on-road vehicle source emissions estimates for Fast Forward 2040 were estimated using the 
EMFAC2014 emission inventory model developed by the California Air Resources Board. Table 6Table 6 
shows the results of the long-term emissions analysis based on annual VMT, which were calculated for 
each scenario using SBCAG’s regional transportation model.  

Table 6 Regional Emissions Analysis (SCS Preferred Growth Scenario) 

Scenario Analysis Year 
ROC  

(tons/day) 
NOX  

(tons/day) 
PM10  

(tons/day)* 

2016 Ozone Plan 2012 4.88 9.44 N/A 

2014 Baseline 2014 4.26 8.20 0.68 

2020 No Project 2020 2.66 4.78 0.64 

2020 with RTP-SCS 2020 2.33 4.25 0.57 

2035 No Project 2035 1.43 1.93 0.69 

2035 with RTP-SCS 2035 1.14 1.57 0.56 

2040 No Project 2040 1.23 1.72 0.70 

2040 with RTP-SCS 2040 0.97 1.39 0.56 

* PM10 includes tire wear and brake wear emissions 

As shown in Table 6Table 6, projected RTP-SCS emissions for ROC, NOX, and PM10 would be below 
existing conditions as defined by SBCAG’s 2014 baseline and the 2016 Ozone Plan’s 2012 baseline. In 
addition, transportation improvements and land use patterns identified in Fast Forward 2040 would 
result in an overall reduction of on-road vehicle emissions when compared to the “No Project” scenario. 

As previously noted, Santa Barbara County is currently not in attainment for the State 8-hour ozone and 
PM10 standards. As shown in Table 5Table 5, under the “No Project” scenario, emissions levels for ozone 
precursors are forecast to decline despite projected future growth. These estimates are consistent with 
the state-wide continuing downward trend as result of CARB rules designed to reduce emissions from 
cars and trucks. NOx emissions are primarily sourced from trucks and are lower due in part to the impact 
of the recession on heavy-duty truck activity and associated emissions, as well as the impact of CARB 
rules designed to reduce NOX emissions from diesel trucks and buses. ROC emissions are primarily due to 
gasoline vehicles and are lower due to improvements in vehicle emission rates (CARB 2013). PM10 
emissions are also generally consistent with state-wide trends. Despite the forecasted decrease in 2020, 
emissions of PM10 would exceed 2014 baseline levels in 2035 and 2040 under the “No Project” scenario.  

As shown in Table 5Table 5, data indicates that emission levels for ozone precursors and PM10 criteria 
pollutants would be reduced substantially with the implementation of the RTP-SCS compared to the “No 
Project” scenario levels. This decrease in emissions is due to the transportation improvements and future 
land use scenario envisioned by the RTP-SCS, which encourages infill and TOD. This strategy is intended 
to increase residential and commercial land use capacity within existing transit corridors, shifting a 
greater share of future growth to these corridors ultimately increasing density, improving circulation and 
multi-modal connections, and leading to lower average VMT, which would have a beneficial effect on air 
quality.  

In addition to the specific transportation improvements and land use scenario identified by 2040 Fast 
Forward, Fast Forward 2040 also includes several policies that would contribute to a reduction of air 
pollutants. Table 7Table 7 summarizes the Fast Forward 2040 goals and policies that promote 
improvements to air quality. 
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Table 7 Fast Forward 2040 Goals and Policies that Promote Air Quality Improvements 

RTP Policy Description 

1.2  Lead to reductions in greenhouse gas and criteria pollutant emissions, consistent with the air quality 
goals of the region, including targets for greenhouse gas emissions from passenger vehicles in 2020 
and 2035 as required by SB 375. 

 Be in conformity with the SBCAPCD Clean Air Plan and the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and meet 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards as required by the federal Clean Air Act. 

1.3  Encourage the use of alternative fuels, and the application of advanced transportation and energy 
technologies to reduce vehicular emission and energy consumption. 

2.1  Enhance access, circulation, and mobility throughout the Santa Barbara region and between 
neighboring regions. 

 Reduce congestion, especially on highways and arterials and in neighborhoods surrounding schools in 
cooperation with schools and school districts. 

 Reduce travel times to acceptable levels for all transportation modes, with equal or better travel 
times for transit and rail in key corridors. 

2.2  Strive to increase the operational efficiency of vehicle usage through appropriate operational 
improvements (e.g. signal timing, left turn lane channelization, and ramp metering). 

 Promote transportation demand management (TDM), e.g. through appropriate commute incentive 
programs, to reduce demand and improve efficiency. 

2.3  Encourage alternatives to single-occupancy vehicle trips and the use alternative transportation 
modes to reduce vehicle miles traveled and increase bike, walk and transit mode share. 

 Provide for a variety of transportation modes and ensure connectivity within and between 
transportation modes both within and outside the Santa Barbara region. Alternative mode planning 
and projects shall be compatible with neighboring regions’ transportation systems. 

 Plan and provide for ancillary support facilities for alternative transportation, such as bicycle parking.  
 Promote inter-regional commuter transit and rail service. 
 Promote local and inter-city transit. 

3.1  Encourage safe and convenient travel for all transportation system users, including the disabled, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and other vehicles. 

4.2  Encourage active transportation (transit, biking and walking). 
 Encourage development of “complete streets” serving all transportation modes, including active 

transportation. 

7.1  Promote the development of the regional bikeway system through the Regional Bikeway Plan, with 
emphasis on linking gaps in the bikeway system to provide for regional connectivity. 

 Encourage local agency adherence to the policies and standards in the Regional Bikeway Plan in 
completing future bikeways. 

7.2  Encourage local jurisdictions to adopt a capital improvement program—and commit to program 
funding—for bikeways and/or bicycle facility amenities including weather-protected and secure 
bicycle parking. 

 Encourage local jurisdictions to develop commuter bikeways and provide for Class I and Class II bike 
lanes as part of roadway improvement projects where feasible. 

7.3  Encourage local jurisdictions to improve the safety of bikeways, including projects to mitigate 
identified bicycle and vehicle movement conflict areas. 

 Encourage the implementation of signal-actuating mechanisms for bicycles at all major signalized 
intersections. 

7.4  Pedestrian and bicycle access ways that provide for intermodal network connectivity should be 
implemented, where possible, in areas where U.S. 101 bisects communities. 

7.5  Commuter bikeways identified in the Regional Bikeway Plan and local agency circulation plans will be 
given priority for the use of bikeway funds, consistent with the Measure A Strategic Plan. 

8.1  Consideration shall be given to the short-range transit plans and long-range planning documents of 
local transit agencies to meet existing and forecasted ridership demand. 
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RTP Policy Description 

8.2  Recognize the regional and local transit needs of persons who are transit-dependent and encourage 
service programming that reflects those needs (e.g., expanded span of service, improved frequency, 
and additional service days). 

8.3  Seek to improve local, inter-city and inter-regional bus service to meet the regional and local 
ridership needs and preferences of the choice rider (e.g., commuter, express, and inter-community 
service) 

9.1  Encourage the increase in passenger rail service to and within Santa Barbara County. 

10.2  Provide for improved multi-modal ground access to the airports in the County and ensure intra- and 
inter-modal connectivity of such service. 

11.1  Pedestrian facilities shall include design elements to ensure safety, security, and accessibility, 
including compliance with the ADA, and design of such facilities shall include features that make 
walking an attractive mode, such as landscaping, street trees, and planting strips separating sidewalks 
from roadways, wherever feasible. 

11.2  Pedestrian facilities shall be developed to provide access to centers of community activity and transit 
stops. 

11.3  Pedestrian access shall be considered in the design of transportation facilities, especially if these 
facilities act as a barrier to pedestrian movement. 

As a result of these goals and policies, Fast Forward 2040 would result in fewer emissions of ozone 
precursors and PM10 when compared to existing conditions. In addition, Fast Forward 2040 would result 
in fewer emissions of ozone precursors and PM10 when compared to the future “No Project” scenario. 
The 2040 RTP-SCS also includes several goals and policies that would contribute to a reduction of air 
pollutant emissions. Therefore, long-term operational impacts would be less than significant (Class III).  

Mitigation Measure 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to long-term operational emissions 
compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. No mitigation was required in the 2013 EIR 
and no new or revised mitigation measures are required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  
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Impact AQ-3 THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS UNDER FAST FORWARD 2040 MAY 

FACILITATE INCREASED EXPOSURE OF SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS AND 

ODOROUS COMPOUNDS. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RTP-SCS WOULD NOT RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT 

REGIONAL INCREASE IN TOXIC AIR EMISSIONS OR ODOROUS COMPOUNDS WHEN COMPARED TO THE 

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND THE FUTURE “NO PROJECT” SCENARIO. HOWEVER, LOCALIZED INCREASES 

MAY OCCUR AS A RESULT OF INFILL AND TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT FACILITATED BY FAST 

FORWARD 2040 LAND USE SCENARIO. IMPACTS WOULD BE CLASS II, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 

MITIGATION INCORPORATED. [THRESHOLDS 4 AND 5] 

Diesel particular matter is classified as the primary airborne carcinogen in the State. ARB reports that 
diesel particulate matter represents about 70 percent of the potential cancer risk from vehicle travel on 
a typical urban freeway. As discussed above, SBCAPCD has set the significance threshold for long-term 
public health risk at 10 excess cancer cases in a million for cancer risk. For non-cancer risk, the 
significance level is set at a Hazard Index of one (1.0). If a formal health risk assessment shows that a 
significant impact results, mitigation measures to reduce the predicted levels of toxic air pollutants from 
the facility to a level of insignificance may be imposed by the lead agency. Moreover, diesel exhaust has 
a distinct odor, which is primarily a result of hydrocarbons and aldehydes contained in diesel fuel. In 
addition to the health risks associated with diesel exhaust, the odors associated with diesel exhaust 
could be a nuisance to nearby receptors.  

An analysis of 2020, 2035, and 2040 on-road mobile source diesel PM2.5 and PM10 emissions (primary) 
and diesel NOX and SOX (as surrogates for secondary PM10) is shown in Table 8Table 8. Results indicate 
that for diesel PM2.5, PM10, NOX, and SOX, RTP-SCS emissions for 2020, 2035, and 2040 would be lower 
than 2014 baseline emission levels and less than emissions associated with the future “No Project” 
scenario. In addition, projected RTP-SCS emissions for diesel NOX would be less than 2012 existing 
conditions established by the 2016 Ozone Plan. Therefore, impacts related to diesel particulate matter 
exposure and associated health risks and nuisance odors at the regional level would be less than 
significant.  

Table 8 On-Road Mobile Source Toxics Comparison 

Vehicle Activity 
Diesel PM2.5 

(tons/day) 
Diesel PM10 
(tons/day) 

Diesel NOX 
(tons/day) 

Diesel SOX 
(tons/day) 

2016 Ozone Plan (2012) N/A N/A 5.10 N/A 

2014 Baseline 0.14 0.20 4.45 0.01 

2020 No Project 0.07 0.13 2.73 0.01 

2020 with RTP-SCS 0.06 0.12 2.46 0.01 

2035 No Project 0.05 0.11 1.24 0.01 

2035 with RTP-SCS  0.04 0.09 1.02 0.01 

2040 No Project 0.05 0.11 1.17 0.01 

2040 with RTP-SCS  0.04 0.09 0.96 0.01 

While toxic air concentrations, health risks, and associated odors within any given distance of mobile 
sources in the region would decrease, exposure is primarily based on local parameters (e.g., average 
daily traffic (ADT) on local roadway segment, wind direction in relation to source and receptor) and, as 
such, the health risks and nuisance odors adjacent to high volume roadways and transportation facilities 
would remain higher than regional averages. 

The population residing close to freeways or busy roadways may experience adverse health effects 
beyond those typically found in urban areas. The ARB, in the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A 
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Community Health Perspective (June 2005) recommends avoiding siting new sensitive land uses, such as 
residences, schools, daycare centers, playgrounds, or medical facilities, within 500 feet of a freeway, 
urban roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day. Additional non-cancer 
health risk attributable to proximity to freeways was seen within 1,000 feet and was strongest within 300 
feet. California freeway studies show about a 70% drop-off in particulate pollution levels at 500 feet 
(ARB, 2005). As discussed above, proximity to freeways increases cancer risk and exposure to particulate 
matter. Similarly, proximity to heavily-travelled transit corridors and intersections would expose 
residents to higher levels of diesel particulate matter and carbon monoxide. 

As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, as a result of the Fast Forward 2040 policies and land use 
scenario, the anticipated growth pattern would concentrate population adjacent to transit and other 
transportation facilities that could result in more people being exposed to elevated health risks and 
nuisance odors as compared to areas of the region more distant from such facilities. The location and 
pattern of Fast Forward 2040 growth would influence travel behavior and provide a means to determine 
the impact of future vehicle emissions in the proposed plan area. A compact growth pattern served by an 
efficient and diverse transportation system facilitates a reduction in automotive travel and increases 
walking, bicycling, and transit use—all of which reduce individual vehicle trips and associated VMT (refer 
to Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation). Reduced VMT and vehicle trips are directly linked to 
reduced regional criteria air pollutant emissions and toxic air emissions from mobile sources. It is 
important to note that a variety of other factors contribute to the declines in contaminant emissions 
compared to existing conditions, including vehicle technology, cleaner fuels, and fleet turnover. 
However, in order to achieve the greatest VMT reductions from a compact growth pattern, development 
must also necessarily be in close proximity to public transit and major roadway corridors. Although the 
precise location and density of such development is not known at this time, Fast Forward 2040 may 
result in new sensitive receptors close to existing and new hazardous air pollutant sources, potentially 
resulting in the exposure to substantial hazardous air pollutant concentrations and nuisance odors. 
Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant unless mitigation measures are incorporated 
(Class II). The siting of new sensitive receptors would be subject to an individual jurisdiction’s land use 
approval processes and would be analyzed on an individual project basis and subject to mitigation 
measures identified in the 2013 EIR. 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to increased exposure of sensitive 
receptors to hazardous air pollutants and odorous compounds compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as 
evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The following mitigation measures identified in the 2013 EIR would minimize 
health risks generated by proposed transportation improvements and land use patterns near scenic 
corridors. No new or revised mitigation measures are required. 

Consistent with the provisions contained in the California Air Resources Board Air Quality and Land Use 
Handbook (June 2005), project sponsors shall identify appropriate measures, to be incorporated into 
project building design for residential, school, and other sensitive uses located within 500 feet, or other 
distance as determined by the lead agency, of freeways, heavily-travelled arterials, railways, and other 
sources of diesel particulate matter and other known carcinogens. The appropriate measures shall 
include one or more of the following methods as applicable: 

MM AQ-3 (A)  

The project sponsor shall incorporate health risk reduction measures based on analysis of individual sites 
and project circumstances. These measures may include: 

 Design the project to minimize exposure to roadway-related pollutants to the maximum extent 
feasible through inclusion of design components including air filtration and physical barriers.  
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 Do not locate sensitive receptors near the entry and exit points of a distribution center. 
 Do not locate sensitive receptors in the same building as a perchloroethylene dry cleaning facility. 
 Locate structures and outdoor living areas for sensitive uses as far as possible from the source of 

emissions. As feasible, locate doors, outdoor living areas, and air intake vents primarily on the side of 
the building away from the freeway or other pollution source. As feasible, incorporate dense, tiered 
vegetation that regains foliage year round and has a long life span between the pollution source and 
the project.  

 Maintain a 50-foot buffer from a typical gas dispensing facility (under 3.6 million gallons of gas per 
year).  

 Install, operate and maintain in good working order a central heating and ventilation (HV) system or 
other air take system in the building, or in each individual residential unit, that meets the efficiency 
standard of the MERV 13. The HV system should include the following features: Installation of a high 
efficiency filter and/or carbon filter-to-filter particulates and other chemical matter from entering 
the building. Either HEPA filters or ASHRAE 85% supply filters should be used. Ongoing maintenance 
should occur.  

 Retain a qualified HV consultant or HERS rater during the design phase of the project to locate the 
HV system based on exposure modeling from the mobile and/or stationary pollutant sources.  

 Maintain positive pressure within the building.  
 Achieve a performance standard of at least one air exchange per hour of fresh outside filtered air. 
 Achieve a performance standard of at least 4 air exchanges per hour of recirculation.  
 Achieve a performance standard of .25 air exchanges per hour of in unfiltered infiltration if the 

building is not positively pressurized.  
 Require project owners to provide a disclosure statement to occupants and buyers summarizing 

technical studies that reflect health concerns about exposure to highway exhaust emissions.  
 Retain a qualified air quality consultant to prepare a health risk assessment (HRA) in accordance with 

the California Air Resources Board and the Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment 
requirements to determine the exposure of project residents/occupants/users to stationary air 
quality polluters prior to issuance of a demolition, grading, or building permit. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3, impacts to sensitive receptors as a result of 
hazardous air pollutants would be less than significant. Impacts of Fast Forward 2040 are consistent with 
the 2013 EIR. 

Impact AQ-4 RE-ENTRAINED DUST HAS THE POTENTIAL TO INCREASE AIRBORNE PM10 AND PM2.5 

LEVELS IN SANTA BARBARA COUNTY. THE INCREASE IN GROWTH EXPECTED THROUGH THE FAST 

FORWARD 2040 PLANNING HORIZON WOULD RESULT IN ADDITIONAL VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED, WHICH 

WOULD ADD TO THE PM10 AND PM2.5 LEVELS IN THE AREA. HOWEVER, RE-ENTRAINED DUST LEVELS 

WOULD BE LOWER WITH FAST FORWARD 2040 THAN UNDER THE “NO PROJECT” SCENARIO. IMPACTS 

WOULD BE CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. [THRESHOLD 4] 

Re-entrained dust would be generated by roadway activity (i.e., roadway dust kicked up by moving 
vehicles on paved and unpaved roadways). In addition, dust from construction activity would add to 
regional dust levels. The synergistic effects of road dust (typically measured as PM10) with ozone and the 
hazardous constituents of re-entrained road dust itself (carcinogens, irritants, pathogens) may affect 
human heath by contributing to respiratory illnesses such as asthma and allergies. Although motor 
vehicle emission control advances have allowed vehicle tailpipe emissions of some pollutants to decrease 
over the last 20 years, the number of vehicles in use and the amount of vehicle activity has continued to 
increase. This would suggest that re-entrained road dust has increased as well. 
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Re-entrained roadway dust as well as roadway construction dust emissions are included in the 
estimation of criteria pollutant emissions for PM10 discussed above. Emissions levels for PM10 criteria 
pollutants would be reduced from the 2014 baseline and future “No Project” scenario with the 
implementation of Fast Forward 2040. Although VMT increases in 2040, emissions would continue to 
decrease from 2014 levels due to reductions from State measures. EMFAC2014 takes into account 
reductions from the Advanced Clean Cars and Low Carbon Fuel Standards. Furthermore, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures MM AQ-1(a-h) and MM AQ-3(a), Fast Forward 2040 would not 
result in an increase in criteria pollutant emissions over the “No Project” scenario. Increased VMT may 
contribute to an increase in re-entrained roadway dust; however, implementation of Fast Forward 2040 
would result in fewer VMT and lower re-entrained dust emissions when compared to the “No Project” 
scenario. Impacts would be less than significant (Class III). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to re-entrained dust compared to the 
2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. No mitigation was required in the 2013 EIR and no new or 
revised mitigation measures are required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  

c Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. Specific RTP 

Projects That May Result in Impacts 

The RTP-SCS projects listed in Section 2.0, Project Description, would have the potential to result in air 
quality impacts. All projects that include a construction component would associate with Impact AQ-1. 
Projects that include roadway, rail, and transit features and/or expansions would associate with Impacts 
AQ-2 through AQ-4. Additional specific analysis described in the above mitigation measures would need 
to be conducted as individual projects are designed and implemented in order to determine the 
magnitude of impacts. Mitigation measures discussed above could apply to each of these specific 
projects. 
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4.3 Biological Resources 

This section analyzes the impacts of Fast Forward 2040 on biological resources. A similar analysis was 
provided in the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS; however, the additional projects included in 
Fast Forward 2040 have been evaluated, and baseline conditions have been updated.  

The following significant and unavoidable impacts associated with biological resources were considered 
in the 2013 EIR: 

Implementation of transportation improvements proposed and the land use scenario envisioned by 
the 2040 RTP-SCS may impact wildlife movement, including fish migration, and/or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery. 

Mitigation measures were included in the 2013 EIR to reduce project-specific impacts to the extent 
feasible. 

4.3.1 Setting 

The existing setting, including terrestrial and aquatic habitat descriptions, remains consistent with those 
described in the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS. All project descriptions and general locations 
were evaluated in the Fast Forward 2040 SEIR based on existing Santa Barbara County biological 
resources. The figures in this section do not reflect all of the projects represented in Fast Forward 2040 
RTP SEIR as some of the projects remain at the conceptual and/or programmatic level.  

In addition, urban development has been ongoing in the region since certification of the 2013 EIR, 
primarily concentrated in existing urban or suburban areas. 

Habitats 

Santa Barbara County contains a wide diversity of habitat types including, but not limited to, tree 
(hardwood and coniferous forests, oak woodlands), shrub (chaparrals, coastal scrubs), and herbaceous 
(grasslands, arid beach dunes). Using the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships (CWHR) habitat 
classification system, seventeen habitats were mapped for the Fast Forward 2040 planned and 
programmed project areas (Figures 10 to 15). These habitats have changed little from the 2013 EIR. 

Drainages and Wetlands 

The drainages and wetlands of Santa Barbara County are described in the 2013 EIR and remain 
consistent as described. Four primary watersheds occur within the County: Santa Maria, which includes 
the Cuyama and Sisquoc watersheds; San Antonio Creek; Santa Ynez; and South Coast. Several types of 
wetlands exist in the County, including coastal salt marshes, vernal pools, and riparian habitats. 
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Figure 10 Wildlife Habitat Relationships: State Highway and Regional Transit Projects 
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Figure 11 Wildlife Habitat Relationships: South Coast Regional Programmed Projects 
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Figure 12 Wildlife Habitat Relationships: South Coast Regional Planned Projects 
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Figure 13 Wildlife Habitat Relationships: Santa Maria Regional Projects 
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Figure 14 Wildlife Habitat Relationships: Lompoc and Santa Ynez Valley Projects 
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Figure 15 Wildlife Habitat Relationships: State Highway and Regional Transit Projects 

 



Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 

Fast Forward 2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 

 

110 

Figure 16 Wetlands and Drainages: South Coast Regional Programmed Projects 
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Figure 17 Wetlands and Drainages: South Coast Regional Planned Projects 
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Figure 18 Wetlands and Drainages: Santa Maria Regional Projects 
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Figure 19 Wetlands and Drainages: Lompoc and Santa Ynez Valley Projects 
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Special Status Species 

For the purpose of this SEIR, special status species are those plants and animals listed, proposed for 
listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered by the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) under the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA); those listed or proposed for listing as 
rare, threatened, or endangered by the CDFW under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA); 
animals designated as “Species of Special Concern,” “Fully Protected,” or “Watch List” by the CDFW; and 
plants with a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1, 2, 3, and 4, which are defined as:  

List 1A =  Plants presumed extinct in California 

List 1B.1 =  Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere; seriously endangered in California (over 80 
percent of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat) 

List 1B.2 =  Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere; fairly endangered in California (20-80 
percent occurrences threatened) 

List 1B.3 =  Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere, not very endangered in California (<20 
percent of occurrences threatened or no current threats known) 

List 2 =  Rare, threatened or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere; 

List 3 =  Plants needing more information (most are species that are taxonomically unresolved; some 
species on this list meet the definitions of rarity under California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
and CESA)  

List 4.1 =  Plants of limited distribution (watch list), seriously endangered in California; 

List 4.2 =  Plants of limited distribution (watch list), fairly endangered in California (20-80 percent 
occurrences threatened) 

List 4.3=  Plants of limited distribution (watch list), not very endangered in California 

Queries of the USFWS Information, Planning and Conservation System (IPaC) (USFWS 2017a), California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (CDFW, 2017), and CNPS Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Plants of California (CNPS 2017) were conducted. Based on the Fast Forward 2040 project locations, the 
queries were conducted to obtain comprehensive information regarding state and federally listed 
species considered to have potential to occur within Santa Barbara County and the vicinity of Fast 
Forward 2040 projects.  

Sensitive Communities and Critical Habitat 

Seventeen sensitive natural communities occur within Santa Barbara County (CNDDB, 2017). Fifteen 
communities are mapped within the Fast Forward 2040 project areas. Federally designated critical 
habitat for fifteen species also occurs in Santa Barbara County (Figures20 to 24); projects may occur in 
federally designated critical habitats for thirteen of these species. These sensitive communities and 
critical habitats are listed in Table 9. 
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Table 9 Sensitive Communities and Critical Habitats Documented within Santa Barbara 

County* 

Communities Considered Sensitive by the CDFW 

Central Coast Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest1 

Central Dune Scrub1 

Central Foredunes1 

Central Maritime Chaparral*1 

Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh1 

Northern Coastal Salt Marsh1 

Southern California Coastal Lagoon1 

Southern California Steelhead Stream1 

Southern California Threespine Stickleback Stream1 

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest1 

Southern Coastal Salt Marsh1 

Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest1 

Southern Dune Scrub 

Southern Vernal Pool1 

Southern Willow Scrub1 

Valley Needlegrass Grassland1 

Critical Habitats 

Steelhead – Southern California DPS (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus)2 

Arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus)2 

California condor (Gymnogyps californianus) 

Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) 

California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii)2 

California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense)2 

Gaviota Tarplant (Deinandra increscens ssp. villosa)2 

La Graciosa thistle (Cirsium scariosum var. loncholepis)2 

Western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus)2 

Lompoc yerba santa (Eriodictyon capitatum)2 

Tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi)2 

Southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus)2 

Vandenberg monkeyflower (Mimulus vandenbergensis)2 

Ventura Marsh Milk-vetch (Astragalus pycnostachyus var. lanoissimus)2 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi)2 

1Documented within the quads and/or adjacent quads that RTP transportation projects are located. 

2Species with Critical Habitat where Fast Forward SC-RTP transportation projects may be located. 

Sources: CNDDB (CDFW, 2017); USFWS IPaC (2017a) 
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Figure 20 Federally Designated Critical Habitat: State Highway and Regional Transit Projects 
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Figure 21 Federally Designated Critical Habitat: South Coast Regional Programmed Projects 
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Figure 22 Federally Designated Critical Habitat: South Coast Regional Planned Projects 
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Figure 23 Federally Designated Critical Habitat: Santa Maria Regional Projects 
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Figure 24 Federally Designated Critical Habitat: Lompoc and Santa Ynez Valley Projects 
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Special Status Plants and Animals 

Santa Barbara County is home to several species protected by federal and state agencies. Important 
animal species can be found in a variety of habitats the County of Santa Barbara hosts. The CNDDB 
(CDFW, 2017), CNPS (2017), and USFWS IPaC (2017a) query lists a total of 287 special status plant and 
animal species that occur within Santa Barbara County. Of the 287 special status species documented by 
the CNDDB, one hundred-eleven special status plant species and sixty-five special status wildlife species 
have the potential to occur within quads of Fast Forward 2040 projects. The status, habitat 
requirements, and whether the special status plant and wildlife species have been documented by the 
CNDDB in the vicinity of Fast Forward 2040 projects are presented in Table 9. 

Wildlife Movement Corridors 

Wildlife movement corridors, or habitat linkages, are generally defined as connections between habitat 
patches that allow for physical and genetic exchange between otherwise isolated animal populations. 
Such linkages may serve a local purpose, such as providing a linkage between foraging and denning 
areas, or they may be regional in nature. Some habitat linkages may serve as migration corridors, 
wherein animals periodically move away from an area and then subsequently return. Others may be 
important as dispersal corridors for young animals. A group of habitat linkages in an area can form a 
wildlife corridor network.  

Regulatory Framework 

Federal, state, and local authorities under a variety of statutes and guidelines share regulatory authority 
over biological resources. The primary authority for general biological resources lies within the land use 
control and planning authority of local jurisdictions, which in this instance is the County of Santa Barbara 
(County). The CDFW is a trustee agency for biological resources throughout the State under the CEQA 
and also has direct jurisdiction under the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), which includes, but is 
not limited to, resources protected by the State of California under the CESA. 

Federal and State Jurisdictions 

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

The USFWS implements the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 United States Code [USC] Section 703-711) and 
the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC Section 668). The USFWS and National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) share responsibility for implementing the FESA (16 USC § 153 et seq.). The 
USFWS generally implements the FESA for terrestrial and freshwater species, while the NMFS 
implements the FESA for marine and anadromous species. Projects that would result in “take” of any 
federally listed threatened or endangered species are required to obtain permits from the USFWS and/or 
NMFS through either Section 7 (interagency consultation with a federal nexus) or Section 10 (Habitat 
Conservation Plan) of FESA, depending on the involvement by the federal government in permitting 
and/or funding of the project. The permitting process is used to determine if a project would jeopardize 
the continued existence of a listed species and what measures would be required to avoid jeopardizing 
the species. “Take” under federal definition means to harass, harm (which includes habitat modification), 
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. 
Proposed or candidate species do not have the full protection of FESA; however, the USFWS and NMFS 
advise project applicants that proposed or candidate species could be elevated to listed status at any 
time.  
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NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

The NMFS is a component of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and has jurisdiction 
over projects when federally listed marine or anadromous fish may be affected, including steelhead and 
tidewater goby. 

UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has authority to 
regulate activities that result in discharge of dredged or fill material into wetlands or other “waters of the 
U.S.” Perennial and intermittent creeks are considered waters of the U.S. if they are hydrologically 
connected to other jurisdictional waters. The USACE also implements the federal policy embodied in 
Executive Order 11990, which is intended to result in no net loss of wetlands. In achieving the goals of 
the Clean Water Act, the USACE seeks to avoid adverse impacts and offset unavoidable adverse impacts 
on existing aquatic resources. Any discharge into wetlands or other “waters of the United States” that 
are hydrologically connected and/or demonstrate a significant nexus to jurisdictional waters would 
require a permit from the USACE prior to the start of work. Typically, when a project involves impacts to 
waters of the United States, the goal of no net loss of wetlands is met through compensatory mitigation 
involving creation or enhancement of similar habitats. 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

The CDFW derives its authority from the CFGC. The CESA (CFGC § 2050 et seq.) prohibits take of State-
listed threatened and endangered species. Take under CESA is restricted to direct harm of a listed 
species and does not prohibit indirect harm by way of habitat modification. The CDFW additionally 
prohibits take for species designated as Fully Protected under various sections of the CFGC. 

CFGC Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3511 describe unlawful take, possession, or destruction of birds, nests, 
and eggs. Fully protected birds (CFGC Section 3511) may not be taken or possessed except under specific 
permit. Section 3503.5 protects all birds-of-prey and their eggs and nests against take, possession, or 
destruction of nests or eggs. Species of Special Concern (SSC) is a category used by the CDFW for those 
species which are considered to be indicators of regional habitat changes or are considered to be 
potential future protected species. Species of Special Concern do not have any special legal status except 
that which may be afforded by the Fish and Game Code as noted above. The SSC category is intended by 
the CDFW for use as a management tool to include these species into special consideration when 
decisions are made concerning the development of natural lands, and these species are consider 
sensitive as described under the CEQA Appendix G questions. The CDFW also has authority to administer 
the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) (CFGC Section 1900 et seq.). The NPPA requires the CDFW to 
establish criteria for determining if a species, subspecies, or variety of native plant is endangered or rare. 
Under Section 1913(c) of the NPPA, the owner of land where a rare or endangered native plant is 
growing is required to notify the department at least 10 days in advance of changing the land use to 
allow for salvage of the plant(s). 

Perennial and intermittent streams and associated riparian vegetation, when present, also fall under the 
jurisdiction of the CDFW. Section 1600 et seq. of the CFGC (Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreements) 
gives the CDFW regulatory authority over work within the stream zone (which could extend to the 100-
year flood plain) consisting of, but not limited to, the diversion or obstruction of the natural flow or 
changes in the channel, bed, or bank of any river, stream or lake. 

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and each of nine local Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards (RWQCB) has jurisdiction over “waters of the State” pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water 
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Quality Control Act, with waters defined as any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, 
within the boundaries of the State. The SWRCB has issued general Waste Discharge Requirements 
(WDRs) regarding discharges to “isolated” waters of the State (Water Quality Order No. 2004-0004-
DWQ, Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Dredged or Fill Discharges to Waters 
Deemed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to be Outside of Federal Jurisdiction). The local RWQCB 
enforces actions under this general order for isolated waters not subject to federal jurisdiction, and is 
also responsible for the issuance of water quality certifications pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA for 
waters subject to federal jurisdiction.  

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

The mission of the California Coastal Commission (CCC) is to “protect, conserve, restore, and enhance 
environmental and human-based resources of the California coast and ocean for environmentally 
sustainable and prudent use by current and future generations.” CCC policies, as codified under the 
California Coastal Act of 1976, are implemented through Coastal Development Permits issued under 
Local Coastal Programs administered by counties and cities that lie within the coastal zone. The California 
Coastal Act of 1976, Chapter 3, contains specific policies aimed at preserving biological resources, such as 
wetlands, riparian habitat, and marine habitat., specifically Section 30240 that states, “Environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only 
uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas.”  

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

California Streets and Highways Code Section 156.3. Assessments and remediation of potential barriers 
to fish passage for transportation projects using State or federal transportation funds are required. Such 
assessments must be conducted for any projects that involve stream crossings or other alterations and 
must be submitted to the CDFW. 

Local Jurisdictions 

GENERAL PLANS 

A discussion of the various General Plans adopted within Santa Barbara County and how these plans 
pertain to the protection of biological resources is presented below. 

County of Santa Barbara. The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan contains the Conservation 
1979 and Land Use 1980 Elements, which include policies to protect biological resources. The 
Conservation element contains policies regarding the protection of habitats including: Coastal Strand and 
Marine Habitats, Chaparral and Scrub Habitats, Grassland, Woodland and Savanna, Forest Habitats, 
Riparian Forests and Woodlands, Introduced Trees and Scrubs, Swampy Habitats, and Aquatic Habitats. 
The land use element contains the following goal regarding biological resources:  

Environment: Environmental constraints on development shall be respected. Economic and population 
growth shall proceed at a rate that can be sustained by available resources. 

The County’s Comprehensive Plan and Local Coastal Plan also include various policies designed to protect 
biological values. Additionally, community plans within Santa Barbara County and the general plans of 
the cities in the County further protect biological resources. With regard to riparian habitats, 
development or intrusion within the habitat itself or within County-defined setbacks (generally within 50 
feet in urban areas, within 100 feet in rural areas, and within 200 feet of major rivers) may require 
avoidance or mitigation. 
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The County specifically protects native specimen trees. In particular, rare native trees that are low in 
number or isolated in distribution may be particularly significant. Significance evaluation is done on a 
case-by-case basis and considers tree size, numbers, location, and relationship to habitat. 

Santa Barbara County also protects certain non-native trees that provide habitat value for important 
animal species. Monarch butterfly habitat includes the protection of eucalyptus trees. Protection 
includes setbacks (50 feet from butterfly roosting trees in the Coastal Plan Policy) and timing of 
disturbance. Non-native trees may also provide roosts for raptors. These trees provide resting and/or 
breeding locations for turkey vultures and birds of prey. County protective measures for vulture roosts 
include setbacks similar to butterfly trees. 

City of Santa Maria. The Resources Management Element of the City of Santa Maria General Plan 1996 
includes a goal to protect the biological resources found within the city. The following goal is applicable 
to projects in Santa Maria pursuant to the Fast Forward 2040: 

Goal 3. Preserve natural biological resources and expand the Santa Maria Urban Forest. 

City of Buellton. The Conservation and Open Space Element of the City of Buellton General Plan 2025 
includes goals to protect the biological resources found within the city. The following goals are applicable 
to projects in Buellton pursuant to the Fast Forward 2040: 

Goal 1. Protect the town's natural, cultural, visual, and historical resources. 

Goal 8. Protect resources (such as creeks, sensitive habitat, and agriculture), and be sensitive to the 
factors which allow these resources to remain viable. 

Goal 9. Preserve and protect important oak trees within the City. 

City of Lompoc. The Resource Management Element of the City of Lompoc General Plan 1997 includes a 
goal to protect the biological resources found within the city. The following goals are applicable to 
projects in Lompoc pursuant to the Fast Forward 2040: 

Goal 2. Protect natural habitats in recognition of their biological, educational, and scientific values. 

City of Solvang. The Conservation and Open Space Element of the City of Solvang General Plan 1988 
includes a goal to protect the biological resources found within the city. The following goal is applicable 
to projects in Solvang pursuant to the Fast Forward 2040: 

Goal 3.1. To Protect and conserve the City’s natural and cultural resources. 

City of Goleta. The Conservation Element of the City of Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan 2006 
includes policies to protect the biological resources found within the city. The following policies are 
applicable to projects in Goleta pursuant to the Fast Forward 2040: 

Policy CE 1. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area Designations and Policy 

Policy CE 2. Protection of Creeks and Riparian Areas  

Policy CE 3. Protection of Wetlands  

Policy CE 4. Protection of Monarch Butterfly Habitat Areas  

Policy CE 5. Protection of Other Terrestrial Habitat Areas  

Policy CE 8. Protection of Special-Status Species  

Policy CE 9. Protection of Native Woodlands  

City of Santa Barbara. The Environmental Resources Element, which includes the 1979 Conservation 
Element, of the City of Santa Barbara General Plan 2011 includes goals to protect the biological resources 
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found within the city. The following goals are applicable to projects in Santa Barbara pursuant to Fast 
Forward 2040: 

2011 Environmental Resources Element 

Sustainable Resource Use. Protect and use natural resources wisely to sustain their quantity and 
quality, minimize hazards to people and property, and meet present and future service, health and 
environmental needs. 

1979 Conservation Element 

Goal 1. Enhance and preserve the city’s critical ecological resources in order to provide a high-quality 
environment necessary to sustain the City’s ecosystem. 

City of Guadalupe. The Conservation and Open Space Element of the City of Guadalupe General Plan: 
Revised 2002 includes a goal to protect the biological resources found within the city. The following goal 
is applicable to projects in Guadalupe pursuant to the Fast Forward 2040: 

Goal 3. To preserve, enhance, and utilize the natural environment consistent with human needs. 

City of Carpinteria. The Open Space, Recreation, and Conservation Element of the City of Carpinteria 
General Plan/Local Coastal Plan 2003 include objectives to protect the biological resources found within 
the city. The following objectives are applicable to projects in Carpinteria pursuant to the Fast Forward 
2040: 

Objective OSC-1. Protect, preserve and enhance local natural resources and habitats. 

Objective OSC-2. Preserve and restore the natural resources of the Carpinteria Bluffs. 

Objective OSC-3. Preserve and restore wetlands such as the Carpinteria Salt Marsh. 

Objective OSC-6. Preserve the natural environmental qualities of creekways and protect riparian 
habitat. 

Objective OSC-7. Conserve native plant communities. 

Objective OSC-8. Protect and conserve Monarch butterfly tree habitat. 

LOCAL COASTAL PLANS 

The following jurisdictions have adopted Local Coastal Plans: County of Santa Barbara, City of Santa 
Barbara, City of Carpinteria, and City of Goleta. In November 2016, the Santa Barbara County adopted 
the Gaviota Coast Plan; however a decision approving the plan by the Coastal Commission is not 
anticipated prior to 2018. The policies presented in these plans are meant to protect natural resources 
from activities occurring within the coastal zone. 

LOCAL ORDINANCES 

Some resources are afforded protection via local ordinances such as those that address riparian setbacks, 
environmentally sensitive habitat setbacks, and impacts to trees. 

Impact Analysis 

Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Data used for this analysis included aerial photographs, topographic maps, the CNDDB, the CNPS online 
inventory of rare and endangered plants, accepted scientific texts to identify species and to generally 
characterize the existing conditions of the project sites. Federal special status species inventories 
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maintained by the USFWS were reviewed in conjunction with the CNDDB and CNPS online inventory. 
Potential areas of disturbance associated with additional Fast Forward 2040 projects were compared to 
the identified biological resource occurrences to determine whether an impact may occur.  

Data on biological resources were collected from numerous sources, including relevant literature, maps 
of natural resources, and data on special status species and sensitive habitat information obtained from 
the CDFW CNDDB (2003; queried January 2017), CDFW BIOS (2017), CWHR (CDFW, 2008), CNPS online 
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (2017), and the USFWS IPaC (2017a). The USFWS 
Critical Habitat Mapper (2017b) and NWI (2017c) were also queried. 

The following thresholds are based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. Impacts would be 
significant if Fast Forward 2040 projects would result in any of the following: 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

3. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

4. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites; 

5. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance; and/or 

6. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

In addition to the CEQA guidelines, the County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and 
Guidelines Manual contains criteria for determining the significance of an impact to biological resources. 
Disturbance to habitats or species may be significant, based on substantial evidence in the record, if they 
substantially impact significant resources for either the short- or the long-term in the following ways: 

 Substantially reduce or eliminate species diversity or abundance. 
 Substantially reduce or eliminate quantity or quality of nesting areas. 
 Substantially limit reproductive capacity through losses of individuals or habitat. 
 Substantially fragment, eliminate, or otherwise disrupt foraging areas and/or access to food sources. 
 Substantially limit or fragment range and movement (geographic distribution or animals and/or seed 

dispersal routes). 
 Substantially interfere with natural processes, such as fire or flooding, upon which the habitat 

depends. 

The manual states that environmental impact analysis and mitigation needs to include federal and State 
biological resource regulations (i.e., the federal and State Endangered Species Acts, National 
Environmental Policy Act, Clean Water Act Section 404, Bald Eagle Protection Act, Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act, Executive Order 11990 [wetlands protection], Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10, Marine Protection, 
Sanctuary and Research Act, Marine Mammal Protection Act, and Section 1601 and 1603 Stream 
Alteration Agreements). Additionally, requirements for the protection of biological resources listed in the 
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Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element, Environmental Resource Management Element, Land Use 
Element, Community Plans, and Local Coastal Plans should also be included for projects in the 
unincorporated area of Santa Barbara County. 

Additional County guidelines are provided for specific biological communities. These guidelines are used 
in conjunction with the general impact assessment guidelines described above.  

WETLANDS 

Based on the County guidelines, the following types of project-created impacts may be considered 
significant: 

 Projects that result in a net loss of important wetland area or wetland habitat value, either through 
direct or indirect impacts to wetland vegetation, degradation of water quality, or would threaten the 
continuity of wetland-dependent animal or plant species are considered to have a potentially 
significant effect on the environment. 

 Wildlife access, use, and dispersal in wetland habitats are key components of their ecosystem value. 
Projects that substantially interrupt wildlife access, use and dispersal in wetland areas, would 
typically be considered to have potentially significant impacts. 

 The hydrology of wetlands systems must be maintained if their function and values are to be 
preserved. Therefore, maintenance of hydrological conditions, such as the quantity and quality of 
runoff, must be assessed in project review. 

COASTAL SALT MARSH 

Based on the County guidelines, the following types of project-related impacts may be considered 
significant: 

 Substantial alteration of tidal circulation or decrease of tidal prism; 
 Adverse hydrological changes, substantial increase in sedimentation, introduction of toxic elements 

or alteration of ambient water temperature; 
 Creation of indirect impacts such as noise and turbidity that affects sensitive animal species, 

especially during critical periods such as breeding and nesting; 
 Disruption of wildlife dispersal corridors; and 
 Disturbance or removal of substantial amounts of marsh habitats. 

VERNAL POOLS 

Based on the County guidelines, the following types of project-related impacts may be considered 
significant:  

 Direct removal of a vernal pool or vernal pool complex; 
 Direct or indirect adverse hydrologic changes such as altered freshwater input, changes in the 

watershed area or runoff quantity and/or quality, substantial increase in sedimentation, introduction 
of toxic elements or alteration of ambient water temperature; 

 Disruption of a larger plant community (e.g., grassland) within which a vernal pool(s) occur; 
 Isolation or fragmentation of contiguous habitat which would disrupt animal movement patterns or 

seed dispersal routes; 
 Activities that would increase the chance of exotic plant invasion; 
 Activities that would increase the vulnerability of species to local extirpation. 
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RIPARIAN HABITATS 

Based on the County guidelines, the following types of project-related impacts may be considered 
significant: 

 Direct removal of riparian vegetation; 
 Disruption of riparian wildlife habitat, particularly animal dispersal corridors and or understory 

vegetation; 
 Intrusion within the upland edge of the riparian canopy (generally within 50 feet in urban areas, 

within 100 feet in rural areas, and within 200 feet of major rivers), leading to potential disruption of 
animal migration, breeding, etc. through increased noise, light and glare, and human or domestic 
animal intrusion; 

 Disruption of a substantial amount of adjacent upland vegetation where such vegetation plays a 
critical role in supporting riparian-dependent wildlife species (e.g., amphibians), or where such 
vegetation aids in stabilizing steep slopes adjacent to the riparian corridor, which reduces erosion 
and sedimentation potential; and 

 Construction activity that disrupts critical time periods (nesting, breeding) for fish and other wildlife 
species. 

NATIVE GRASSLANDS 

Native grasslands are defined as an area where native grassland species comprise 10% or more of the 
total relative cover. Based on the County guidelines, the following types of project-related impacts may 
be considered significant: 

 Removal or severe disturbance to a patch or patches of native grasses greater than ¼ acre; or 
 Removal or severe disturbance to native grassland patches that are part of larger significant native 

grassland. 

OAK WOODLANDS AND FORESTS 

Based on the County guidelines, project-created impacts to oak woodlands and forests may be 
considered significant due to changes in habitat value and species composition such as the following: 

 Habitat fragmentation 
 Removal of understory 
 Alteration to drainage patterns 
 Disruption of the canopy 
 Removal of a significant number of trees that would cause a break in the canopy or disruption in 

animal movement in and through the woodland 

INDIVIDUAL NATIVE TREES 

Based on the County guidelines, the following types of project-related impacts may be considered 
significant: 

 Impacts to native specimen trees, regardless of size. Specimen trees are defined as mature trees that 
are healthy and structurally sound and have grown into the natural stature particular to the species. 

 Impacts to rare native trees, which are very low in number or isolated in distribution 
 The loss of 10% or more of the trees of biological value on a project site.  

The following section presents a programmatic-level discussion of the potential for impacts to sensitive 
biological resources from implementation of the Fast Forward 2040.  
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Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

IMPACT BIO-1: IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND THE LAND USE SCENARIO 

ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 MAY RESULT IN IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS PLANT AND ANIMAL 

SPECIES. IMPACTS WOULD BE CLASS II, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

[THRESHOLD 1] 

For the purposes of this analysis, special status plant and animal species include those designations 
described under 4.3.1.c above, plus locally important species including protected trees. Most of the 
capital improvements proposed under the Fast Forward 2040 consist of minor expansions of existing 
facilities that would not involve construction in environmentally sensitive habitat areas. However, 
several projects could affect areas occupied by special status plant and animal species. The projects that 
could impact such species are listed in Table 9. As mentioned above, there are 287 special status species 
known to occur or with potential to occur with the County of Santa Barbara. Seventy-six of these species 
are protected by federal and/or state government through listing under FESA, or CESA, or Fully Protected 
(wildlife only). The remaining species may be protected through CEQA and/or through local ordinances. 
Most special status species have very limited ranges within the County and are associated with sensitive 
habitats, such as riparian habitats and drainages. 

Due to the programmatic nature of the Fast Forward 2040, a precise, project-level analysis of the specific 
impacts of individual transportation projects on special status species is not possible at this time. 
However, some special status species are expected to be encountered at the locations where projects 
administered under the Fast Forward 2040 would occur, and it is assumed that certain resources would 
not be avoided and that potentially significant impacts would occur. 

Several projects such as those that occur over or in the vicinity of rivers and creeks are within suitable 
habitat for species such as California red-legged frog (Federally Threatened and State Species of Special 
Concern) and steelhead – Southern California DPS (Federally Endangered and State Species of Special 
Concern). Bridge replacement sites that were surveyed on a reconnaissance level all contained 
potentially suitable habitat for both California red-legged frog and steelhead. For example, the stretch of 
the Santa Ynez River under the Alisal Road Bridge, included areas of deep, calm backwaters with 
extensive emergent vegetation which can be considered suitable for California red-legged frogs as well 
as steelhead. Additionally, many of the creeks and rivers found within the County, including those 
mentioned above, are considered accessible by steelhead and currently support or have historically 
supported steelhead populations (CEMAR, 2008). 

In addition to the rivers and creeks that may be impacted as described above, the transportation projects 
under the Fast Forward 2040 could impact upland habitats and associated sensitive species. For example, 
coast horned lizards (Phrynosoma blainvillii), a State Species of Special Concern, may be present in scrub, 
grassland and some woodland habitats near roads where projects could occur. Several special status bat 
species may be affected by any proposed projects that occur under bridges or similar structures that may 
support bats, or in native habitat adjacent to construction areas. Furthermore, the wide variety of 
habitats within the Fast Forward 2040 area can support many species of nesting birds, including sensitive 
species such as the State Fully Protected white-tailed kite (Elanus luecurus) and the State Species of 
Special Concern burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia). Disturbance of special status plants could result in 
reductions in local population size, habitat fragmentation, or lower reproductive success. 

Direct impacts to special status species include injury or mortality occurring during implementation of 
the new projects under the Fast Forward 2040. Direct impacts also include habitat modification and loss 
that results in mortality or otherwise alters the foraging and breeding behavior substantially enough to 
cause injury. Indirect impacts could occur due to the spread of invasive non-native species that out-
compete native species and/or alter habitat towards a state that is unsuitable for special status species. 
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For example, the spread of certain weed species can reduce the biodiversity of native habitats, 
potentially eliminating special status plant species, thereby reducing the availability of suitable forage 
and breeding sites for special status animal species. Indirect impacts such as disturbance could also result 
due to increased access by humans and domestic animals, particularly in areas where trails may be 
planned. Additionally, increased human and domestic animal (especially dogs) presence foster the 
spread of non-native invasive plant species and disrupt the normal behaviors of animal species. 

In addition to direct and indirect impacts as a result of transportation improvement projects, the Fast 
Forward 2040 also contains a future land use scenario that envisions infill development and TOD. This 
land use scenario focuses future development within existing urbanized areas. As a result, encroachment 
into undisturbed habitat would be reduced as compared to a land use scenario that did not focus future 
development within existing urbanized areas, thereby limiting impacts to sensitive plant and animal 
species. However, it is still possible that sensitive plant and animal species could be located on future 
infill and TOD project sites. In particular, infill and TOD could impact special status tree species such as 
coast live oaks as well as other plant animal species that may be present on undeveloped infill parcels. 
Many special status animal species are associated with creeks even in the most densely developed urban 
areas, such as steelhead and tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi). Both native and non-native trees 
and shrubs throughout urban areas may support nesting birds and other sensitive species such as 
monarch butterflies (Danaus plexippus). Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated (Class II). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to impacts to special status plant and 
animal species compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR, no new mitigation measures 
are necessary. Mitigation measures from the 2013 EIR would apply to each of these specific projects. 

MM BIO-1(A) BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES SCREENING AND ASSESSMENT 

On a project-by-project basis, a preliminary biological resource screening shall be performed to 
determine whether the project has any potential to impact biological resources. If it is determined that 
the project has no potential to impact biological resources, no further action is required. If the project 
would have the potential to impact biological resources, prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct a biological resources assessment (BRA) or similar type of study to document the existing 
biological resources within the project footprint plus an appropriate buffer determined by a qualified 
biologist and to determine the potential impacts to those resources. The BRA shall evaluate the potential 
for impacts to all sensitive biological resources including, but not limited to special status species, nesting 
birds, wildlife movement, sensitive plant communities/critical habitat and other resources judged to be 
sensitive by local, state, and/or federal agencies. Pending the results of the BRA, design alterations, 
further technical studies (i.e. protocol surveys) and/or consultations with the USFWS, CDFW and/or 
other local, state, and federal agencies may be required. The following mitigation measures [B-1(b) 
through B-1(k)] shall be incorporated, only as applicable, into the BRA for projects where specific 
resources are present, or may be present, and may be impacted by the project. Note that specific 
surveys described in the mitigation measures below may be completed as part of the BRA where suitable 
habitat is present. 

MM BIO-1(B) SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES SURVEYS 

If the project-specific BRA determines that special status plant species may occur on-site, surveys for 
special status plants shall be completed prior to any vegetation removal, grubbing, or other construction 
activity within each segment (including staging and mobilization). The surveys shall be floristic in nature 
and shall be seasonally-timed to coincide with the blooming period of the target species identified in the 
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project-specific BRA. All plant surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist approved by the 
implementing agency no more than two years before initial ground disturbance. All special status plant 
species identified on-site shall be mapped onto a site-specific aerial photograph and topographic map. 
Surveys shall be conducted in accordance with the most current protocols established by the CDFW, 
USFWS, and the local jurisdictions if said protocols exist. A report of the survey results shall be submitted 
to the implementing agency, and the CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate, for review and approval. 

MM BIO-1(C) SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, AND MITIGATION 

If State listed or California Rare Plant List 1B species are found during special status plant surveys 
[pursuant to mitigation measure BIO-1(b)], then the project shall be re-designed to avoid impacting 
these plant species, if feasible. Rare plant occurrences that are not within the immediate disturbance 
footprint, but are located within 50 feet of disturbance limits shall have bright orange protective fencing 
installed at least 30 feet beyond their extent, or other distance as approved by a qualified biologist, to 
protect them from harm. 

MM BIO-1(D) RESTORATION AND MONITORING 

If special status plants species cannot be avoided and will be impacted by a project implemented under 
the Fast Forward 2040, all impacts shall be mitigated at a minimum ratio of 2:1 (number of 
acres/individuals restored to number of acres/individuals impacted) for each species as a component of 
habitat restoration. A restoration plan shall be prepared and submitted to the jurisdiction overseeing the 
project for approval (e.g., if a state listed plant species will be impacted, the restoration plan shall be 
submitted to the CDFW for approval). The restoration plan shall include, at a minimum, the following 
components: 

 Description of the project/impact site (i.e., location, responsible parties, areas to be impacted by 
habitat type) 

 Goal(s) of the compensatory mitigation project [type(s) and area(s) of habitat to be established, 
restored, enhanced, and/or preserved including specific functions and values of habitat type(s) to be 
established, restored, enhanced, and/or preserved 

 Description of the proposed compensatory mitigation site (location and size, ownership status, 
existing functions and values) 

 Implementation plan for the compensatory mitigation site (rationale for expecting implementation 
success, responsible parties, schedule, site preparation, planting plan) 

 Maintenance activities during the monitoring period, including weed removal as appropriate 
(activities, responsible parties, schedule) 

 Monitoring plan for the compensatory mitigation site, including no less than quarterly monitoring for 
the first year (performance standards, target functions and values, target acreages to be established, 
restored, enhanced, and/or preserved, annual monitoring reports) 

 Success criteria based on the goals and measurable objectives; said criteria to be, at a minimum, at 
least 80 percent survival of container plants and 30 percent relative cover by vegetation type 

 An adaptive management program and remedial measures to address any shortcomings in meeting 
success criteria 

 Notification of completion of compensatory mitigation and agency confirmation 
 Contingency measures (initiating procedures, alternative locations for contingency compensatory 

mitigation, funding mechanism) 
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MM BIO-1(E) ENDANGERED/THREATENED SPECIES HABITAT ASSESSMENT AND PROTOCOL SURVEYS 

Specific habitat assessment and survey protocols are established for several federally and state 
Endangered or Threatened species. If the results of the BRA determine that suitable habitat may be 
present then any such species’ protocol habitat assessments/surveys shall be completed in accordance 
with CDFW and/or USFWS protocols prior to issuance of any construction permits. If through 
consultation with the CDFW and/or USFWS it is determined that protocol habitat assessments/surveys 
are not required, said consultation shall be documented prior to issuance of any construction permits. 
Each protocol has different survey and timing requirements, and therefore the applicant(s) for each 
project shall be responsible for ensuring they understand the protocol requirements. 

MM BIO-1(F) ENDANGERED/THREATENED SPECIES AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION 

The habitat requirements of endangered and threatened species throughout the County are highly 
variable. The potential impacts from any given project implemented under the Fast Forward 2040 are 
likewise highly variable. However, there are several avoidance and minimization measures that can be 
applied for a variety of species to reduce the potential for impact, with the final goal of no net loss of the 
species. Project sponsors shall select appropriate measures, as applicable, from the following measures 
that may be applied to aquatic and/or terrestrial species:  

Ground disturbance shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete the project. The project 
limits of disturbance shall be flagged. Areas of special biological concern within or adjacent to the limits 
of disturbance shall have highly visible orange construction fencing installed between said area and the 
limits of disturbance. 

All projects occurring within/adjacent to aquatic habitats (including riparian habitats and wetlands) shall 
be completed between April 1 and October 31, if feasible, to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species. 

All projects occurring within or adjacent to sensitive habitats that may support federally and/or state 
Endangered/Threatened species shall have a CDFW and/or USFWS-approved biologist present during all 
initial ground disturbing/vegetation clearing activities. Once initial ground disturbing/vegetation clearing 
activities have been completed, said biologist shall conduct daily pre-activity clearance surveys for 
Endangered/Threatened species. Alternatively, and upon approval by CDFW and/or USFWS, said 
biologist may conduct site inspections at a minimum of once per week to ensure all prescribed avoidance 
and minimization measures are being fully implemented. 

No Endangered/Threatened species shall be captured and relocated without expressed, authorized 
permission from the CDFW and/or USFWS. 

If at any time during construction of the project an Endangered/Threatened species enters the 
construction site or otherwise may be impacted by the project, all project activities shall cease. A 
CDFW/USFWS-approved biologist shall document the occurrence and consult with CDFW and/or USFWS 
as appropriate. 

For all projects occurring in areas where Endangered/Threatened species may be present and are at risk 
of entering the project site during construction, exclusion fencing shall be placed along the project 
boundaries prior to start of construction (including staging and mobilization). The placement of the fence 
shall be at the discretion of the CDFW/USFWS-approved biologist. This fence shall consist of solid silt 
fencing placed at a minimum of 3 feet above grade and 2 feet below grade and shall be attached to 
wooden stakes placed at intervals of not more than 5 feet. The fence shall be inspected weekly and 
following rain events and high wind events and shall be maintained in good working condition until all 
construction activities are complete. 
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All vehicle maintenance/fueling/staging shall occur a minimum of 100 feet away from any riparian 
habitat or water body. Suitable containment procedures shall be implemented to prevent spills. A 
minimum of one spill kit shall be available at each work location near riparian habitat or water bodies.  

No equipment shall be permitted to enter wetted portions of any affected drainage channel. 

All equipment operating within streams shall be in good conditions and free of leaks. Spill containment 
shall be installed under all equipment staged within stream areas and extra spill containment and clean 
up materials shall be located in close proximity for easy access. 

If project activities could degrade water quality, water quality sampling shall be implemented to identify 
the pre-project baseline, and to monitor during construction for comparison to the baseline.  

If water is to be diverted around work sites, a diversion plan shall be submitted (depending upon the 
species that may be present) to the CDFW, RWQCB, USFWS, and/or NMFS for their review and approval 
prior to the start of any construction activities (including staging and mobilization). If pumps are used, all 
intakes shall be completely screened with wire mesh not larger than five millimeters to prevent animals 
from entering the pump system. 

At the end of each work day, excavations shall be secured with cover or a ramp provided to prevent 
wildlife entrapment. 

All trenches, pipes, culverts or similar structures shall be inspected for animals prior to burying, capping, 
moving, or filling. 

The CDFW/USFWS-approved biologist shall remove invasive aquatic species such as bullfrogs and 
crayfish from suitable aquatic habitat whenever observed and shall dispatch them in a humane manner 
and dispose of properly. 

If any federal and/or state protected species are harmed, the CDFW/USFWS-approved biologist shall 
document the circumstances that led to harm and shall determine if project activities should cease or be 
altered in an effort to avoid additional harm to these species. Dead or injured special status species shall 
be disposed of at the discretion of the CDFW and USFWS. All incidences of harm shall be reported to the 
CDFW and USFWS within 24 hours. 

MM BIO-1(G) NON-LISTED SPECIAL STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION 

Several State Species of Special Concern may be impacted by projects implemented under the Fast 
Forward 2040. The ecological requirements and potential for impacts is highly variable among these 
species. Depending on the species identified in the BRA, several of the measures identified under B-1(f) 
shall be applicable to the project. In addition, measures shall be selected from among the following to 
reduce the potential for impacts to non-listed special status animal species: 

For non-listed special-status terrestrial amphibians and reptiles, coverboard surveys shall be completed 
within three months of the start of construction. The coverboards shall be at least four feet by four feet 
and constructed of untreated plywood placed flat on the ground. The coverboards shall be checked by a 
qualified biologist once per week for each week after placement up until the start of vegetation removal. 
All non-listed special status and common animals found under the coverboards shall be captured and 
placed in five-gallon buckets for transportation to relocation sites. All relocation sites shall be reviewed 
by the project sponsor and shall consist of suitable habitat. Relocation sites shall be as close to the 
capture site as possible but far enough away to ensure the animal(s) is not harmed by construction of the 
project. Relocation shall occur on the same day as capture. CNDDB Field Survey Forms shall be submitted 
to the CDFW for all special status animal species observed. 

Pre-construction clearance surveys shall be conducted within 14 days prior to the start of construction 
(including staging and mobilization). The surveys shall cover the entire disturbance footprint plus a 
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minimum 200 foot buffer, if feasible, and shall identify all special status animal species that may occur 
on-site. All non-listed special status species shall be relocated from the site either through direct capture 
or through passive exclusion. A report of the pre-construction survey shall be submitted to SBCAG/and or 
the local jurisdiction for their review and approval prior to the start of construction. 

A qualified biologist shall be present during all initial ground disturbing activities, including vegetation 
removal, to recover special status animal species unearthed by construction activities.  

Upon completion of the project, a qualified biologist shall prepare a Final Compliance report 
documenting all compliance activities implemented for the project, including the pre-construction survey 
results. The report shall be submitted within 30 days of completion of the project. 

If special status bat species may be present and impacted by the project, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct presence/absence surveys within 30 days prior to the start of construction presence/absence 
surveys for special status bats in consultation with the CDFW where suitable roosting habitat is present 
and in consultation with the CDFW. Surveys shall be conducted using acoustic detectors and by searching 
tree cavities, crevices, and other areas where bats may roost. If active roosts are located, exclusion 
devices such as netting shall be installed to discourage bats from occupying the site in consultation with 
the CDFW. If a roost is determined by a qualified biologist to be used by a large number of bats (large 
hibernaculum), bat boxes shall be installed near the project site. The number of bat boxes installed will 
depend on the size of the hibernaculum and shall be determined through consultations with the CDFW. 
If a maternity colony has become established, all construction activities shall be postponed within a 500-
foot buffer around the maternity colony until it is determined by a qualified biologist that the young have 
dispersed. Once it has been determined that the roost is clear of bats, the roost shall be removed 
immediately. 

MM BIO-1(H) PRECONSTRUCTION SURVEYS FOR NESTING BIRDS 

For any construction activities occurring during the nesting season (generally February 1 to September 
15), surveys for nesting birds (covered by the California Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act) shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal. 
The surveys shall include the entire segment disturbance area plus a 200 foot buffer around each project 
site. If active nests are located, all construction work shall be conducted outside an established buffer 
area around the nest. The buffer shall be a minimum of 50 feet for non-raptor bird species and at least 
150 feet for raptor species, but appropriate buffer size will be determined by a qualified biologist. Larger 
buffers may be required depending upon the status of the nest and the construction activities occurring 
in the vicinity of the nest. The buffer area(s) shall be closed to all construction personnel and equipment 
until the adults and young are no longer reliant on the nest site. A qualified biologist shall confirm that 
breeding/nesting is completed and young have fledged the nest prior to removal of the buffer. A report 
of these preconstruction nesting bird surveys shall be submitted to SBCAG and/or the local jurisdiction. 

MM BIO-1(I) MONARCH BUTTERFLY AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION 

Prior to completion of the final design, a qualified biologist shall review the project for the potential to 
impact monarch butterflies. If known or potential winter roost sites may be impacted, the biologist shall 
make recommendations to avoid impacts including, but not limited to, relocation/redesign of project 
features to avoid roost sites, guidance regarding tree removal and trimming at roost sites, and 
recommendations regarding planting additional roost trees. 

Between October 1 and March 1, construction shall not occur within 100 feet of known or potential roost 
sites, if feasible. If construction must occur during this period, a qualified biologist shall survey known 
and potential roost sites to confirm occupancy by monarch butterflies prior to start of any construction 
within 100 feet. Multiple surveys may be necessary, and the closest known roost sites shall be used as 
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voucher sites to confirm the timing of butterfly arrival. If monarch butterflies are found at a roost site, 
construction shall not occur within 100 feet of the roost site until the biologist has determined that the 
butterflies have left the area. The biologist shall visit the voucher sites to confirm that butterflies have 
left the region. 

MM BIO-1(J) WORKER ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS PROGRAM (WEAP) 

Prior to initiation of construction activities (including staging and mobilization), all personnel associated 
with project construction shall attend WEAP training, conducted by a qualified biologist, to aid workers in 
recognizing special status resources that may occur in the project area. The specifics of this program shall 
include identification of the sensitive species and habitats, a description of the regulatory status and 
general ecological characteristics of sensitive resources, and review of the limits of construction and 
mitigation measures required to reduce impacts to biological resources within the work area. A fact 
sheet conveying this information shall also be prepared for distribution to all contractors, their 
employers, and other personnel involved with construction of the project. All employees shall sign a 
form documenting that they have attended the WEAP and understand the information presented to 
them. The form shall be submitted to SBCAG and/or the local jurisdiction to document compliance. 

MM BIO-1(K) TREE PROTECTION 

If it is determined that construction may impact trees protected by local agencies, the project sponsor 
shall procure all necessary tree removal permits. A tree protection and replacement plan shall be 
developed by a certified arborist, as appropriate. The plan shall include, but would not be limited to, an 
inventory of trees within the construction site, setbacks from trees and protective fencing, restrictions 
regarding grading and paving near trees, direction regarding pruning and digging within root zone of 
trees, and requirements for replacement and maintenance of trees. If protected trees will be removed, 
replacement tree plantings of the same or similar species in accordance with local agency standards, but 
at a minimum ratio of 2:1 (trees planted to trees impacted), shall be installed on-site or at an approved 
off-site location, and a restoration and monitoring program shall be developed in accordance with B-1(d) 
and shall be implemented for a minimum of seven years or until stasis has been determined by certified 
arborist. If a protected tree will be encroached upon, but not removed, a certified arborist shall be 
present to oversee all trimming of roots and branches. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Compliance with the above mitigation measures and all existing state, local and/or federal regulations 
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

IMPACT BIO-2: IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED AND THE LAND USE 

SCENARIO ENVISIONED BY THE FAST FORWARD 2040 MAY RESULT IN IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE HABITATS, 

INCLUDING FEDERALLY PROTECTED WETLANDS. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE CLASS II, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. [THRESHOLD 2, 3, 5, 6] 

Due to the programmatic nature of the Fast Forward 2040, a precise, project-level analysis of the specific 
impacts of individual transportation projects on sensitive habitats is not possible at this time. However, 
several of the projects that may be implemented under the Fast Forward 2040 have the potential to 
impact sensitive habitats, as mapped on Figures 10 to 15. The extent and severity of the impacts is not 
known at this time, but some examples of potential impacts include culvert improvements or 
construction and reconstruction/widening of bridges over rivers and creeks, including the Santa Ynez 
River, and Santa Rita, San Pedro, Salsipuedes, San Jose and Tecolotito Creeks. Riparian vegetation 
observed during site visits consisted mainly of red willow (Salix laevigata) with scattered sycamores and 
coast live oaks at project sites located on the Santa Ynez River, Santa Rita Creek, San Pedro Creek, and 



Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 

Fast Forward 2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 

 

136 

Salsipuedes Creek. These types of projects would have potential to impact riparian areas, as well as the 
water bodies. 

In addition, projects such as multiuse trails and bike paths may also involve development along riparian 
corridors. Riparian areas provide wildlife habitat and movement corridors, enabling both terrestrial and 
aquatic organisms to move along river systems between areas of suitable habitat. Construction of the 
proposed facilities could have both direct impacts due to disturbance of riparian flora and fauna and 
indirect impacts due to increased erosion and sedimentation, which would adversely affect downstream 
water quality. 

Several projects also involve the extension or widening of existing roadways into upland habitats in and 
around Lompoc, Santa Maria, Goleta, and the Santa Ynez Valley. These areas could also contain sensitive 
habitats, such as Burton Mesa chaparral.  

Direct impacts to sensitive habitats include loss of habitat during construction of the project. Indirect 
impacts include habitat degradation due to introduction of invasive plant species incidentally from 
construction equipment and through selection of invasive landscape plants, as well as through erosion of 
disturbed areas.  

The future land use scenario envisioned by the Fast Forward 2040 would encourage infill development 
and TOD. This land use scenario focuses future development within existing urbanized areas. As a result, 
future infill and TOD are likely to result in only limited impacts riparian habitat or sensitive habitat, 
though some parcels that have been relatively free of ground disturbance may contain remnants of 
sensitive native habitats such as coastal dune scrub or coast live oak woodland. Furthermore, some areas 
of disturbed habitats, such as annual grasslands, may be considered sensitive due to the unique 
assemblage of native plants, such as areas dominated by native wildflower. Impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to impacts to sensitive habitats, 
including wetlands, compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR, no new mitigation 
measures are necessary. The preference is that projects take all practicable measures to avoid impacts to 
sensitive habitats, but in the event avoidance is not feasible, Tthe following mitigation measures are 
required for projects listed in Table 9, but not limited to these projects, pursuant to the Fast Forward 
2040: 

MM BIO-2(A) JURISDICTIONAL DELINEATION 

If projects implemented under the Fast Forward 2040 occur within or adjacent to wetland, drainages, 
riparian habitats, or other areas that may fall under the jurisdiction of the CDFW, USACE, RWQCB, and/or 
CCC, a qualified biologist shall complete a jurisdictional delineation. The jurisdictional delineation shall 
determine the extent of the jurisdiction for each of these agencies and shall be conducted in accordance 
with the requirement set forth by each agency. The result shall be a preliminary jurisdictional delineation 
report that shall be submitted to the implementing agency, USACE, RWQCB, CDFW, and CCC, as 
appropriate, for review and approval. If jurisdictional areas are expected to be impacted, then the 
RWQCB would require a Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) permit and/or Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification (depending upon whether or not the feature falls under federal jurisdiction). If CDFW 
asserts its jurisdictional authority, then a Streambed Alteration Agreement pursuant to Section 1600 et 
seq. of the CFGC would also be required prior to construction within the areas of CDFW jurisdiction. If 
the USACE asserts its authority, then a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would 
likely be required. The CCC would also require a coastal development permit for projects falling within its 
jurisdiction.  
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MM BIO-2(B) WETLAND AND RIPARIAN HABITAT RESTORED 

Impacts to jurisdictional wetland and riparian habitat shall be mitigated at a minimum ratio of 2:1 (acres 
of habitat restored to acres impacted), and shall occur on-site or as close to the impacted habitat as 
possible. A mitigation and monitoring plan shall be developed by a qualified biologist in accordance with 
mitigation measure B-1(d) above and shall be implemented for no less than five years after construction 
of the segment, or until the SBCAG/local jurisdiction and/or the permitting authority (e.g., CDFW or 
USACE) has determined that restoration has been successful. 

MM BIO-2(C) LANDSCAPING PLAN 

If landscaping is proposed for a specific project, a qualified biologist/landscape architect shall prepare a 
landscape plan for that project. This plan shall indicate the locations and species of plants to be installed. 
Drought tolerant, locally native plant species shall be used. Noxious, invasive, and/or non-native plant 
species that are recognized on the Federal Noxious Weed List, California Noxious Weeds List, and/or 
California Invasive Plant Council Lists 1, 2, and 4 shall not be permitted. Species selected for planting shall 
be similar to those species found in adjacent native habitats. 

MM BIO-2(D) INVASIVE WEED PREVENTION AND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

Prior to start of construction for each project, an Invasive Weed Prevention and Management Program 
shall be developed by a qualified biologist to prevent invasion of native habitat by non-native plant 
species. A list of target species shall be included, along with measures for early detection and 
eradication. All disturbed areas shall be hydroseeded with a mix of locally native species upon 
completion of work in those areas. In areas where construction is ongoing, hydroseeding will be 
conducted in areas where construction activities have occurred for at least six weeks since ground 
disturbing activities ceased. If exotic species invade these areas prior to hydroseeding, weed removal 
shall occur in consultation with a qualified biologist and in accordance with the restoration plan. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Compliance with the above mitigation measures and existing State, local and/or federal regulations 
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

IMPACT BIO-3: IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED AND THE LAND USE 

SCENARIO ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 MAY IMPACT WILDLIFE MOVEMENT, INCLUDING FISH 

MIGRATION, AND/OR IMPEDE THE USE OF NATIVE WILDLIFE NURSERY. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE CLASS I, 

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE. [THRESHOLD 4] 

Due to the programmatic nature of Fast Forward 2040, a precise, project-level analysis of the specific 
impacts of individual transportation projects on wildlife movement and nurseries is not possible at this 
time. In general, the capital improvement projects envisioned in Fast Forward 2040 involve expansion of 
existing facilities in urbanized or already developed areas, rather than extension of infrastructure into 
undeveloped portions of the county. Several individual projects would, however, increase human activity 
in areas where sensitive biological resources could occur. In particular, several of the proposed bridge, 
trail and bikeway projects in the Lompoc, Goleta, and Carpinteria areas could increase human activity in 
the vicinity of riparian areas, wildlife nurseries or corridors, and potentially sensitive coastal habitats.  

Direct impacts to wildlife include increased noise and human presence during construction, as well as 
increased trash that may attract predators to the project site and discourage wildlife use of surrounding 
natural habitat. Indirect impacts include invasion of natural habitats by non-native species and increased 
presence of humans and domestic animals over the long-term. In addition, transportation improvement 
projects could include new segments of fencing or walls that that could hinder wildlife movement. 
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The future land use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 would encourage infill development and 
TOD. This land use scenario focuses future development within existing urbanized areas. The majority of 
the future infill and TOD development projects would be placed on parcels that provide limited or no 
wildlife movement. However, even the elimination of limited wildlife movement could further isolate 
areas of native habitat occupied by both sensitive and common native wildlife species. Impacts related to 
transportation projects as identified in Table 9 and impacts related to the future land use scenario 
envisioned by the 2040 RTP-SCS would be potentially significant and unavoidable (Class I). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to impacts to wildlife movement, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR, no 
new mitigation measures are necessary. Mitigation measures B-2(c) and B-2(d) address the potential for 
impacts due to invasive plant species. In addition, the following measures are required for projects listed 
in Table 9: 

MM BIO-3(A) FENCE AND LIGHTING DESIGN 

All projects including long segments of fencing and lighting shall be designed to minimize impacts to 
wildlife. Fencing shall not block or impede wildlife movement through riparian or other natural habitat 
when feasible. Where fencing is required for public safety concerns, the fence shall be designed to 
permit wildlife movement by incorporating design features such as: 

 A minimum 16 inches between the ground and the bottom of the fence to provide clearance for 
small animals 

 A minimum 12 inches between the top two wires, or top the fence with a wooden rail, mesh, or 
chain link instead of wire to prevent animals from becoming entangled 

 If privacy fencing is required near open space areas, openings at the bottom of the fence measure at 
least 16 inches in diameter shall be installed at reasonable intervals to allow wildlife movement 

 If fencing must designed in such a manner that wildlife passage would not be permitted, wildlife 
crossing structures shall be incorporated into the project design as appropriate 

Similarly, lighting installed as part of any project shall be designed to be minimally disruptive to wildlife. 
This may be accomplished through the use of hoods to direct light away from natural habitat, using low 
intensity lighting, and using a few lights as necessary to achieve the goals of the project. 

MM BIO-3(B) CONSTRUCTION BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

The following construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be incorporated into all grading and 
construction plans: 

 Designation of a 20 mile per hour speed limit in all construction areas 
 All vehicles and equipment shall be parked on pavement, existing roads, and previously disturbed 

areas, and clearing of vegetation for vehicle access shall be avoided to the greatest extent feasible  
 The number of access routes, number and size of staging areas, and the total area of the activity 

shall be limited to the minimum necessary to achieve the goal of the project 
 Designation of equipment washout and fueling areas to be located within the limits of grading at a 

minimum of 100 feet from waters, wetlands, or other sensitive resources as identified by a qualified 
biologist. Washout areas shall be designed to fully contain polluted water and materials for 
subsequent removal from the site 

 Daily construction work schedules shall be limited to daylight hours only, and shall be consistent 
with mitigation measure N-1(a) (Construction Hours) in Section 4.11, Noise 
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 Mufflers shall be used on all construction equipment and vehicles shall be in good operating 
condition 

 Drip pans shall be placed under all stationary vehicles and mechanical equipment 
 All trash shall be placed in sealed containers and shall be removed from the project site a minimum 

of once per week 
 No pets are permitted on project site during construction 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, potential impacts to wildlife movement and 
nursery sites would be reduced, but disruption to wildlife movement is still anticipated. Thus, this impact 
would remain Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

Specific Fast Forward RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts 

Table 10 identifies those projects that may result in impacts to biological resources, as discussed in 
Section 4.3.2.b. These projects are illustrated on Figures 2-1 through 2-11 in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. The individual projects listed below have the potential to result in significant biological 
impacts. Additional project-specific analysis will need to be conducted as the individual projects, 
including those not be listed below, are implemented to determine the actual magnitude of impact. 
Mitigation measures discussed above could also apply to these specific projects.  

Table 10 Projects that May Result in Biological Resource Impacts* 

Project  Location Impact 

SH-02 U.S. Hwy 101 from San Ysidro Road to State Street in Santa Barbara B-1, B-2 

SH-03 SR 154 at Alamo Pintado Creek Pedestrian Bridge, near Los Alamos B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-04 U.S. Hwy 101 at Butterfly Lane B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-05 U.S. Hwy 101 at SR 135  B-1, B-2 

SH-06 U.S. Hwy 101 at Bailard Avenue, in Carpinteria B-1, B-2 

SH-07 SR 1 between U.S. Hwy 101 and SR 246, near Lompoc B-1, B-2 

SH-08 U.S. Hwy 101 at Nojoqui Creek Bridge B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-09 SR 135 at San Antonio Creek Bridge, near Los Alamos B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-10 SR 135 at San Antonio Creek Bridge, near Los Alamos B-1, B-2 

SH-11 U.S. Hwy 101 from Milpas Street to Hollister Avenue, and SR 217 from Goleta Slough to 
U.S. Hwy 101, near Santa Barbara 

B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-12 U.S. Hwy 101 from Maria Ygnacio Creek Bridge to north of Hollister Avenue, in Goleta B-1, B-2 

SH-13 U.S. Hwy 101 at Gaviota Safety Roadside Rest Area B-1, B-2 

SH-14 SR 154 at Cold Spring Canyon Bridge B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-15 U.S. Hwy 101 at Refugio Bridge, near Goleta B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-16 SR 1 at San Antonio Creek Bridge, near Lompoc B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-17 SR 217 at San Jose Creek Bridge, near Goleta B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-18 U.S. Hwy 101 between Casitas Pass and Sandpiper Drive, in Carpinteria B-1, B-2 

SH-19 U.S. Hwy 101 at Fairview Avenue, near Goleta B-1, B-2 

SH-20 At SR 154 and SR 246 intersection B-1, B-2 

SH-21 U.S. Hwy 101 from 0.7 mile north of Beckstead overcrossing to 0.8 mile south of 
Gaviota Tunnel, in Gaviota 

B-1, B-2 

SH-22 SR 246 from 0.4 mile east of Santa Rosa Creek Bridge to U.S. Hwy 101/SR 246 
separation, near Buellton 

B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-23 U.S. Hwy 101, various in and near the city of Santa Barbara B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-24 SR 154 from Baseline Avenue to Cold Spring Canyon Bridge, near Santa Ynez B-1, B-2, B-3 
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Project  Location Impact 

SH-25 U.S. Hwy 101 from Patterson Avenue to Gaviota State Park Entrance, in and near 
Goleta  

B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-27 Various  B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-28 Various B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-29 Various B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-30 Various on U.S. Hwy 101  B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-31 Various Santa Barbara, Monterey, San Benito, San Luis Obispo and Santa Cruz Counties B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-32 Various Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, Monterey, and Santa Cruz Counties B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-33 Various Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, Monterey, and Santa Cruz Counties B-1, B-2, B-3 

SH-34 Santa Barbara County B-1, B-2 

SH-35 Santa Barbara County B-1, B-2 

SC-01 Ash Avenue in Carpinteria B-1, B-2 

SC-04 Carpinteria Ave from Dump Road to Bluffs trail in Carpinteria B-1, B-2 

SC-05 Walnut Avenue and 6th Street around the perimeter of Main Elementary School, in 
Carpinteria 

B-1, B-2 

SC-07 Adjacent to San Jose Creek from Hollister Avenue to Atascadero Creek Bike Path at 
Goleta Beach 

B-1, B-2, B-3 

SC-08 Hollister Avenue from Fairview Avenue to Kellogg Avenue, and Pine Avenue south of 
Hollister Avenue in Goleta 

B-1, B-2 

SC-09 Along Ward Drive in Goleta B-1, B-2 

SC-11 Goleta Valley Community Center on Hollister Avenue in Old Town Goleta B-1, B-2 

SC-13 Hollister Avenue to the back of the property where the Boys and Girls Club is located in 
Goleta 

B-1, B-2, B-3 

SC-14 Calle Real and Kingston Avenue in Goleta B-1, B-2 

SC-15 Fairview Avenue at Calle Real in Goleta B-1, B-2 

SC-16 East side of Fairview Avenue south of Stow Canyon Road in Goleta  

SC-17 La Patera Road between the Amtrak terminal and Hollister Avenue in Goleta B-1, B-2 

SC-19 Calle Real, in Goleta B-1, B-2 

SC-21 Magnolia Avenue, south of Hollister Avenue in Goleta B-1, B-2 

SC-24 Cathedral Oaks and Hollister Avenue in Goleta B-1, B-2 

SC-25 City of Goleta B-1, B-2 

SC-27 Isla Vista B-1, B-2 

LSY-01 City of Buellton B-1, B-2 

LSY-02 City of Buellton B-1, B-2 

LSY-03 City of Lompoc B-1, B-2 

LSY-04 City of Lompoc B-1, B-2 

LSY-05 Solvang B-1, B-2 

LSY—06 Solvang B-1, B-2 

SP-01 City of Carpinteria B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-02 City of Carpinteria B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-03 City of Carpinteria B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-04 City of Carpinteria B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-05 City of Carpinteria B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-06 City of Carpinteria B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-07 City of Carpinteria B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-08 City of Carpinteria B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-09 City of Santa Barbara B-1, B-2, B-3 
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Project  Location Impact 

SP-11 City of Santa Barbara B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-12 City of Santa Barbara B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-13 Beachway through Leadbetter Beach to Shoreline Park, in Santa Barbara B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-14 Las Positas Road from Modoc Road to State Street, in Santa Barbara B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-15 City of Santa Barbara B-1, B-2, B-3 

SP-16 San Ysidro Road at U.S. Hwy 101, near Montecito B-1, B-2 

SP-17 Santa Claus Lane near Carpinteria B-1, B-2 

SP-18 Mission Canyon Road from Santa Barbara city limits to SR 192 B-1, B-2 

SM-01 City of Guadalupe B-1, B-2, B-3 

SM-02 City of Guadalupe B-1, B-2, B-3 

SM-03 City of Santa Maria B-1, B-2, B-3 

SM-04 City of Santa Maria B-1, B-2, B-3 
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4.4 Cultural Resources 

This section analyzes the impacts of the Fast Forward 2040 on cultural resources. A similar analysis was 
provided in the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS; however, additional projects are included in the 
Fast Forward 2040 have been evaluated, and baseline conditions have been updated.  

The following significant and unavoidable impacts associated with cultural resources were considered in 
the 2013 EIR: 

 Implementation of proposed transportation improvements and the land use scenario envisioned by 
the 2040 RTP-SCS could disturb known and unknown cultural resources. Impacts to archaeological 
and paleontological resources would be Class II, less than significant with the implementation of 
mitigation, and impacts to historical resources would be Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation measures were included in the 2013 EIR that reduced project-specific impacts to the extent 
feasible. 

4.4.1 Setting 

a Paleontological Resources Background 

Paleontological resources, also known as fossils, are the remains, traces or imprints of once-living 
organisms preserved in rocks or sediment. Paleontological resources are commonly found in 
sedimentary rock units. Paleontological sites are normally discovered in cliffs, ledges, steep gullies, or 
along wave-cut terraces where vertical rock sections are exposed. Fossil material may be exposed by a 
trench, ditch, or channel caused by construction.  

Paleontologists examine invertebrate fossil sites differently than vertebrate fossil sites. Invertebrate 
fossils in microscopic form such as diatoms, foraminifera, and radiolarians can be so prolific as to 
constitute major rock material in some areas. Invertebrate fossils are normally marine in origin, 
widespread, abundant, fairly well preserved, and predictable as to fossil sites. Therefore, the same or 
similar fossils can be located at any number of sites throughout central California. Vertebrate fossil sites 
are usually found in non-marine or continental deposits. Vertebrate fossils of continental material are 
usually rare, sporadic, and localized. Scattered vertebrate remains (mammoth, mastodon, horse, ground 
sloth, camel, and rodents) have been identified from the Pleistocene non-marine continental terrace 
deposits in various locations in Santa Barbara County. 

b Prehistoric and Ethnographic Background 

Archaeological remains have been identified in areas throughout Santa Barbara County, including: the 
Santa Barbara Channel Islands; shallow waters along the coast; inland sites; and mountain areas to the 
east. Numerous projects conducted in the past 50 years have yielded evidence of various time periods to 
show that the occupation and development of cultural characteristics span the earliest to latest periods 
of known habitation in Southern California.  

The prehistoric populations of Santa Barbara County include the territories of the Purisimeno, Cuyama, 
Ynezeno, and Barbareno Chumash Indians. In general, these Native Americans are all associated with the 
same cultural background, but separated by the various Mission affiliations of the 1700s and 1800s and 
by language barriers. 

Geographically, the Chumash occupied the regions between San Luis Obispo (north) and Malibu Canyon 
(south); and from the islands off the coast to the western boundary of the San Joaquin Valley of Central 
California. In general, the Chumash Indians were both land and ocean exploiters, utilizing many 



Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 

Fast Forward 2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 

 

144 

environmental eco-zones and developing an extensive trade network for the exchange of the raw and 
finished resources. 

c Historic Background 

With regard to modern history, Santa Barbara County was settled relatively early in the years of Spanish 
Exploration. Expeditions passed through the area as early as 1769 (the Portola/Crespi Expedition) and 
the Missions were founded shortly thereafter: Santa Barbara in 1786, La Purisima in 1787, and Santa 
Fries in 1804 (see Whitehead 1978:1-3; Beck and Haase 1977:19). Summarizing Carlson (1959) and 
Sheets and Rudolph (1991), the historic occupation of Santa Barbara County can be presented in three 
major divisions: 1) the Mission Period of 1769–1830; the Rancho Period of 1830–1865; and the Period of 
Americanization post-1865. 

The Mission Period was characterized by the acculturation of Native American populations into the 
Mission system of sedentary lifestyles and cultivation (rather than hunting and gathering). Men were 
taught the tasks of farming and ranching, building, and Christianity. 

During the Rancho Period, the Spanish/Mexican governments granted large tracts of land to recognized 
individuals. No less than 43 land grants/ranchos were established during this period. These tracts were 
generally located along the coast, though some inland areas and channel islands were settled as well. 
Open lands were usually associated with the Mission lands, as the Spanish government permitted large 
tracts to be controlled by the Mission (the Mexican government moved away from this practice). 

By the end of the Rancho Period, the populations of Native Americans were lessening while those of the 
Mexican (and Anglo) were growing. Small towns were developed and trade was improving. It was not 
long, however, before the Mexican/American conflicts led to the transfer of Alta California to the United 
States. The Gold Rush of 1849 resulted in a population boom that secured California for the United 
States. 

From the early days of exploration, the Santa Barbara Channel was recognized as a significant locale for 
trade and defense. A more defined and accessible port than San Pedro and located between the Los 
Angeles area and San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara provided many of the characteristics required for a 
significant settlement. 

The seat of Santa Barbara’s local government was founded in the City of Santa Barbara and established 
within the Casa de la Guerra (California Historical Landmark #307). This governing body permitted Santa 
Barbara (and its vicinity) autonomy from the government located to the north and factions to the south 
(Los Angeles and San Diego). 

d Cultural Resources Inventory 

In order to compile a listing of recognized significant historic and prehistoric resources, information was 
obtained from the State Office of Historic Preservation and Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks 
Advisory Committee. The statewide Historical Resources Inventory (HRI) is not available for public review 
according to the California Historical Information System Information Center Rules of Operation Manual 
(Section III.A). The HRI would be consulted after the determination of an Area of Potential Effect under 
project-level analysis of Fast Forward 2040 transportation projects in order to determine the locations of 
previously recorded cultural resources.  

Table 11Table 11 presents identified cultural resources in Santa Barbara County. Included in the table are 
sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places, sites designated as a California State Landmark, 
and those that are considered Historical Landmarks by the Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks 
Advisory Committee. Of the 42 National Register listings, 27 are within the City of Santa Barbara or its 
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immediate vicinity. Nine of the 16 California Historical Landmarks are also within the City of Santa 
Barbara.  

Table 11 Santa Barbara County Historical Resources 

City or Community Resource Name 
National 
Register 

State 
Landmark 

County 
Landmark 

Santa Barbara Acacia Lodge X   

Santa Barbara Andalucia Building X   

Lompoc Artesia School   X 

Solvang The Ballard Adobes   X 

Goleta Barnsdall-Rio Grande Gasoline Station   X 

Sisquoc Benjamin Foxen Adobe Site   X 

Los Olivos Berean Baptist Church   X 

Santa Barbara Bryce Beach Cabana and Funicular   X 

Santa Barbara Burton Mound  X  

Goleta Campbell No. 2 Archaeological Site X   

Montecito Canby House   X 

Carpinteria Carpinteria and Indian Village of Mishopshnow  X  

Santa Barbara Carrillo Adobe  X  

Carpinteria Casa Blanca Poolhouse   X 

Santa Barbara Casa de la Guerra  X  

Sisquoc Chapel of San Ramon  X  

Santa Barbara Coral Casino   X 

Lompoc Cota Adobe on Rancho Santa Rosa   X 

Santa Barbara Covarrubias Adobe  X  

Manzana Creek Dabney Cabin   X 

Montecito Deane School Buildings   X 

New Cuyama Eastern Sierra Madre Ridge Archaeological 
District 

X   

Santa Barbara El Paseo and Casa de la Guerra X   

Santa Barbara Faith Mission X   

Solvang Foley Estates Vineyard and Winery   X 

Gaviota Gaviota Pass  X  

Santa Barbara Glendessary   X 

Goleta Goleta Depot X  X 

Santa Barbara Gonzalez, Rafael, House X   

Santa Barbara Hammond’s Estate Site X   

Los Olivos Hartley House   X 

Santa Barbara Hastings Adobe  X  

Goleta Helena T. Devereux Hall   X 

Santa Barbara Herschell, Allan, 3-Abreast Carousel X   

Santa Barbara Hill-Carrillo Adobe X   

Casmalia Hitching Post   X 

Santa Barbara Hope, Thomas, House X  X 

Santa Barbara Irvine-Richard Property   X 
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City or Community Resource Name 
National 
Register 

State 
Landmark 

County 
Landmark 

Santa Barbara Janssens-Orella-Birk Building X   

Montecito Juarez-Hosmer Adobe   X 

Lompoc La Purisima Mission X   

Gaviota Las Cruces Adobe   X 

Montecito Leaping Greyhound Bridge   X 

Ballard Little Red Schoolhouse   X 

Lompoc Lompoc Public Library X   

Los Alamos Los Alamos Ranch House X   

Santa Barbara Los Banos del Mar X   

Santa Barbara Madulce Guard Station and Site X   

Manzana Creek Manzana School House   X 

Santa Barbara Masini Adobe   X 

Los Olivos Mattei’s Tavern   X 

Santa Maria Minerva Club of Santa Maria X   

Lompoc Mission de la Purisima Concepcion de Maria 
Santisima Site 

X X  

Santa Barbara Mission Santa Barbara X X  

Solvang Mission Santa Ines X X  

Santa Barbara Old Lobero Theatre  X  

Goleta Orella Adobes   X 

Santa Barbara Painted Cave X   

Orcutt Pine Grove Cemetery   X 

Santa Barbara Point Conception Light Station X   

Point Sal Highlands Point Sal Ataje X   

Ballard Presbyterian Church   X 

Solvang Rancho El Alamo, Pintado Adobe   X 

Montecito Rancho Las Fuentes Lemon Packing House   X 

Santa Barbara Rich, Irene and Frances, Beach Cabana   X 

Santa Barbara Royal Spanish Presidio  X  

Goleta San Jose Winery   X 

Santa Barbara San Marcos Rancho X   

Santa Barbara San Miguel Island Archeological District X   

Montecito San Ysidro Adobe   X 

Santa Barbara Santa Barbara Botanic Garden, Mission Dam and 
Aqueduct 

  X 

Santa Barbara Santa Barbara County Courthouse X X  

Santa Barbara Santa Barbara Island Archeological District X   

Santa Barbara Santa Barbara Mission X   

Santa Barbara Santa Barbara Presidio X   

Santa Barbara Santa Cruz Island Archeological District X   

Lompoc Santa Rosa School   X 

Santa Ynez Santa Ynez Public Library   X 

Santa Barbara Sexton, Joseph and Lucy Foster, House X  X 
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City or Community Resource Name 
National 
Register 

State 
Landmark 

County 
Landmark 

Goleta Shrode Produce Company   X 

Sisquoc Siquoc Church and San Ramon Chapel Cemetery   X 

Sisquoc Sisquoc store   X 

Lompoc Site of original Mission and remaining ruins of 
buildings of Mission de la Purisima Concepcion 
de Maria Santisma 

X X  

Santa Barbara Southern Pacific Train Depot X   

Lompoc Space Launch Complex 10 X   

Lompoc SS YANKEE BLADE X   

Santa Barbara St. Vincent Orphanage and School Building X   

Montecito Steedman Estate X   

Goleta Stow House X  X 

Carpinteria Sunday School Oak   X 

Los Alamos Union Hotel and California Garage   X 

Santa Barbara US Post Office—Santa Barbara Main X   

Santa Barbara Val Verde X  X 

Santa Barbara Virginia Hotel X   

Lompoc Well, Hill 4  X  

Summerland World War I Monument   X 

Solvang Wulff’s Windmill   X 

Source: California Office of Historic Preservation, website, 2017, Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee, 
website, 2017 

e Regulatory Setting 

Cultural resources, including built environment and archaeological resources, may be designated as 
historic by National, State or local authorities. In order for a resource to qualify for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or as a locally 
significant resource, it must meet one or more identified criteria of significance. The resource must also 
retain sufficient historic integrity, which is defined in National Register Bulletin 15 as the “ability of a 
property to convey its significance” (National Park Service [NPS] 1990). An explanation of these 
designations follows. 

Federal 

Projects that involve federal funding or permitting (i.e., have a federal nexus) must comply with the 
provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended (16 United States Code 
[U.S.C.] 470f). Cultural resources are considered during federal undertakings chiefly under Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) through one of its implementing regulations, 36 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) 800 (Protection of Historic Properties), as well as the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). Properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to Native Americans are 
considered under Section 101(d)(6)(A) of the NHPA. Other relevant federal laws include the 
Archaeological Data Preservation Act of 1974, American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, and Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act of 1989. 
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National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 U.S.C. §§ 470 Et Seq.) 

NHPA is a federal law created to avoid unnecessary harm to historic properties. The NHPA includes 
regulations that apply specifically to federal land-holding agencies, but also includes regulations (Section 
106) that pertain to all projects funded, permitted, or approved by any federal agency that have the 
potential to affect cultural resources. Provisions of NHPA establish a National Register of Historic Places 
(maintained by the National Park Service), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), and federal grants-in-aid programs. 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 

The NRHP was established by the National Historic Preservation Act NHPA of 1966 as “an authoritative 
guide to be used by Federal, State, and local governments, private groups and citizens to identify the 
Nation’s cultural resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection from 
destruction or impairment" (CFR 36 CFR 60.2). The NRHP recognizes properties that are significant at the 
national, state, and local levels. To be eligible for listing in the NRHP, a resource must be significant in 
American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Districts, sites, buildings, structures, 
and objects of potential significance must also possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. A property is eligible for the NRHP if it is significant under one or 
more of the following criteria: 

Criterion A: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; 

Criterion B: It is associated with the lives of persons who are significant in our past; 

Criterion C: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, 
or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; 
and/or 

Criterion D: It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 

The Secretary of the Interior is responsible for establishing professional standards and providing 
guidance related to the preservation and protection of all cultural resources listed in or eligible for listing 
in the NRHP. 

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. §§ 1996 And 

1996a) 

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 and Native American Graves and Repatriation Act of 
1990 (25 U.S.C. §§ 3001 et seq.) establishes that traditional religious practices and beliefs, sacred sites, 
and the use of sacred objects shall be protected and preserved. 

Archaeological and Paleontological Salvage (23 USC 305)  

Statute 23 USC 305 amends the Antiquities Act of 1906. Specifically, it states: 

Funds authorized to be appropriated to carry out this title to the extent approved as necessary, by 
the highway department of any State, may be used for archaeological and paleontological salvage in 
that state in compliance with the Act entitled "An Act for the preservation of American Antiquities," 
approved June 8, 1906 (PL 59-209; 16 USC 431-433), and State laws where applicable. 
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This statute allows funding for mitigation of paleontological resources recovered pursuant to federal aid 
highway projects, provided that “excavated objects and information are to be used for public purposes 
without private gain to any individual or organization” (Federal Register [FR] 46(19):9570). 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969  

NEPA (United States Code, section 4321 et seq.; 40 Code of Federal Regulations, §1502.25), as amended, 
directs Federal agencies to “Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national 
heritage (§101(b) (4)).” 

Paleontological Resources Preservation Act of 2009  

The Paleontological Resources Preservation Act (PRPA) is part of the Omnibus Public Land Management 
Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-011 Subtitle D). This act directs the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary 
of Agriculture to manage and protect paleontological resources on federal land, and develop plans for 
inventorying, monitoring, and deriving the scientific and educational use of such resources. It prohibits 
the removal of paleontological resources from federal land without a permit issued under this Act, 
establishes penalties for violation of this act and establishes a program to increase public awareness 
about such resources. As of May 18, 2015, the U.S. Department of Agriculture has implemented a new 
rule that “provides for the preservation, management, and protection of paleontological resources on 
National Forest System Lands (NFS), and insures that these resources are available for current and future 
generations to enjoy as part of America’s national heritage. The rule addresses the management, 
collection, and curation of paleontological resources from NFS lands including management using 
scientific principles and expertise, collecting of resources with and without a permit, curation in an 
approved repository, maintaining confidentiality of specific locality data, and authorizing penalties for 
illegal collecting, sale, damaging, or otherwise altering or defacing paleontological resources”. 

State 

California Environmental Quality Act 

CEQA requires a lead agency to analyze whether historic and/or archaeological resources may be 
adversely impacted by a proposed project. Under CEQA, a “project that may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historic resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment” (California PRC Section 21084.1). Answering this question is a two-part process: first, the 
determination must be made as to whether the proposed project involves cultural resources; second, if 
cultural resources are present, the proposed project must be analyzed for a potential “substantial 
adverse change in the significance” of the resource. 

With regards to paleontological resources, CEQA Guidelines (Article 1, §15002(a)(3)) state that CEQA is 
intended to prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects 
through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes 
to be feasible. If paleontological resources are identified during the Preliminary Environmental Analysis 
Report, or other initial project scoping studies (e.g., Preliminary Environmental Study), as being within 
the proposed project area, the sponsoring must take those resources into consideration when evaluating 
project effects. The level of consideration may vary with the importance of the resource. 

CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

The California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) is a guide to cultural resources that 
must be considered when a government agency undertakes a discretionary action subject to CEQA. The 
California Register helps government agencies identify, evaluate, and protect California’s historical 
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resources, and indicates which properties are to be protected from substantial adverse change (Pub. 
Resources Code, Section 5024.1(a)). The California Register is administered through the State Office of 
Historic Preservation (SHPO) that is part of the California State Parks system. 

A cultural resource is evaluated under four California Register criteria to determine its historical 
significance. A resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level in accordance with one or 
more of the following criteria set forth in the State CEQA Guidelines at Section 15064.5(a)(3): 

1) It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattern of 
California’s history and cultural heritage; 

2) It is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3) It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

4) It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, the California Register requires that sufficient 
time must have passed to allow a “scholarly perspective on the events or individuals associated with the 
resource.” Fifty years is used as a general estimate of the time needed to understand the historical 
importance of a resource according to SHPO publications. The California Register also requires a resource 
to possess integrity, which is defined as “the authenticity of a historical resource’s physical identity 
evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance. 
Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association.” Archaeological resources can sometimes qualify as “historical resources” [State 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(c)(1)].  

According to CEQA, all buildings constructed over 50 years ago and that possess architectural or 
historical significance may be considered potential historic resources. Most resources must meet the 50-
year threshold for historic significance; however, resources less than 50 years in age may be eligible for 
listing on the CRHR if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand their 
historical importance. 

In addition, if a project can be demonstrated to cause damage to a unique archaeological resource, the 
lead agency may require reasonable efforts to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in 
place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation 
measures are required (PRC, Section 21083.2[a], [b], and [c]). 

PRC, Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an artifact, object, or site about 
which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, 
there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a 
demonstrable public interest in that information; or 

2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example 
of its type; or 

3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. 

Two other programs are administered by the state: California Historical Landmarks and California “Points 
of Historical Interest.” California Historical Landmarks are buildings, sites, features, or events that are of 
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statewide significance and have anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, 
scientific or technical, religious, experimental, or other historical value. California Points of Historical 
Interest are buildings, sites, features, or events that are of local (city or county) significance and have 
anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, scientific or technical, religious, 
experimental, or other historical value. 

Impacts to significant cultural resources that affect the characteristics of any resource that qualify it for 
the NRHP or adversely alter the significance of a resource listed in or eligible for listing in the CRHR are 
considered a significant effect on the environment. These impacts could result from physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5 
[b][1], 2000). Material impairment is defined as demolition or alteration in an adverse manner [of] those 
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion 
in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the California Register… (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5[b][2][A]). 

CODES GOVERNING HUMAN REMAINS 

Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines also assigns special importance to human remains and specifies 
procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. The disposition of human remains 
is governed by Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and PRC Sections 5097.94 and 5097.98, and falls 
within the jurisdiction of the NAHC. If human remains are discovered, the County Coroner must be 
notified within 48 hours and there should be no further disturbance to the site where the remains were 
found. If the remains are determined by the coroner to be Native American, the coroner is responsible 
for contacting the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC, pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, will immediately 
notify those persons it believes to be most likely descended from the deceased Native Americans so they 
can inspect the burial site and make recommendations for treatment or disposal. 

Senate Bill 18 

Enacted on March 1, 2005, Senate Bill 18 (SB18) (California Government Code Sections 65352.3 and 
65352.4) requires cities and counties to notify and consult with California Native American tribal groups 
and individuals regarding proposed local land use planning decisions for the purpose of protecting 
traditional tribal cultural places (sacred sites), prior to adopting or amending a General Plan or 
designating land as open space. Tribal groups or individuals have 90 days to request consultation 
following the initial contact. Consultation with California Native Americans is also required under 
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 of 2014, discussed further in Section 4.13 Tribal Cultural Resources. 

Local 

County of Santa Barbara Cultural Resource Guidelines 

The Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (October 2008) includes 
Cultural Resources Guidelines, Archaeological Historical, and Ethnic Elements that provide local criteria 
for determining the significance of archaeological resources. Under County criteria, an “important 
archaeological resource” can be defined by one of several factors. A resource is considered significant for 
the purposes of CEQA if it demonstrates one or more of the following:  

 Is associated with an event or person of recognized significance in California or American history or 
recognized scientific importance in prehistory; 

 Can provide information that is of demonstrable public interest and is useful in addressing 
scientifically consequential and reasonable research questions; 
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 Has a special or particular quality such as oldest, best example, largest or last surviving example of its 
kind; 

 Is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity; or 
 Involves important research questions that historical research has shown can be answered only with 

archaeological methods. 

4.4.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Listings of historical resources in Santa Barbara County were obtained from the State Office of Historic 
Preservation and the Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee. Potential areas of 
disturbance associated with Fast Forward 2040 were then compared to the identified historical sites on 
these lists to determine whether an impact may occur. 

The significance of a cultural resource, and subsequently the significance of any impacts, is determined 
by whether or not that resource can increase our knowledge of the past. The determining factors are site 
content and degree of preservation. Where the significance of a site is unknown, it is presumed to be 
significant for the purpose of this EIR. A finding of archaeological significance follows the criteria 
established in the State CEQA Guidelines and the County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and 
Guidelines Manual. 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have significant 
impacts on cultural resources if the project would: 

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in § 
15064.5;  

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significant of an archaeological resource pursuant to § 
15064.5;  

3. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature; or 

4. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries.  

According to the State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(b)(3), public agencies should, whenever feasible, seek 
to avoid damaging effects on any historical resource of an archaeological nature. The following factors 
shall be considered for a project involving such an archaeological site: 

(A) Preservation in place (avoidance) is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to archaeological 
sites. Preservation in place maintains the relationship between artifacts and the archaeological 
context. Preservation may also avoid conflict with religious or cultural values of groups associated 
with the site. 

(B)  Preservation in place may be accomplished by, but is not limited to, the following: 

 Planning construction to avoid archaeological sites;  
 Incorporation of sites within parks, greenspace, or other open space; 
 Covering the archaeological sites with a layer of chemically stable soil before building tennis 

courts, parking lots, or similar facilities on the site. 
 Deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. 

(C) When data recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation, a data recovery plan, which 
makes provision for adequately recovering the scientifically consequential information from and 
about the historical resource, shall be prepared and adopted prior to any excavation being 
undertaken. Such studies shall be deposited with the California Historical Resources Regional 
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Information Center. Archaeological sites known to contain human remains shall be treated in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 7050.5 Health and Safety Code. 

(D)  Data recovery shall not be required for an historical resource if the lead agency determines that 
testing or studies already completed have adequately recovered the scientifically consequential 
information from and about the archaeological or historical resource, provided that the 
determination is documented and that the studies are deposited with the California Historical 
Resources Regional Information Center. 

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes generalized impacts associated with the projects anticipated under Fast Forward 
2040. Projects under Fast Forward 2040 that involve ground disturbance or the alteration or demolition 
of buildings or structures older than 50 years of age could result in the types of impacts discussed below. 

Impact CR-1 IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND THE LAND USE SCENARIO 

ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 HAS THE POTENTIAL TO IMPACT KNOWN AND UNKNOWN 

CULTURAL RESOURCES. IMPACTS TO ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

WITHOUT MITIGATION INCORPORATED AND IMPACTS TO HISTORICAL RESOURCES WOULD BE SIGNIFICANT 

AND UNAVOIDABLE. [THRESHOLDS 1 AND 2] 

It is known that historical resources are present throughout Santa Barbara County. Therefore, it is 
possible to encounter known and unknown historical resources as a result of implementation of 
transportation improvement projects pursuant to the 2040 RTP-SCS that include ground disturbance or 
the alteration or destruction of buildings or structures older than 50 years of age. Many of the 
improvements proposed under the 2040 RTP-SCS consist of minor expansions of existing facilities that 
would not involve construction in previously undisturbed areas. However, depending on the location and 
extent of the proposed improvement and ground disturbance, known and/or unknown cultural 
resources could be impacted. 

With regard to known significant historical resources, the location and nature of the proposed 2040 RTP-
SCS projects listed in Figures 3 through 12 in Section 2.0, Project Description, were evaluated relative to 
the location of the historic properties listed in Table 11Table 11. It has been determined that none of the 
proposed improvement projects are likely to affect any resources listed on the NRHP, CRHR, or Santa 
Barbara County Landmarks list. In each case, the proposed improvements are located outside the 
location of a designated resource.  

The 2040 RTP-SCS also contains a future land use scenario that envisions infill development and TOD. 
This land use scenario focuses future development within existing urbanized areas. As a result, 
encroachment into undisturbed areas would be reduced when compared to land use scenario that does 
not focus future development within existing urbanized areas, thereby reducing the potential for 
impacting known or unknown cultural resources in undisturbed areas. However, it is still possible that 
cultural resources could be located on or near future infill and TOD project sites.  

Because future infill and TOD could be located near or adjacent to existing historic structures, the 
integrity of such structures could be indirectly or directly impacted as a result. Moreover, if future infill 
or TOD would involve redevelopment/demolition of existing structures, it is possible that such structures 
could have historical significance (as determined by site-specific evaluation) given the presence of 
structures that are over 50 years old within the Santa Barbara County region, particularly within existing 
urbanized areas. Redevelopment or demolition could result in the permanent loss of historic structures. 
Similarly, while proposed transportation projects would not impact known historic structures, it is 
possible that such projects may require reconstruction or demolition of transportation infrastructure or 
other structures that are over 50 years old, and which may be considered historically significant as 
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determined by site-specific evaluation. Such reconstruction or demolition could result in the permanent 
loss of historic structures. 

The County of Santa Barbara is known to have a rich archaeological record, with occupation spanning at 
least the last 12,000 years. Ground disturbing activities facilitated by Fast Forward 2040 have the 
potential to damage or destroy known or unknown archaeological resources. However, the nature of 
potential impacts to archaeological resources can only be determined on a project by project basis after 
the limits of project disturbance have been defined. No new impacts are anticipated to occur under Fast 
Forward 2040 RTP as compared to the 2013 RTP, but individual new transportation projects in Fast 
Forward RTP-SCS could result in the identified impact. 

Mitigation Measure 

In general, prior to commencement of any action, development or land use changes on lands subject to 
federal jurisdiction or for projects involving federal funding, a cultural resource survey and an 
environmental analysis must be prepared. Historic resources are also protected under the regulations of 
the National Historic Preservation Act and the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. County and 
city sponsored projects would be subject to local ordinance requirements, including General Plan 
provisions that protect cultural resources. 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to impacts to known and unknown 
cultural resources compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. In order to provide 
protection of historical and unique archeological resources, the following mitigation measures would 
apply to any projects requiring ground disturbance or the alteration or demolition of any building or 
structure older than 50 years and future infill and TOD projects pursuant to Fast Forward. 

MM CR-1(A) 

The project sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project involving earth disturbance, the installation of pole 
signage or lighting, or construction of permanent above ground structures or roadways shall ensure that 
the following elements are included in the project’s individual environmental review: 

1. When a project would involve the demolition or alterations of buildings or structures greater than 50 
years old, the project sponsor or contractor shall retain a historian or architectural historian who 
meets the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards to document and evaluate the 
historical significance of the affected buildings or structures. If such documentation and evaluation 
indicates that the building or structure qualifies as a significant historical resource, the resource 
should be avoided and preserved in place if feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, further 
documentation to reduce impacts on historical resources shall be provided, including but not limited 
to archival quality photographs, measured drawings, oral histories, interpretive signage, and/or 
other measures. 

Historical documentation shall be submitted for review and approval by the lead agency prior to 
issuance of any permits for demolition or alteration of structures greater than 50 years old. 

The lead agency shall site inspect during grading and prior to occupancy clearance to ensure 
compliance with any measures recommended through the historical documentation. 

2. For any project that will involve grading, trenching, or other ground disturbance, the project sponsor 
or contractor shall retain a Registered Professional Archaeologist to complete a Phase 1 
archaeological inventory of the project site. A Phase 1 archaeological inventory should include an 
archaeological pedestrian survey of the project site and sufficient background archival research and 
field sampling to determine whether subsurface prehistoric or historic remains may be present. 
Archival research should include a records search conducted at the Central Coast Information Center 
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(CCIC) and a Sacred Lands File Search (SLFS) conducted with the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC). 

Any prehistoric or historic archaeological remains so identified shall be avoided and preserved in 
place if feasible. Where preservation is not feasible, the significance of each resource shall be 
evaluated for significance and eligibility to the CRHR. Phase 2 evaluation shall include any necessary 
archival research to identify significant historical associations as well as mapping of surface artifacts, 
collection of functionally or temporally diagnostic tools and debris, and excavation of a sample of the 
cultural deposit to characterize the nature of the sites, define the artifact and feature contents, 
determine horizontal boundaries and depth below surface, and retrieve representative samples of 
artifacts and other remains.  

Any excavation at Native American sites shall be monitored by a tribal representative. Cultural 
materials collected from the sites shall be processed and analyzed in the laboratory according to 
standard archaeological procedures. The age of the remains shall be determined using radiocarbon 
dating and other appropriate procedures; lithic artifacts, faunal remains, and other cultural materials 
shall be identified and analyzed according to current professional standards. The significance of the 
sites shall be evaluated according to the criteria of the CRHR. The results of the investigations shall 
be presented in a technical report following the standards of the California Office of Historic 
Preservation publication “Archaeological Resource Management Reports: Recommended Content 
and Format (1990 or latest edition)” (http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/armr.pdf). Upon 
completion of the work, all artifacts, other cultural remains, records, photographs, and other 
documentation shall be curated an appropriate curation facility. All fieldwork, analysis, report 
production, and curation shall be fully funded by the applicant. 

If any of the resources meet CRHR significance standards, the project sponsor shall ensure that all 
feasible recommendations for mitigation of archaeological impacts are incorporated into the final 
design and any permits issued for development. Any necessary data recovery excavation shall be 
carried out by a Registered Professional Archaeologist according to a research design reviewed and 
approved by the City prepared in advance of fieldwork and using appropriate archaeological field 
and laboratory methods consistent with the California Office of Historic Preservation Planning 
Bulletin 5 (1991), Guidelines for Archaeological Research Design, or the latest edition thereof.  

As applicable, the final Phase 1 Inventory, Phase 2 Testing and Evaluation, or Phase 3 Data Recovery 
reports shall be submitted to the appropriate responsible agency(ies) prior to final inspection of a 
construction permit. Recommendations contained therein shall be implemented throughout all 
ground disturbance activities. 

MM CR-1(B) 

If development of the proposed improvement requires the presence of an archaeological, Native 
American, or paleontological monitor, the project sponsor shall ensure that a Native American monitor, 
certified archaeologist, and/or certified paleontologist, as applicable, monitors the grading and/or other 
initial ground altering activities. The schedule and extent of the monitoring will depend on the grading 
schedule and/or extent of the ground alterations. This requirement can be accomplished through 
placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during individual project permitting. 

MM CR-1(C) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that materials recovered over the course of any given 
improvement are adequately cleaned, labeled, and curated at a recognized repository. This 
requirement can be accomplished through placement of conditions on the project by the local 
jurisdiction during individual project permitting. 
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MM CR-1(D) 

The project sponsor shall ensure that mitigation for potential impacts to significant cultural resources 
includes one or more of the following: 

 Realignment of the project right-of-way (avoidance, the most preferable method); 
 Capping of the site and leaving it undisturbed; 
 Addressing structural remains with respect to NRHP guidelines (Phase III studies); 
 Relocating structures per NRHP guidelines; 
 Creation of interpretative facilities; and/or 
 Development of measures to prevent vandalism. 

This can be accomplished through placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during 
individual project permitting. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the above measures would reduce impacts to archeological resources to a less than 
significant level. Implementation of the above measures would reduce impacts to historical resourced, 
however impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Impact CR-2 IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND THE LAND USE 

SCENARIO ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 HAS THE POTENTIAL TO IMPACT PALEONTOLOGICAL 

RESOURCES. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

[THRESHOLD 3] 

Paleontological resources may be present in fossil-bearing soils and rock formations below the ground 
surface. Ground-disturbing activities in geologic units with high paleontological sensitivity have the 
potential to damage or destroy paleontological resources that may be present below the ground surface. 
Therefore, activities resulting from implementation of the proposed project, including construction-
related and earth-disturbing actions, could damage or destroy fossils in these rock units resulting in a 
significant impact. No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to impacts to 
paleontological resources compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. Mitigation 
Measure CR-2 would ensure that potential impacts to paleontological resources would be assessed, 
avoided, and mitigated through implementation of a policy designed to protect paleontological 
resources. 

MM CR-2 

The project sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project involving earth disturbance, the installation of pole 
signage or lighting, or construction of permanent above ground structures or roadways shall ensure that 
the following elements are included in the project’s individual environmental review: 

Prior to any construction activity, a Qualified Professional Paleontologist should prepare a 
Paleontological Resources Assessment to identify the geologic units that may be impacted by project 
development, determine the paleontological sensitivity of geologic units within the project site using the 
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards (SVP 2010), assess potential for impacts to paleontological 
resources from development of the proposed project, and recommend mitigation measures to avoid or 
mitigate impacts to scientifically significant paleontological resources. The Paleontological Resources 
Assessment may also require a field survey, but this will need to be determined on a project-by-project 
basis. If the project paleontologist determines that sediments within a project site are sensitive for 
potentially significant paleontological resources, the following steps (CR-3 d to h) should be taken prior 
to, during, and after construction activities. 
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1. Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring Program 

Prior to construction activity a qualified paleontologist should prepare a Paleontological Mitigation 
and Monitoring Program to be implemented during ground disturbance activity for the proposed 
project. This program should outline the procedures for construction staff Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program (WEAP) training, paleontological monitoring extent and duration, salvage and 
preparation of fossils, the final mitigation and monitoring report, and paleontological staff 
qualifications. 

2. Paleontological Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) 

Prior to the start of construction, the project paleontologist or his or her designee, shall conduct 
training for construction personnel regarding the appearance of fossils and the procedures for 
notifying paleontological staff should fossils be discovered by construction staff. The WEAP shall be 
fulfilled at the time of a preconstruction meeting at which a qualified paleontologist shall attend. In 
the event of a fossil discovery by construction personnel, all work in the immediate vicinity of the 
find shall cease and a qualified paleontologist shall be contacted to evaluate the find before 
restarting work in the area. If it is determined that the fossil(s) is (are) scientifically significant, the 
qualified paleontologist shall complete the following conditions to mitigate impacts to significant 
fossil resources. 

3. Paleontological Resource Construction Monitoring 

Ground disturbing construction activities (including grading, trenching, foundation work and other 
excavations) exceeding 5 feet in depth in areas mapped as high paleontological sensitivity should be 
monitored on a full-time basis by a qualified paleontological monitor during initial ground 
disturbance. The Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring Program shall be supervised by the 
project paleontologist. Monitoring should be conducted by a qualified paleontological monitor, who 
is defined as an individual who has experience with collection and salvage of paleontological 
resources. The duration and timing of the monitoring will be determined by the project 
paleontologist. If the project paleontologist determines that full-time monitoring is no longer 
warranted, he or she may recommend that monitoring be reduced to periodic spot-checking or 
cease entirely. Monitoring would be reinstated if any new or unforeseen deeper ground 
disturbances are required and reduction or suspension would need to be reconsidered by the 
Supervising Paleontologist. Ground disturbing activity that does not exceed 5 feet in depth would 
not require paleontological monitoring. 

4. Fossil Salvage 

If fossils are discovered, the project paleontologist or paleontological monitor should recover them. 
Typically fossils can be safely salvaged quickly by a single paleontologist and not disrupt construction 
activity. In some cases larger fossils (such as complete skeletons or large mammal fossils) require 
more extensive excavation and longer salvage periods. In this case the paleontologist should have 
the authority to temporarily direct, divert or halt construction activity to ensure that the fossil(s) can 
be removed in a safe and timely manner. 

Once salvaged, significant fossils should be identified to the lowest possible taxonomic level, 
prepared to a curation-ready condition and curated in a scientific institution with a permanent 
paleontological collection (such as the University of California Museum of Paleontology), along with 
all pertinent field notes, photos, data, and maps. Fossils of undetermined significance at the time of 
collection may also warrant curation at the discretion of the project paleontologist. 
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5. Final Paleontological Mitigation Report 

Upon completion of ground disturbing activity (and curation of fossils if necessary) the qualified 
paleontologist should prepare a final mitigation and monitoring report outlining the results of the 
mitigation and monitoring program. The report should include discussion of the location, duration 
and methods of the monitoring, stratigraphic sections, any recovered fossils, and the scientific 
significance of those fossils, and where fossils were curated. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION  
The implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2 would reduce impacts to paleontological resources to a 
less than significant level. 

Impact CR-3 IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND THE LAND USE 

SCENARIO ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 COULD RESULT IN DAMAGE TO OR DESTRUCTION OF 

HUMAN BURIALS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

[THRESHOLD 4] 

Human burials outside of formal cemeteries often occur in prehistoric archeological contexts. Even in 
areas built out, the potential still exists for these resources to be present. Excavation during construction 
activities would have the potential to disturb these resources, including Native American burials. 

Human burials, in addition to being potential archaeological resources, have specific provisions for 
treatment in Section 5097 of the California Public Resources Code. The California Health and Safety Code 
(Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054) has specific provisions for the protection of human burial remains. 
Existing regulations address the illegality of interfering with human burial remains, and protects them 
from disturbance, vandalism, or destruction, and established procedures to be implemented if Native 
American skeletal remains are discovered. Public Resources Code §5097.98 also addresses the 
disposition of Native American burials, protects such remains, and established the NAHC to resolve any 
related disputes.  

Implementation of these regulations would help ensure that development carried out under the 
proposed 2035 General Plan would have a less than significant impact from potential disturbance of 
human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. However, because there are no 
policies within the 2035 General Plan in place that address this issue; mitigation is necessary to make 
sure it is the City’s policy to follow these regulations. No new or substantially more severe effects would 
occur related to damage or destruction of human burials compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in 
the 2013 EIR. Mitigation Measure CR-2 is to add such a policy to 2035 General Plan and mitigation 
measures CR-1 (A-D) address impacts from ground disturbance discovering potential cultural resources, 
including human remains. In addition, all projects must comply with existing regulations relating to 
human remains, including California Environmental Quality Act Section 15064.5(d) and (e) and Public 
Resources Code §5097.98 concerning burial grounds. No additional mitigation is necessary. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION  
The implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 (A-D) and CR-2 would reduce impacts to human burials 
to a less than significant level. 

c Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impact 

Any projects that involve ground disturbance or the alteration or demolition of a building or structure 
older than 50 years of age could result in impacts to cultural resources. Additional specific analysis will 
need to be conducted as the individual projects are implemented in order to determine the actual 
magnitude of impact. Mitigation measures discussed above would apply to these specific projects. 
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4.5 Energy 

This section analyzes the impacts of the Fast Forward 2040 on energy. A similar analysis was provided in 
the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS; however, the additional projects included in the Fast 
Forward 2040 have been evaluated, and baseline conditions have been updated.  

No impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable in the 2013 EIR. 

4.5.1 Setting 

Energy relates directly to environmental quality. Energy use can adversely affect air quality and other 
natural resources. Eighty percent (80%) of California’s air pollution is caused by burning fossil fuels; this 
pollution is linked to changes in global climate and depletion of stratospheric ozone (Santa Barbara 
County 2015). 

Transportation energy use is related to the fuel efficiency of cars, trucks and public transportation; 
choice of different travel modes (auto, carpool, and public transit); and miles traveled by these modes. 
Construction and routine operation and maintenance of transportation infrastructure also consume 
energy. In addition, residential, commercial and industrial land uses consume energy, typically through 
the usage of natural gas and electricity.  

There are no additional projects listed for inclusion in the Fast Forward 2040 that were not analyzed in 
the 2013 EIR which would affect energy or would cause a significant impact. 

a Energy Supply 

Santa Barbara County has been an oil and gas producing region, including oil and gas produced off its 
coast, for over a century. In 2015, oil production in the County reached 4,273,329 barrels, while natural 
gas reached 2,829,918 thousand cubic feet (Mcf) (DOC 2016). The predominant focus in oil production 
has shifted to onshore and near-shore fields from fields underlying federal waters three or more miles 
from shore (County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development, Accessed January 2015). 

Oil/condensate and net natural gas produced in Santa Barbara County in 2015, including that produced 
offshore and landed in the County, accounted for 2.1% and 1.5% of California’s total production of 
oil/condensate and natural gas, respectively (DOC 2015). 

b Energy Consumption and Sources 

Total energy consumption in the United States in 2015 is estimated at approximately 97.7 quadrillion 
(1015) British thermal units (BTUs) (Energy Information Administration 2016a). Natural Gas provides 
approximately 32% of the energy used in the United States. Petroleum provides approximately 28%, coal 
provides approximately 21% of the energy used, and nuclear and total renewable sources supply the rest 
in roughly equal proportions (Energy Information Administration 2016a). On a per capita basis, California 
is ranked third lowest of the states in terms of energy use (196 million [106] BTU per person), or about 
36% less than the United States’ average per capita consumption of 308 million BTU per person (Energy 
Information Administration 2016b). 

Most of the energy generated in California is from natural gas which provides approximately 61% of the 
State’s generated energy. The next largest producers of energy are nuclear at 9 %, hydropower at 7% 
and wind at 7%. The remaining 16% of state energy generation is from a variety of energy resources, 
including renewable energy sources such as biomass, geothermal, and solar (California Energy 
Commission 2014). There are three utility companies which serve Santa Barbara County: Southern 
California Gas, Southern California Edison, and Pacific Gas and Electric. The California Public Utilities 
Commission is involved in energy conservation programs in conjunction with the utility companies. 
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Energy consumed by the transportation sector accounts for roughly 40% of California’s petroleum 
demand. The transportation sector, including on-road and rail transportation, consumes roughly 16 
billion gallons of gasoline and four billion gallons of diesel fuel each year. California is the third largest 
consumer of gasoline in the world, behind the United States (as a whole) and China (California Energy 
Commission, 2013). 

Petroleum 

Petroleum-based fuels are used for 92% of the State’s transportation energy sources (California Energy 
Commission, 2013). Most gasoline and diesel fuel sold in California for motor vehicles is refined in 
California to meet state-specific formulations required by the California Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Air Resources Board (CARB). Major petroleum refineries in California are concentrated in three 
counties: Contra Costa, Kern, and Los Angeles (California Energy Commission, Petroleum Statistics & Data 
website, accessed January 22, 2013). 

In 2014, Californians consumed over 17 billion gallons of gasoline and diesel fuel on the State’s roadways 
(U.S. Department of Transportation, General Highway Administration; accessed January 16, 2017). 

Approximately 10,203,022 vehicle miles were traveled each day in Santa Barbara County in 2014. This 
equates to approximately 3.42 billion vehicle miles per year. 

Approximately 186 million gallons of gasoline were sold in the County during 2015 (California Energy 
Commission, 2016), which is approximately 509,589 gallons per day or 1.15 gallons per person per day 
(based on a 2015 countywide population of 443,018 persons [California Department of Finance, May 
2016]). Approximately 24 million gallons of diesel were sold in the County during 2015. Extrapolating this 
information, using the estimated annual growth rate in VMT of 0.33% from 2000 to 2010, approximately 
187 million gallons of gasoline were sold in the County in the baseline year (2016), which is 
approximately 512,329 gallons per day or 1.15 gallons per person per day (based on a 2016 countywide 
population of 446,717 persons [California Department of Finance, May 2016]). 

One gallon of gasoline is equivalent to approximately 120,524 British thermal units (BTUs), while one 
gallon of diesel is equivalent to approximately 138,690 BTUs (USEPA, December, 2014). Therefore, 
approximately 70.9 billion BTUs were consumed per day in 2016 (see Table 12Table 12). 

Table 12 Annual Gasoline, Diesel, and Energy Consumption in Santa Barbara County 

 2015 Annual Fuel sold 
(million gallons) 

2016 Annual Fuel sold 
(million gallons) 

2015 Daily Energy Use 
(billion BTUs) 

2016 Daily Energy Use 
(billion BTUs) 

Gasoline 186  187 61.4 61.7 

Diesel 24 24.1 9.1 9.1 

Total 204 211 68.5 70.9 

Note: One gallon of gasoline is roughly equivalent to 120,524 British thermal units (BTUs), while one gallon of diesel is roughly 
equivalent to 138,690 BTUs (USEPA, December 2014). 

Natural Gas 

In 2012, California received 35% of their natural gas supply from basins located in the Southwest, 16% 
from Canada, 40% from the Rocky Mountains, and 9% from basins located within California (California 
Public Utilities Commission website, accessed January 17, 2017). Once the gas arrives in California, it is 
distributed by three major gas utilities – San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E), Southern California Gas 
Company (SoCalGas)(southern Santa Barbara County), and Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E)(northern Santa 
Barbara County) – that provide a collective total of 98% of the State’s natural gas (California Energy 
Commission, Natural Gas Data and Statistics website, accessed January 22, 2013). 
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ALTERNATIVE FUELS  

Hydrogen is an alternative fuel in market infancy that can be produced from domestic resources. The 
interest in hydrogen as an alternative transportation fuel stems from its clean-burning qualities, its 
potential for domestic production, and the fuel cell vehicle's potential for high efficiency (two to three 
times more efficient than gasoline vehicles). California is leading the nation in funding and building 
hydrogen fueling stations for fuel cell electric vehicles. As of 2016, 38 hydrogen refueling stations are 
located in California, and one station is located in Santa Barbara County. This station is located at 150 S. 
La Cumbre Blvd, opened in 2016, and has a capacity of 180 kg/day. (U.S. Department of Energy, 
Alternative Fuels Data Center, 2016; California EPA Air Resource Board, 2016). 

Biodiesel is a renewable alternative fuel that can be manufactured from vegetable oils, animal fats, or 
recycled restaurant greases. Biodiesel is biodegradable and cleaner-burning than petroleum-based diesel 
fuel. Biodiesel can run in any diesel engine generally without alterations, but fueling stations have been 
slow to make it available. There are currently 12 refueling stations in California; however, none are 
located in Santa Barbara County (U.S. Department of Energy, Alternative Fuels Data Center, 2016)  

Electricity, in the context of an alternative to petroleum-based transportation fuels, can be used to 
power electric and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles directly from the power grid. It can be produced from 
a variety of energy sources including oil, coal, nuclear energy, hydropower, natural gas, wind, solar, and 
stored hydrogen. Electricity used to power vehicles is generally provided by the electricity grid and 
stored in the vehicle's batteries. Though not yet widely available, fuel cell vehicles use hydrogen to 
generate electricity on board the vehicle to power electric motors. There are large number of electrical 
charging stations throughout California, and many in Santa Barbara County at public facilities such as the 
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District offices on Calle Real in Goleta, and private businesses 
such as Rabobank in Goleta (U.S. Department of Energy, Alternative Fuels Data Center, 2016). 

Solar energy production falls into two categories – solar thermal, using the concentrated heat of the 
sunlight, to heat fluid, to make steam, to turn a traditional turbine and generator making electricity; and 
solar photovoltaic (PV), the direct conversion of sunlight into electricity. Solar energy accounted for 7.6% 
of the State’s total electricity production in 2015. Santa Barbara County approved the County’s first solar 
project on October 7, 2014. The Proposed project in the Cuyama Valley would develop 327 acres of 40 

megawatt (MW) PV solar array capable of powering more than 15,600 average California households8 
annually (County of Santa Barbary Energy Division, accessed January 17, 2017).  

Wind Power is produced by harnessing the energy of the wind to produce electricity, usually through the 
use of wind turbines. Pacific Renewable Energy Generation (PREG) proposed the Lompoc Wind Energy 
Project in February of 2006 and the County of Santa Barbara approved a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) on 
February 10, 2009. PREG submitted a formal request to the County to relinquish the CUP on July 30, 
2014 which was accepted by the County and closed the permitting case on August 27, 2015. 

c Energy and Fuel Efficiency 

Petroleum-based fuels are currently used for 92% of the State’s transportation energy sources (California 
Energy Commission, 2013). Though the demand for gasoline and diesel fuel is rising because of 
population growth and limited mass transit, the increase in demand can be partially offset by efficiency 
improvements. Land use policies that encourage infill and growth near transit centers (e.g., Assembly Bill 
32, Senate Bill 375), improved fuel efficiency, and replacement of older less fuel-efficient cars with new 
cars with improved fuel economy will all serve to reduce fuel uses. Furthermore, gasoline demand may 
decrease into the future as the result of increasing gasoline prices.  
                                                      
8 Homes powered is based on 587-kWh/month average residential household electricity consumption in California (U.S. Energy 
Information Administration, 2010). 
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d Regulatory Setting 

Programs and policies at the state and national levels have emerged to bolster the previous trend 
towards energy efficiency, as discussed below. 

Federal Regulations 

ENERGY POLICY AND CONSERVATION ACT AND CORPORATE AVERAGE FUEL ECONOMY STANDARDS 

The Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) of 1975 has primary goals to increase energy production 
and supply while reducing demand, provide for a reserve of petroleum in the event of sever energy 
supply interruptions, conserve energy supplies through regulation of certain energy uses, and improve 
energy efficiency of motor vehicles and other consumer products. The Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
(CAFE) program was enacted by Congress to determine vehicle manufacturer compliance with the 
government’s fuel economy standards. Compliance with CAFE standards is determined based on each 
manufacturer’s average fuel economy for the portion of their vehicles produced for sale in the United 
States. The National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration, part of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, is responsible for revising existing fuel economy standards and establishing new vehicle 
fuel economy standards. 

NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 1992  

The National Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPACT92) calls for programs that promote efficiency and the use 
of alternative fuels and defines alternative fuels. EPACT92 requires certain federal, state, and local 
government and private fleets to purchase a percentage of light duty alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs) 
capable of running on alternative fuels each year. In addition, EPACT92 has financial incentives. Federal 
tax deductions will be allowed for businesses and individuals to cover the incremental cost of AFVs. 
States are also required by the act to consider a variety of incentive programs to help promote AFVs. 

ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2005 

The Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 2005 addresses energy production in the United States, including energy 
efficiency, renewable energy, oil and gas, coal, Tribal energy, nuclear matters and security, vehicles and 
motor fuels, ethanol, hydrogen, electricity, energy tax incentives, hydropower and geothermal energy, 
and climate change technology. The Act provides for new duties and authorities to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission and sets three principal policy goals: 

 Reaffirmed commitment to competition in wholesale power markets as national policy, 
 Strengthened Commission’s regulatory tools, and 
 Provided for development of a stronger energy infrastructure  

ENERGY INDEPENDENCE AND SECURITY ACT OF 2007 

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA) is designed to improve vehicle fuel economy and 
help reduce U.S. dependence on oil. It expands the production of renewable fuels, reducing dependence 
on oil, and confronting global climate change. Specifically, it: 

 Increases the supply of alternative fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel Standard 
(RFS) requiring fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022, which represents a 
nearly five-fold increase over current levels; and 

 Reduces U.S. demand for oil by setting a national fuel economy standard of 35 miles per gallon by 
2020 – an increase in fuel economy standards of 40%. 
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AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT OF 2009 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 appropriates funds toward infrastructure 
modernization, investments in energy independence, and renewable energy technologies among other 
things. ARRA supports a variety of alternative fuel and advanced vehicle technologies. 

State Regulations  

SENATE BILL 1078: CALIFORNIA RENEWABLES PORTFOLIO STANDARD PROGRAM 

Senate Bill (SB) 1078 (Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002), and as expanded under SB 2, establishes a 
renewable portfolio standard (RPS) for electricity supply. The RPS requires that retail sellers of electricity, 
including investor-owned utilities and community choice aggregators, provide 20% of their supply from 
renewable sources by 2017. SB X1-2 expanded this law and required procurement from eligible 
renewable energy resources to 33% by 2020. In addition, electricity providers subject to the RPS must 
increase their renewable share by at least one percent each year. The outcomes of this legislation will 
impact regional transportation powered by electricity. 

SENATE BILL 350: CLEAN ENERGY AND POLLUTION REDUCTION ACT OF 2015 

Senate Bill (SB) 350 (Chapter 938, Statutes of 2001), and as expanded under SB 2, requires 50% 
procurement from eligible renewable energy resources by 2030 and beyond. SB 350 requires the State 
Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission to establish annual targets for statewide 
energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas to achieve a cumulative doubling of statewide 
energy efficiency savings. 

OTHER 

The California Energy Commission encourages local jurisdictions to prepare and adopt an Energy Element 
to their General Plans. Energy Elements assume an essential role by shaping and refining broader-based 
State and federal policies to fit local needs.  

Local Regulations 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY ENERGY ELEMENT 

The Energy Element is designed to contribute to an improved environment and economy. The Energy 
Element focuses on the economic and environmental benefits of energy efficiency and alternative fuels. 
Policies within the Element use incentive-based strategies rather than mandatory-based regulations to 
implement energy-efficient practices and to encourage alternative energy. However, as part of an 
update to the Energy Element in 2015, the County added to Goal 8: Implementation and Evaluation, the 
following Policy: 

Policy 8.3 ECAP Implementation – The County shall implement the Energy and Climate Action Plan 
(ECAP) to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from community-wide sources by a minimum of 15% 
from the 2007 baseline emissions by 2020. 

4.5.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

CEQA sets forth a legal framework for identifying significant effects on the environment caused by 
discretionary actions taken by state and local governments that qualify as a “project.”  
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Appendix F includes “a list of energy impact possibilities and potential conservation measures designed 
to assist in the preparation of an EIR” (CEQA Guidelines, App. F, § II.) The list included in Appendix F 
represents “[e]xamples of energy conservation measures[.]” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. 
(a)(1)(C).) In drafting the Appendix F list, the California Natural Resources Agency explained that “specific 
items [on the list] may not apply” to all projects (CEQA Guidelines, App. F, § II.) 

The 2040 RTP-SCS EIR is a Program SEIR, not a project-level EIR. Use of Appendix F, and the discussion of 
energy impacts in this document, reflect the programmatic purpose behind the 2040 RTP-SCS EIR. In 
Appendix F, energy conservation is described in terms of decreased per capita energy consumption, 
decreased reliance on natural gas and oil, and increased reliance on renewable energy sources (CEQA 
Guidelines, App. F, § I.) SBCAG considered the guidance provided in Appendix F both in analyzing the 
program’s energy impacts and in developing mitigation measures to further reduce its impacts. The 
significance thresholds for the 2040 RTP-SCS were formulated in consideration of these factors. For the 
purposes of this analysis, a potential impact would occur if the project involved inefficient, wasteful and 
unnecessary consumption of energy. 

For this analysis, the calculation of total energy consumption follows the Input-Output methodology 
suggested by Caltrans (Caltrans Division of Engineering Services, Office of Transportation Laboratory, 
Energy and Transportation Systems, July 1983). It should be noted that the Caltrans methodology 
provides for the calculation of the cumulative energy consumption. Not only does the methodology 
include energy consumption that would be due solely to the construction of 2040 RTP-SCS projects, it 
also includes energy consumption that is not due to the 2040 RTP-SCS, but rather is due to 
socioeconomic growth (e.g., population and employment), land use policies, and the existing 
transportation infrastructure.  

Energy consumption from transportation projects is categorized in terms of “direct” and “indirect” 
energy. Direct energy is the fuel that propels vehicles – it is consumed directly by the automobile, bus, or 
transit vehicle. Indirect energy is all the remaining energy needed to construct, operate, and maintain 
the roadway and rail system and manufacture and maintain the vehicles using the roadway and rail 
system (Caltrans 1983). Indirect energy accounts for construction-related energy (e.g., the energy 
required to construct transportation improvements), which is anticipated to be consumed through the 
life of the plan as several transportation improvement projects may be undertaken concurrently, and is 
therefore characterized as a long-term, operational energy use. Indirect energy also accounts for the 
maintenance of a roadway over the life of a project, which is also considered a long-term, operational 
energy use. 

Direct Energy Consumption 

Direct energy is that energy used in the daily operation of the transportation system, including the 
propulsion of passenger vehicles (automobiles, vans, and trucks) and transit vehicles, including buses and 
trains. The direct energy analysis for the project is based on baseline, 2020, 2035, and 2040 vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) with and without the 2040 RTP-SCS (as analyzed in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation). 

Daily VMT for each scenario was converted to British thermal units (BTUs) using a factor of 2,731 BTUs 

per VMT. This factor was derived using the most recent fuel consumption data from Caltrans, 2007.9 
Santa Barbara County’s 2011 fuel consumption was extrapolated from the 2007 fuel consumption using 
an annual growth rate of 1.1%, which was the annual growth rate in VMTs from 2007 to 2011. The 2011 

                                                      
9 California Department of Transportation, Division of Transportation System Information. 2007 California Motor Vehicle Stock, 
Travel and Fuel Forecast. May 2008. 
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fuel consumption was converted to BTUs and then divided by daily VMT. The 2011 fuel consumption 
data represented the latest available data requiring 2011 to be used as the baseline for this analysis. 

It should be noted that the BTU/VMT factor was slightly higher in previous years and is forecast to 
continue to decrease into the future as a result of improved fuel economy, particularly if the fleet-wide 
goal of 35 mpg by year 2020 proposed under the Energy Independence and Security Act is met. Applying 
this factor to future year (2040) VMT therefore provides a reasonable worst case evaluation of energy 
consumption as the energy efficiency of vehicles in 2040 is anticipated to be higher than current fuel 
efficiency of vehicles.  

Indirect Energy Consumption 

Indirect energy is the energy required to construct, operate, and maintain the transportation network, as 
well as to manufacture and maintain on-road vehicles and transit vehicles. Therefore, construction-
related impacts associated with the 2040 RTP-SCS are included in the indirect energy analysis. The 
indirect energy analysis was conducted using the Input-Output methodology developed by Caltrans 
(1983). This method converts VMT, lanes-miles, or construction dollars into energy consumption based 
on data from other transportation projects in the United States. Table 13 shows the indirect energy 
consumption factors used in this analysis. It should be noted that indirect energy consumption due to 
production of fuel and transportation/transmission to the end users is not included in this analysis, as 
any such analysis would be speculative. 

Table 13 Indirect Energy Consumption Factors 

Mode Factor 

Manufacturing 

Passenger Vehicles 1,410 BTU/VMT 

Transit Buses 3,470 BTU/VMT 

Roadway (construction) 27,300 BTU/1977$ 

Rail (construction)  2,108 BTU/VMT 

Maintenance 

Passenger Vehicles 1,400 BTU/VMT 

Transit Buses 13,142 BUT/VMT 

Rail  7,060 BTU/VMT 

2013 dollars converted to 1977 dollars as a reasonable worst-case inflation assumption using United States Department of Labor and 
Statistics inflation converter. Note that transportation projects with construction costs planned further in the future would result in 
lower energy use relative to construction cost, due to anticipated additional future inflation. 

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes generalized impacts associated with proposed transportation improvements and 
the future land use scenario envisioned under Fast Forward 2040. 
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Impact E-1 FUTURE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LAND 

USE SCENARIO ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD INCREASE DEMAND FOR ENERGY BEYOND 

EXISTING CONDITIONS. HOWEVER, FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD CONSUME LESS ENERGY THAN THE NO 

PROJECT SCENARIO. THE PROJECT WOULD NOT INCREASE ENERGY USE RELATIVE TO FUTURE NO PROJECT 

CONDITIONS, AND WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH ADOPTED PLANS AND POLICIES RELATED TO ENERGY 

CONSERVATION. AS SUCH, THIS IMPACT WOULD BE CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Daily operation of the region’s transportation system uses energy in the form of fuel consumed by 
propulsion of passenger vehicles (automobiles, vans, and trucks) and transit vehicles (buses and trains). 
Some highway and roadway improvements included in the RTP will increase vehicle capacity, allowing a 
greater number of vehicles to use facilities in the region. However, increasing capacity and improving 
roadways and intersections does not necessarily result in an increase in motor vehicle trips. Increases in 
motor vehicle trips are primarily a function of population growth. It is important to note that population 
growth and growth in VMT would occur within the region regardless of whether Fast Forward 2040 is 
implemented. As a result, energy consumption as it relates to vehicles would increase beyond the 2016 
baseline in any scenario. Fast Forward 2040 would help to minimize energy consumption by improving 
the overall efficiency of the transportation system. In addition, many Fast Forward 2040 projects (e.g., 
bikeway and pedestrian projects, rail projects, transit projects, and TDM projects) would improve the 
availability of alternative transportation modes in the County. Generally, the availability of these 
alternative modes would be expected to reduce overall motor vehicular trips, vehicle miles traveled, and 
associated energy consumption. 

Construction and maintenance of the proposed Fast Forward 2040 projects (including construction and 
maintenance of roadways and rail lines) would result in short-term consumption of energy due to the 
use of construction equipment and processes. During construction activities, energy would be needed to 
operate construction equipment. In addition, roadway and transit construction materials, such as 
asphalt, concrete, surface treatments, steel, rail ballast, as well as building materials, require energy to 
be produced, and would likely be used in projects that involve new construction or replacement of older 
materials, as well as construction of future infill and TOD projects envisioned by Fast Forward 2040. The 
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) includes specific requirements related to 
recycling, construction materials, and energy efficiency standards, which would apply to construction of 
roadway and transit improvement projects, as well as future infill and TOD envisioned by Fast Forward 
2040 and help to minimize waste and energy consumption. All construction and maintenance conducted 
pursuant to Fast Forward 2040, or as a result of improvements made by Fast Forward 2040, would be 
required to comply with the CALGreen Code.  

Table 14Table 14 shows the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and total direct and indirect energy use (BTUs) 
in the County under existing (2011) conditions and under the 2020 No Project, 2020 with RTP-SCS, 2035 
No Project, 2035 with RTP-SCS, 2040 No Project and 2040 with RTP-SCS scenarios.  
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Table 14 Direct and Indirect Transportation Energy Use 

Scenario Analysis Year VMT (daily) 

Direct Energy 
Use (daily 

billion BTUs) 

Indirect Energy 
Use (daily 

billion BTUs) 

Total Energy 
Use (daily 

billion BTUs) 

Baseline 2011 8,938,963 24.4 26.8 51.2 

2020 No Project 2020 10,263,115 28.0 30.8 58.8 

2020 with RTP-SCS 2020 9,134,978 25.0 27.4 52.4 

2035 No Project 2035 11,881,778 32.5 35.7 68.2 

2035 with RTP-SCS 2035 9,869,389 27.0 29.6 56.6 

2040 No Project 2040 12,535,275 34.2 37.6 71.8 

2040 with RTP-SCS 2040 10,135,862 27.7 30.4 58.1 

As shown in Table 14Table 14, energy use would increase over time due to regional socioeconomic 
(population and employment) growth. However, Fast Forward 2040 would result in reduced VMT and 
direct and indirect energy use as compared to the No Project scenario for each analysis year. Direct and 
indirect energy consumption would increasingly decline under each future year scenario when compared 
to the No Project scenario. In 2020, Fast Forward 2040 would result in a 10% reduction in total energy 
usage when compared to the No Project scenario. In 2035, Fast Forward 2040 would result in a 17% 
reduction in total energy usage when compared to the No Project scenario. In 2040, Fast Forward 2040 
would result in a 19% reduction in total energy usage when compared to the No Project scenario.  

As described in the Methodology and Significance Thresholds section, direct energy usage is energy used 
in the daily operation of the transportation system (e.g., consumption of fuel). The reduced VMT under 
Fast Forward 2040 would directly result in reduced County-wide fuel consumption, as well as better 
freeway and roadway levels of service than the No Project scenario. This reduction of VMT and direct 
energy consumption under Fast Forward 2040 is largely a result of the proposed transportation 
improvements, which result in a more efficient transit system. This reduction is also associated with 
increased availability of public transit and other alternative modes of transportation, as well as the land 
use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040. The reduction in overall congestion resulting from these 
service level improvements would further reduce fuel consumption and promote fuel efficiency beyond 
what is accounted for in the above analysis.  

As described in the Methodology and Significance Thresholds section above, indirect energy is the energy 
required to construct, operate, and maintain the transportation network, including roadways and rail 
lines. Indirect energy reductions under Fast Forward 2040 are similarly a result of reduced VMT under 
the Fast Forward 2040 scenario. As vehicles drive fewer miles, less wear and tear occurs on roadways, 
thereby requiring less maintenance and associated energy consumption. The indirect energy use totals 
shown in Table 13 account for construction and maintenance of roadways and rail lines. Transportation 
projects implemented under Fast Forward 2040 would result in indirect energy use due to construction 
of planned and programmed projects. Nevertheless, due to the reduction in VMT attributed to Fast 
Forward 2040 and the associated reduction in indirect energy use, Fast Forward 2040 would result in 
lower indirect energy use compared to the No Project scenario for all analysis years.  

New transportation facilities that require energy for operation, such as signal lighting, roadway or 
parking lot lighting, and electronic equipment will increase energy demand. New landscaping irrigation 
also increases energy demand through water pumping and treatment. However, energy consumption is 
not anticipated to be unnecessary or wasteful, as all lighting, signage, and irrigation systems would 
comply with applicable energy efficiency requirements of the California Building Code.  
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In addition, Fast Forward 2040 envisions a land use scenario throughout the County that promotes infill 
and TOD. Infill and TOD projects would reduce VMT and energy use because they would locate people 
closer to existing goods and services, thereby resulting in short vehicle trips and/or promoting walking or 
biking, and they would locate people closer to existing transportation hubs, thereby encouraging the use 
of alternative modes of transit (e.g. buses) and resulting in fewer vehicle trips. Operation of future infill 
and TOD (e.g. electricity and natural gas consumption) would increase overall demand for energy beyond 
existing demand; however, such development would not require unusual amounts of energy (See 
Section 4.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Future infill and TOD projects are anticipated to be constructed 
using standard building practices. These projects would also be subject to the CALGreen Code, which sets 
forth specific energy efficiency requirements.  

CONSISTENCY WITH ENERGY CONSERVATION POLICIES 

As discussed above, Fast Forward 2040 would result in fewer long-term VMT (and thus less energy 
consumption) when compared with the No Project scenario, and therefore would result in an overall 
energy savings. Accordingly, inconsistencies between Fast Forward 2040 and adopted plans and policies 
related to energy conservation have not been identified. The discussion below further examines 
consistency with adopted plans and policies related to energy conservation. 

SBCAG monitors regulations related to fuel efficiency standards and alternative fuel vehicles. Fast 
Forward 2040 would not conflict with such regulations (e.g., Energy Policy and Conservation Act and 
CAFE Standards, EPAct, Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, AB 1493: Reduction of 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, AB 1007: State Alternative Fuels Plan). AB 2076: Reducing Dependence on 
Petroleum addresses alternative fuels and motor vehicle efficiency as well, but also addresses reducing 
VMT. Fast Forward 2040 would reduce total VMT as compared to future No Project conditions. Thus the 
proposed RTP-SCS is consistent with AB 2076. 

The 1975 Warren-Alquist Act established the California Energy Resource Conservation and Development 
Commission, now known as the California Energy Commission (CEC), and established a State policy to 
reduce wasteful, uneconomical, and unnecessary uses of energy. Based on the data above, and 
explained in the conclusion below, Fast Forward 2040 would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary usage of energy. Therefore Fast Forward 2040 is consistent with the Warren-Alquist Act. 

SB 1078 as accelerated Executive Order S014-08, establishes a renewable portfolio standard for 
electricity supply, and requires that retail sellers of electricity, including investor-owned utilities and 
community choice aggregators, provide 33% of their supply from renewable sources by 2020. In addition, 
the California Energy Action Plan (most recently updated in February 2008) includes a set of strategies to 
address California’s future energy needs, including policy areas such as climate change, transportation-
related energy issues, and research and development activities. The proposed Fast Forward 2040 would 
not conflict with these policies. Refer to Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, for a 
discussion of greenhouse gas emissions reductions related to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. 

As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, consistent with the requirements of SB 375, SBCAG has 
the responsibility to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) or an Alternative Planning 
Strategy (APS) as part of the RTP. SB 375 requires each MPO to demonstrate, through the development 
of an SCS, how its region will integrate transportation, housing, and land use planning to meet the 
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets set by the State. In addition to creating requirements for MPOs, 
it also creates requirements for the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB). Some of the requirements include the following: 

 The California Transportation Commission (CTC) must maintain guidelines for the travel demand 
models MPOs develop for use in the preparation of their RTPs. 
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 California Air Resources Board (CARB) must develop regional GHG emission reduction targets for 
automobiles and light trucks for 2020 and 2035 by September 30, 2010. 

 Each MPO must prepare an SCS as part of its RTP to demonstrate how it will meet the regional GHG 
targets. 

 Each MPO must adopt a public participation plan for development of the SCS that includes 
informational meetings, workshops, public hearings, consultation, and other outreach efforts. 

 If an SCS cannot achieve the regional GHG target, the MPO must prepare an Alternative Planning 
Strategy (APS) showing how it would achieve the targets with alternative development patterns, 
infrastructure, or transportation measures and policies. 

 Each MPO must prepare and circulate a draft SCS at least 55 days before it adopts a final RTP. 
 After adoption, each MPO must submit its SCS to the ARB for review. 
 ARB must review each SCS to determine whether or not, if implemented, it would meet the GHG 

targets. ARB must complete its review within 60 days. 

The proposed Fast Forward RTP-SCS complies with these requirements and therefore would not conflict 
with the CTC Guidelines. 

SB 375 directed CARB to establish regional on-road GHG per capita emissions reduction targets from 
light-duty trucks and passenger vehicles for 2020 and 2035. For the SBCAG region, the targets set by 
CARB are “not to exceed 2005 emissions levels” by 2020 and 2035. As discussed in Section 4.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, implementation of the RTP-SCS would reduce per capita 
passenger vehicle GHG emissions below existing levels and the No Project scenario. Implementation of 
the RTP-SCS will help the region achieve its SB 375 and AB 32 GHG emissions reduction targets. 
Therefore, Fast Forward 2040 is consistent with the requirements of SB 375, as well as AB 32. 

In addition, many Fast Forward 2040 projects promote air quality improvements as they promote 
implementation of the 2016 Ozone Plan, transportation control measures including transportation 
demand management, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on US 101, commuter and public transit, bike 
and pedestrian programs, among others (refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality). Measure A, the local option 
sales tax, allocates substantial funding to these alternative measures and the Measure A-funded projects 
are included in Fast Forward 2040 (refer to Section 2.0, Project Description). 

Locally, the proposed Fast Forward 2040 would be consistent with the County Comprehensive General 
Plan Energy Element’s overall transportation energy conservation goals. These goals encourage 
reductions in the growth of VMT and support of alternative transportation and fuels. The proposed Fast 
Forward 2040 includes numerous alternative transportation projects, including hybrid-electric buses that 
would reduce fuel consumption, as well as a land use scenario that reduces VMT throughout the region. 

In addition, the proposed Fast Forward 2040 includes the following policies that would reduce long-term 
energy use from transportation within the project area: 

Policy 1.1 Land Use. The planning, construction, and operation of transportation facilities shall be 
coordinated with local land use planning and shall encourage local agencies to: 

 Make land use decisions that adequately address regional transportation issues and are consistent 
with the RTP-SCS. 

 Promote better balance of jobs and housing to reduce long-distance commuting by means of 
traditional land use zoning and other, unconventional land use tools, such as employer-sponsored 
housing programs, economic development programs, commercial growth management ordinances, 
average unit size ordinances and parking pricing policies. 

 Plan for transit-oriented development consistent with the RTP-SCS by 
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 Concentrating residencies and commercial centers in urban areas near rail stations, transit 
centers and along transit development corridors. 

 Designing and building “complete streets” serving all transportation modes that connect high-
usage origins and destinations. 

− Preserve open space, agricultural land and areas of special biological value. 

− Identify, minimize and mitigate adverse environmental impacts and, in particular, require 
mitigation of traffic impacts of new land development through on-site and related off-site 
improvements for all modes of transportation, including incentives to encourage the use of 
alternative transportation modes. 

Policy 1.3 Alternative Fuels and Energy. Transportation planning and projects shall: 

 Encourage the use of alternative fuels, and the application of advanced transportation and energy 
technologies to reduce vehicular emission production and energy consumption. 

 Promote renewable energy and energy conservation, consistent with applicable federal, State, and 
local energy programs, goals, and objectives. 

Policy 2.2 System Maintenance, Expansion and Efficiency. Transportation planning and projects shall: 

 Promote the maintenance and enhancement of the existing highway and roadway system as a high 
priority. 

 Strive to increase the operational efficiency of vehicle usage through appropriate operational 
improvements (e.g., signal timing, left turn lane channelization, and ramp metering). 

 Preserve existing investments in the system by emphasizing life cycle cost principles in investment 
decisions (i.e., account for capital and annual maintenance costs) in order to reduce overall costs of 
transportation facilities. 

 Promote transportation demand management (TDM), e.g., through appropriate commute incentive 
programs, to reduce demand and improve efficiency. 

 Increase the capacity of the existing highway and roadway system through the provision of 
additional traffic lanes only when (1) an existing facility is projected in the near term to no longer 
provide an acceptable level of service as determined by the standards established in the Congestion 
Management Plan (CMP), and (2) alternative means of capacity enhancement and measures to 
increase efficiency of usage have been explored. 

Policy 2.3 Alternative Transportation Modes. Transportation planning and projects shall: 

 Encourage alternatives to single-occupancy vehicle trips and the use of alternative transportation 
modes to reduce vehicle miles traveled and increase bike, walk and transit mode share. 

 Provide for a variety of transportation modes and ensure connectivity within and between 
transportation modes both within and outside the Santa Barbara region. Alternative mode planning 
and projects shall be compatible with neighboring regions’ transportation systems. 

 Plan and provide for ancillary support facilities for alternative transportation, such as bicycle parking.  

 Promote inter-regional commuter transit and rail service. 

 Promote local and inter-city transit. 

Policy 4.2 Public Health. The RTP-SCS shall promote integrated transportation and land use planning that 
encourages: 
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 Active transportation (transit, biking and walking). 

Policy 5.1 Commuter Savings. The RTP-SCS shall strive to reduce average commute time and cost by 
encouraging measures that bring worker housing closer to job sites. 

In summary, Fast Forward 2040 would result in lower future VMT and fuel consumption, and increased 
fuel efficiency compared to conditions without Fast Forward 2040, and includes the above-described 
policies intended to reduce long-term energy use within the region. In addition, no new or substantially 
more severe effects would occur related to energy consumption when compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS, as 
evaluated in the 2013 EIR. Therefore, Fast Forward 2040 would not have a significant impact on energy. 
Impacts would be less than significant (Class III). 

Mitigation Measures 

Fast Forward 2040 proposes many projects that will provide greater opportunity for County residents 
and visitors to use alternatives to single occupancy vehicle trips for transportation and reduce the 
demand for energy used in transportation. Fast Forward 2040 also includes policies that encourage land 
use planning that encourages walking, biking, and transit use. No new or substantially more severe 
effects would occur related to impacts to increase demand for energy beyond existing conditions 
compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The following mitigation measures from the 
2013 EIR are recommended to further minimize energy consumption: 

MM E-1(A) 

New facilities should be designed with energy-efficient equipment and passive solar design (e.g., 
orientation of building to maximize natural heating and cooling, solar water heating, use of daylighting, 
and placement of trees to aid passive cooling, protection from prevailing winds, and maximum year-
round solar access), provided that additional capital costs are offset by estimated energy savings during 
the first 5 years of operation. Additional improvements with longer payback periods, such as 
photovoltaic solar electric systems, should be considered where applicable. 

MM E-1(B) 

All lighting should be energy efficient and designed to use the least amount of energy to serve the 
purpose of the lighting. Lighting should utilize solar energy wherever feasible.  

MM E-1(C) 

New landscaping design and irrigation systems should be water efficient.  

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation; however, implementation of recommended 
measures would further reduce countywide energy consumption. 

Impact E-2 FAST FORWARD 2040 PROJECTS WOULD NOT SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT THE 

TRANSPORTATION OF ENERGY RESOURCES WITHIN THE COUNTY. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE CLASS III, LESS 

THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Transportation is an important component of energy production. Santa Barbara County promotes 
overland pipelines as the preferred environmental mode of transporting crude oil produced offshore and 
landed in the County for transport to refineries. Proposed projects and policies in Fast Forward 2040 will 
not affect pipeline transport of crude oil.  
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Natural Gas Liquids (NGLs) are byproducts of oil and gas production and are commonly transported by 
truck or rail. Transporting NGLs has been identified as the highest risk to public safety associated with 
offshore oil and gas development. This high ranking largely stems from the risk of transporting these 
products via highway, through populated areas, combined with heightened probability of human error. 
Comparing rail to highway, there is no significant difference in risk between these two modes for 
shipments destined for the Bay area or Los Angeles area; however, highway use is significantly safer 
compared to rail for shipments destined for Kern County area (Santa Barbara County Energy Division 
website, NGL Transportation, January 2013). In addition, no new or substantially more severe effects 
would occur related to transportation of energy resources within the County when compared to the 
2040 RTP-SCS, as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. Truck transportation safety is a consideration in the design 
of all highway and roadway construction. Impacts would be less than significant (Class III). 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

c Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts 

As discussed above, Fast Forward 2040 would result in less than significant impacts related to energy 
consumption, construction, maintenance, and operation of individual projects. No specific projects have 
been identified that would result in significant consumption of energy. In addition, no new or 
substantially more severe effects would occur when compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS and EIR certified in 
2013. Rather, the proposed transportation improvements and land use scenario envisioned by Fast 
Forward 2040 would result in less energy demand than the No Project scenario. 
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4.6 Environmental Justice 

This section analyzes the impacts of Fast Forward 2040 on low-income populations, minority individuals 
and populations, and low mobility populations. A similar analysis was provided in the 2013 EIR prepared 
for the 2040 RTP-SCS; however, the additional projects included in Fast Forward 2040 have been 
evaluated, and baseline conditions have been updated.  

No impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable in the 2013 EIR. 

4.6.1 Setting 

a Overview 

Environmental justice is defined in the California Government Code as “the fair treatment of people of all 
races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and 
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies” (Gov. Code § 65040.12 (e). In May 2012, 
the California Attorney General’s office released a report titled “Environmental Justice at the Local and 
Regional Level – Legal Background,” which interprets CEQA to include considerations of environmental 
justice, although environmental justice is not explicitly mentioned in the State CEQA guidelines. The 
report defines “fairness” in this context to mean that “the benefits of a healthy environment should be 
available to everyone, and the burdens of pollution should not be focused on sensitive populations or on 
communities that already are experiencing its adverse effects.” 

At the federal level, Executive Order 12898 - Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations became effective on February 11, 1994. The Executive 
Order directs every federal agency to make environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and 
addressing the effects of all programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations. 
Hence, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) issued its own order, 5680.2, to clarify and 
reinforce environmental justice policies related to transportation planning. A branch of the USDOT, the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), has established policies for integrating environmental justice 
principles into existing operations. There are three main elements to FHWA’s environmental justice 
policy: 

 Avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects, including social and economic effects on minority and low-income populations; 

 Ensure full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation 
decision-making process; and  

 Prevent reduction or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority populations and low-
income groups. 

No new policies or regulations have been implemented as they pertain to Environmental Justice impact 
determinations under CEQA. Data related to environmental justice have been updated to the latest 
available data. 

Issues of environmental justice impact low-income populations, minority individuals and populations, 
and low-mobility populations, as defined below, and may include, but are not limited to concerns related 
to human health and safety, economic development, society and culture, accessibility, and the natural 
environment. These populations are discussed further below. 

In addition, urban development has been ongoing in the region since certification of the 2013 EIR, 
primarily concentrated in existing urban or suburban areas. 
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b Demographics 

Santa Barbara County consists of two major regions: South Coast and North County. Tables 14, 15, and 
16 summarize 2015 demographic information for these regions. The most recent available demographics 
data is from the year 2015, therefore 2015 has been used to characterize 2016 baseline conditions. For 
the purposes of this analysis, “communities of concern” were identified through analysis of demographic 
and socioeconomic data for minority, low-income, low community engagement, and low-mobility 
populations based on 2015 U.S. Census data, 2011-2015 American Community Survey data, SBCAG 
population estimates, and SBCAG employment and population projections. 

Race/Ethnicity 

The environmental justice analysis evaluates communities to determine their minority and low income 
status based on absolute and relative criteria. A community qualifies as minority or low-income if it 
meets either of the two criteria that apply to each designation shown in Table. 

Table 15 Absolute and Relative Criteria used to Evaluate Environmental Justice Communities 

Designation Absolute Criteria Relative Criteria 

Minority 
blocks 

Minority population that is greater than 50 
percent of the total block population 

Minority population that is more than 10 percentage 
points higher than the surrounding area 

Low-income 
block groups 

Low-income population that is greater than 25 
percent of the total block group population 

Low-income population that is more than 10 
percentage points higher than the surrounding area 

Source: Council on Environmental Quality 1997; Environmental Justice, Guidance under the National Environmental Policy Act. 

Table 16 shows the racial and ethnic composition of Santa Barbara County incorporated and 
unincorporated communities. In 2015, approximately 44% of all Santa Barbara County residents 
identified themselves as Hispanic by ethnicity. Comparatively, the majority of North County 
communities, except the Cities of Solvang and Buellton, had predominately Hispanic populations. The 
Cities of Guadalupe and Santa Maria were comprised of the highest percentage Hispanic population by 
ethnicity in Santa Barbara County, with 85.5% and 72.5% Hispanic, respectively.  

The Cities of Lompoc, Guadalupe, and Santa Maria, as well as the unincorporated communities of 
Casmalia, Garey, Cuyama, and New Cuyama, are considered minority communities. These areas have 
minority groups that comprise greater than 50% of that City’s/communities’ total population (CEQ. 
1997). 
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Table 16 Race and Ethnicity in Santa Barbara County, 2015 

Location White Black 
American 

Indian Asian 
Pacific 

Islander Other 

Two or 
More 
Races Hispanic 

County (All) 74.3% 2.0% 0.9% 5.2% 0.2% 13.3% 4.1% 44.1% 

South Coast 

City of Carpinteria 78.9% 0.2% 1.2% 4.1% 0.0% 12.8% 2.8% 43.8% 

City of Goleta 69.0% 1.6% 0.4% 8.1% 0.1% 15.4% 5.4% 37.5% 

City of Santa Barbara 77.0% 1.5% 0.5% 3.5% 0.2% 13.9% 3.4% 39.5% 

North County 

City of Buellton 87.0% 2.2% 2.2% 1.4% 0.0% 2.6% 4.6% 27.1% 

City of Guadalupe 73.7% 0.7% 2.9% 3.3% 0.0% 16.4% 3.0% 85.5% 

City of Lompoc 63.2% 5.7% 1.6% 3.4% 0.6% 18.3% 7.4% 54.4% 

City of Santa Maria 70.8% 1.5% 0.9% 5.1% 0.2% 19.2% 2.4% 72.5% 

City of Solvang 88.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 8.0% 1.7% 25.9% 

Unincorporated – South Coast 

Isla Vista 64.3% 2.7% 0.5% 17.3% 0.1% 9.4% 5.7% 22.8% 

Mission Canyon 92.5% 0.8% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 2.5% 2.5% 4.0% 

Montecito 90.9% 0.5% 0.1% 3.0% 0.0% 1.4% 4.0% 8.0% 

Summerland 70.5% 2.1% 0.0% 16.6% 0.0% 6.6% 4.3% 9.6% 

Toro Canyon 97.2% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4 27.2% 

Unincorporated – North County 

Ballard 96.5 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.5% 0.0% 19.6% 

Casmalia 100% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 58.6% 

Cuyama 91.2% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5% 72.5% 

Garey 98.2% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 89.4% 

Los Alamos 88.1% 0.0% 0.4% 1.9% 0.0% 8.0% 1.6% 36.9% 

Los Olivos 87.6% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 3.9% 1.4% 6.1% 8.7% 

Mission Hills 63.2% 7.6% 0.7% 1.4% 0.0% 17.1% 9.9% 35.7% 

New Cuyama 76.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 19.4% 4.5% 70.8% 

Orcutt 86.4% 1.6% 0.7% 4.1% 0.1% 2.6% 4.4% 20.7% 

Santa Ynez 80.1% 1.0% 7.7% 2.8% 0.0% 2.6% 5.8% 15.7% 

Sisquoc 65.6% 0.0% 24.4% 0.0% 0.0% 5.8% 4.1% 33.7% 

Vandenberg AFB 68.5% 8.7% 0.5% 4.6% 0.6% 1.3% 15.7% 22.3% 

Vandenberg Village 81.4% 3.3% 2.0% 2.7% 1.1% 3.0% 6.5% 20.3% 

Source: U.S. Census 2011-2015 5-Year American Community Survey  

Income 

The average poverty rate for Santa Barbara County in 2010 was 16.3%. This represents the percent of 
individuals who fall below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty threshold. Table 
17 illustrates the median income, poverty rate, and unemployment rate for each City and 
unincorporated community in Santa Barbara County. Any city/community higher than the City average 
was conservatively analyzed as low income compared to the standards laid out in Table 17.The Cities of 
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Guadalupe (18.9%), Lompoc (21.3%) and Santa Maria (21.2%) and the unincorporated communities of 
Isla Vista (68.0%), Los Alamos (26.5%), Cuyama (62.6%), and New Cuyama (31.9%) had percentages of 
persons living below the poverty line in the County above the overall County rate of 16.3%.  

Table 17 Income and Poverty Rate in Santa Barbara County, 2015 

Location Household Income Poverty Rate - All people % Unemployed 

County (All) $63,985 16.3% 5.1% 

South Coast 

City of Carpinteria $71,174 9.3% 5.2% 

City of Goleta $80,438 8.6% 3.9% 

City of Santa Barbara $82,061 13.9% 4.2% 

North County 

City of Buellton $71,667 5.6% 3.1% 

City of Guadalupe $43,710 18.9% 5.9% 

City of Lompoc $44,866 21.3% 7.7% 

City of Santa Maria $50.433 21.2% 5.6% 

City of Solvang $67,484 11.1% 6.5% 

Unincorporated – South Coast 

Isla Vista $20,550 68.0% 6.9% 

Mission Canyon $120,227 3.6% 4.5% 

Montecito $136,619 7.0% 4.0% 

Summerland $76,973 7.2% 6.1% 

Toro Canyon $100,652 3.2% 2.5% 

Unincorporated – North County 

Ballard $98,125 7.0% 3.1% 

Casmalia $67,679 0.0% 10.0% 

Cuyama $27,159 62.6% 0.0% 

Garey n/a 11.2% 1.2% 

Los Alamos $61,115 26.5% 6.2% 

Los Olivos $89,605 1.3% 1.6% 

Mission Hills $83,234 5.8% 7.9% 

New Cuyama $40,125 31.9% 6.4% 

Orcutt $72,597 6.1% 4.4% 

Santa Ynez $100,202 8.3% 6.5% 

Sisquoc $44,500 9.3% 2.3% 

Vandenberg AFB $58,893 6.4% 4.5% 

Vandenberg Village $73,182 7.7% 4.9% 

Source: U.S. Census 2011-2015 5-Year American Community Survey 

Mobility 

Mobility refers to the movement of people via multiple modes, including individual cars, transit, walking, 
and cycling, among others. Mobility can be an important indicator of quality of life, as mobility is 
correlated with accessibility, which is the ease with which individuals can reach their destinations. 
Enhanced mobility is a means to increase accessibility of desired goods or destinations. Low-mobility 
populations are limited in their ability to access needed goods and services or the means by which they 
reach their destination are expensive or inconvenient. Auto-oriented cities and communities with few 
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safe or reliable transportation alternatives are mobility-limiting, leaving the individual without a choice in 
means of transportation. Limited public transit options, few cycling infrastructure improvements, or lack 
of pedestrian safety measures limit individual mobility. Low-income populations may be faced with 
restricted mobility if they do not have access to a private vehicle. Elderly populations are frequently 
limited in individual mobility in auto-oriented transportation systems. As aging populations lose their 
ability to drive privately-owned vehicles, it is increasingly important to address multiple modes of 
transportation to prevent isolation, economic hardship, or reduced quality of life of the expanding senior 
population.  

Table 18 lists demographic factors that may affect mobility within cities and communities in Santa 
Barbara County. All cities and communities in the County have roughly similar commuting patterns, with 
single-occupancy vehicles being the most common choice. The City of Solvang and the communities of 
Montecito, Santa Ynez, Toro Canyon, and Vandenberg Village have considerably higher population 
percentages of elderly individuals aged 65 and above. These communities may face a greater need for 
alternative modes of transportation to ensure elderly populations remain mobile. The City of Santa 
Barbara (10.0%) and unincorporated communities of Isla Vista (13.1%), Cuyama (12.0%), and Garey 
(34.8%) have the highest percentages of households without a vehicle. Isla Vista is predominately made 
up of college-aged students, which may be the reason for such a high percent of zero-vehicle 
households.  
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Table 18 Factors that Affect Mobility in Santa Barbara County, 2015 

 
Age 65 

and Over 
No 

vehicle 
Drive 
Alone Carpool 

Public 
Transit Walk Other 

Work at 
Home 

County (All) 13.7% 2.2% 67.7% 13.7% 3.3% 4.4% 5.3% 5.5% 

South Coast 

City of Carpinteria 17.5% 6.3% 66.8% 13.1% 3.2% 6.3% 2.5% 8.0% 

City of Goleta 16.1% 5.9% 73.2% 11.6% 3.3% 3.6% 5.3% 3.1% 

City of Santa Barbara 15.7% 10.0% 65.0% 9.1% 5.9% 6.4% 7.0% 6.6% 

North County 

City of Buellton 15.9% 3.1% 46.2% 15.9% 0.7% 2.9% 1.1% 3.2% 

City of Guadalupe 16.5% 6.6% 68.3% 20.3% 5.8% 2.9% 1.1% 1.5% 

City of Lompoc 8.6% 8.7% 68.7% 19.3% 3.7% 3.1% 1.9% 3.3% 

City of Santa Maria 9.4% 7.2% 67.7% 24.8% 1.9% 1.6% 1.7% 2.3% 

City of Solvang 27.7% 4.7% 72.2% 9.8% 0.4% 9.9% 0.0% 7.6% 

Unincorporated – South Coast 

Isla Vista 1.2% 13.1% 32.8% 3.9% 6.2% 16.2% 34.8% 6.1% 

Mission Canyon 18.8% 2.1% 75.9% 6.1% 0.0% 2.4% 2.2% 13.4% 

Montecito 21.6% 1.7% 59.2% 3.6% 0.9% 13.0% 3.3% 20.0 

Summerland  19.3% 0.0% 76.6% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 7.3% 15.1% 

Toro Canyon 28.2% 2.2% 66.6% 8.0% 0.0% 6.6% 3.5% 15.2% 

Unincorporated – North County 

Ballard 19% 0.0% 67.1% 11.6% 0.0% 2.3% 1.9% 17.1% 

Casmalia 14.7% 0.0% 61.4% 0.0% 0.0% 38.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

Cuyama 16.5% 12.0% 82.6% 17.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Garey 1.2% 34.8% 6.9% 0.0% 93.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Los Alamos 11.9% 0.9% 80.3% 11.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 7.2% 

Los Olivos 19.0% 1.5% 74.0% 4.7% 0.0% 4.4% 0.0% 16.9% 

Mission Hills 14.3% 0.8% 75.9% 17.2% 2.2% 0.0% 2.5% 2.2% 

New Cuyama 10.4% 0.0% 76.8% 5.5% 1.8% 7.9% 1.8% 6.1% 

Orcutt 18.5% 3.1% 80.9% 10.1% 2.1% 0.1% 1.3% 5.5% 

Santa Ynez 20.4% 1.6% 78.0% 11.9% 0.2% 3.0% 4.1% 2.8% 

Sisquoc 10.0% 5.3% 97.7% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Vandenberg AFB 0.2% 0.9% 76.6% 8.2% 0.0% 5.5% 2.4% 7.3% 

Vandenberg Village 20.2% 0.9% 82.4% 11.9% 1.5% 0.0% 0.6% 3.5% 

Source: U.S. Census 2011-2015 5-Year American Community Survey 

Concentrations of Low-Income or Minority Groups 

For the purposes of this analysis, “communities of concern” were identified through analysis of 
demographic and socioeconomic data for minority, low-income, and low-mobility populations based on 
2015 U.S. Census data, 2011-2015 American Community Survey data, SBCAG population estimates, and 
SBCAG employment and population projections (see above discussion). 

High concentrations of minority populations in Santa Barbara County include locations in the lower east- 
and west sides of the City of Santa Barbara, and in the northwest portion of the City of Carpinteria. 
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Concentrations are present throughout the City of Lompoc area, including the Lompoc Federal 
Penitentiary and Vandenberg Air Force Base. The Chumash Indian Reservation also contains a substantial 
concentration. Concentrations are also indicated in the northern portion of the City of Santa Maria and 
the entire City of Guadalupe. As shown in Table 18, the unincorporated communities of Casmalia, Garey, 
Cuyama and New Cuyama, are all comprised of high concentrations of minority populations. Select 
statistics pertaining to the general demographics in the County are summarized below: 

 The non-White race population groups of Santa Barbara County comprised 25 percent of the total 
population or 112,000 persons.  

 Persons of Hispanic ethnicity (can be of any race) represented 44 percent of the County-wide 
population or 188,740 persons.  

 Approximately 16 percent of the county population, or 66,521 persons, live in identified minority 
communities of concern and in these communities 51,951 persons or 78 percent are minority. 

The location of high concentrations of low-income households (defined herein as combined household 
income less than $48,000 per year) is similar to that of minority populations (Cities of Lompoc, 
Guadalupe, and Santa Maria and unincorporated communities of Cuyama and New Cuyama), with 
additional locations located in Isla Vista, Old Town Goleta and downtown Carpinteria.  

 The percentage of the households in Santa Barbara County with incomes less than $50,000 per year 
(80 percent or less of median) is 40 percent or 57,360 households. 

 The median household income is $63,400.  
 Approximately 14 percent of the County-wide households, or 19,884 households, live in identified 

low-income communities. Approximately 15,000 of these households have an income less than 
$50,000 per year. 

High concentrations of households living below the poverty level are located in the community of Isla 
Vista near the University of California Santa Barbara and the lower west and east-side of the City of Santa 
Barbara. The City of Lompoc in its central core and the northern portions of the City of Santa Maria and 
downtown City of Guadalupe also contain significant concentrations. 

 The percentage of the 93,059 families in Santa Barbara County living below the poverty level is 10 
percent or 9,300 families. 

 The communities of concern contain 17,302 families and 6,863 of these families, or 39 percent, are 
considered living at or below the poverty level. 

Low-Mobility Populations 

High concentrations of existing populations with low mobility as determined by the availability of a 
vehicle are indicated in downtown City of Santa Barbara, Old Town Goleta, the unincorporated area 
between the Cities of Buellton and Solvang, central City of Lompoc and northern City of Santa Maria.  

 The percentage of households in Santa Barbara County that do not have access to a vehicle is 6.6 
percent, or 9,378 households.  

 The total number of households in identified communities is 11,667 and 3,000, or 26 percent, of the 
households are without a vehicle. 

 The total population in the identified communities is 30,700 persons. 

High concentrations of existing populations with low mobility as determined by age over 75 years old are 
indicated in various unincorporated areas of the County, such as Montecito and Hope Ranch on the 
South Coast and Santa Ynez and Vandenberg Village in the North County.  

 The percentage of the population in Santa Barbara County aged 75 or older is 6.6 percent or 28,300 
persons. 
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 The number of persons over 75 years of age in identified communities is 5,402, or 32 percent of the 
16,728 total.  

Low Community Engagement Populations 

In addition to minority, low income and low mobility populations, the 2040 RTP-SCS also considers 
populations of low community engagement. High concentrations of the existing population with low 
community engagement based on the ability to speak English are indicated in the Old Town Goleta area, 
west-side City of Santa Barbara, central City of Lompoc, unincorporated Santa Ynez, and northwest City 
of Santa Maria and Guadalupe. 

 The percentage of the population five years and older in Santa Barbara County for whom English is 
not spoken “very well” is 11.4 percent or 46,200 persons.  

 Approximately 11 percent of the county population or 46,767 persons live in identified communities 
of concern, with 7,024 or 15 percent not speaking English “very well.” 

High concentrations of the existing population with low community engagement in 2010 based on 
educational level or earning of a high school diploma are concentrated in the southern portion of City of 
Carpinteria, lower west-side and east-side City of Santa Barbara, Old Town Goleta, central City of Lompoc 
and unincorporated Lompoc Valley, and northern City of Santa Maria and Guadalupe.  

 The percentage of persons, age 25 years and over in Santa Barbara County who have not earned a 
high school diploma is 19 percent or 52,780 persons.  

 Approximately 20 percent of the county population, or 89,653 persons, live in identified 
communities of concern with 36,387 or 40 percent without a high school diploma. 

c Regulatory Framework 

Federal Regulations 

SBCAG receives funding from federal agencies such as the Federal Highway Administration and Federal 
Transit Administration for some of its programs and activities. Therefore, SBCAG conducts its federally 
funded programs and activities in accordance with guidance issued by the federal agencies pursuant to 
federal laws, executive orders, and regulations (discussed above).  

State Regulations 

CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 65040.12 

Senate Bill 115 of 1999 and Senate Bill 89 of 2000 (Section 65040.12 of the Government Code) required 
the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to:  

 Consult with the Secretaries of the California Environmental Protection Agency, the Resources 
Agency, and the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, the Working Group on 
Environmental Justice established pursuant to Section 72002 (now Section 71113) of the Public 
Resources Code, any other appropriate State agencies, and all other interested members of the 
public and private sectors in this State.  

 Coordinate OPR's efforts and share information regarding environmental justice programs with the 
Council on Environmental Quality, the United States Environmental Protection Agency, the General 
Accounting Office, the Office of Management and Budget, and other federal agencies.  

 Review and evaluate any information from federal agencies that is obtained as a result of their 
respective regulatory activities under federal Executive Order 12898, and from the Working Group 
on Environmental Justice established pursuant to Section 72002 of the Public Resources Code.  
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SB 89 also required the formation of an advisory committee, California Environmental Justice Advisory 
Committee (CEJAC), to provide information and assistance to the Secretary of the CalEPA and 
Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice (IWG) in establishing and implementing an intra-
agency strategy to achieve environmental justice. In 2004, the CalEPA released its Environmental Justice 
Strategy and Action Plan based on the IWG recommendations for identifying and addressing any gaps in 
existing programs, policies, or activities that may impede the achievement of environmental justice and 
suggested procedures for collecting, maintaining, analyzing, and coordinating information relating to its 
environmental justice strategy.  

CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 11135 

California Government Code Section 11135 states that no person in the State of California shall, on the 
basis of race, national origin, ethnic group identification, religion, age, sex, sexual orientation, color, or 
disability, be unlawfully denied full and equal access to the benefits of, or be unlawfully subjected to 
discrimination under, any program or activity that is conducted, operated, or administered by the State 
or by any State agency, is funded directly by the State, or receives any financial assistance from the State. 

4.6.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

A significant impact is defined as “a substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in the 
environment” (CEQA Section 21068). Based on the information provided above, an impact is significant if 
it would cause disproportionately high and adverse environmental and public health effect and 
interrelated difficult social and/or economic effect for minority or low-income populations. Therefore, 
Fast Forward 2040 would have a significant impact on a community of concern if: 

1. Implementation of Fast Forward 2040 would lead to disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental impacts to the minority populations, low-income populations, low 
community engagement populations and/or populations with low mobility in the SBCAG region. 

2. The mobility benefits derived from Fast Forward 2040 in terms of travel times and accessibility by 
transit and/or single-occupancy vehicle would be substantially less for minority populations, low-
income populations, low community engagement populations, and/or populations with low mobility 
in the SBCAG region. 

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes generalized impacts associated with proposed transportation improvements and 
the future land use scenario envisioned under Fast Forward 2040. Table 24 at the end of this section 
summarizes the specific projects that could result in environmental justice impacts. 

Impact EJ-1 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROJECTS CONTAINED IN FAST FORWARD 2040 MAY CAUSE 

ADVERSE EFFECTS ON A MINORITY OR LOW-INCOME POPULATION; HOWEVER, THESE POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

WOULD NOT BE DISPROPORTIONATELY HIGH AS PER EXECUTIVE ORDER 12898 REGARDING 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE. THIS WOULD BE A CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS 

During construction of some transportation improvement projects and future infill and TOD under Fast 
Forward 2040, some minority and/or low-income populations may be affected (see discussion of 
communities of concern below and Table 24 for a list of Fast Forward 2040 projects that may result in 
impacts to these communities). Projects included in this list were specifically chosen due to the potential 
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impacts they present, as well as the location of the project. Projects that were located outside of study 
cities/communities were left out, as well as projects that would not warrant environmental justice 
analysis (i.e., Caltrans Project SH-28 which focuses on upgrading signs on various State Highways). The 
potentially significant improvement projects may have short-term impacts on surrounding communities 
related to construction; including impacts related to air quality, noise and traffic (refer to Sections 4.2 Air 
Quality and 4.11 Noise and 4.12 Transportation and Circulation). Specific air quality impacts could include 
exposure to dust due to the operation of construction vehicles (e.g., scrapers, loaders, dump trucks), and 
clearing and grading activities. Other air quality impacts include short-term exposure to hazardous air 
emissions, including diesel emissions from construction equipment. Construction noise impacts from 
clearing, grading, and laying asphalt could expose nearby receptors to levels up to 88 decibels at 50 feet 
from the source. Minority populations may be exposed to these impacts; however, such impacts would 
be mitigated to a less than significant level after implementation of the mitigation measures listed in 
Section 4.2 Air Quality and 4.11 Noise. Temporary traffic impacts include delays during road closures or 
other disturbances from construction activities; however, due to their temporary nature, traffic delay 
impacts would not be considered significant. 

While it is likely that numerous construction sites of individual improvement projects may experience 
temporary air quality, noise and construction impacts, mitigation measures have been identified to 
minimize potential impacts and protect sensitive receptors or special populations located near the 
individual improvement sites, including low-income or minority communities (refer to Sections 4.2 Air 
Quality and 4.11 Noise, and 4.12 Transportation and Circulation). These temporary impacts would be 
distributed to all communities within proximity to the project construction site. All cities and 
unincorporated communities may experience periods of temporary dust, hazardous air emissions, 
elevated noise levels, and increased traffic congestion prior to the completion of the roadway, 
circulation, infrastructure, or transit improvement. As discussed above, minority and/or low-income 
communities would not be disproportionately affected. As a result, short-term impacts are considered 
less than significant (Class III). 

LONG-TERM IMPACTS 

Minority populations located in close proximity to major highways, particularly US 101, may be exposed 
to hazardous criteria pollutants. However, as discussed in Section 4.2 Air Quality, diesel PM2.5, PM10 and 
NOx emissions under Fast Forward 2040 would be notably lower than existing conditions and future 
conditions without the proposed Fast Forward 2040. As a result, impacts to minority populations that 
may occur in close proximity to major freeways would be less than significant. In addition, ambient noise 
throughout the region, particularly in urbanized areas, would increase due to an overall increase in 
vehicle activity. Mitigation measures identified in Section 4.11 Noise would reduce these potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. It is also important to note that while some minority populations 
may be exposed to these conditions, there are many other non-minority populations that may be 
exposed as well, as non-minority populations also live within close proximity to major highways, 
particularly along US 101 in the South Coast region of Santa Barbara County. Fast Forward 2040 projects 
are dispersed throughout the region. The dispersion of projects is shown on the project location maps 
(Figures 3 through 12) in Section 2.0 Project Description. One example includes the Caltrans Pedestrian 
Improvement Project (SH-29), which upgrades pedestrian curb ramps at various locations on SR 1, SR 135 
and U.S. Hwy 101 in Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo counties. A variety of populations reside along 
this corridor. Therefore, minority populations would not be disproportionately impacted.  

In addition, Fast Forward 2040 envisions a land use scenario that encourages infill and TOD, which would 
locate people closer to existing goods and services, as well as transportation hubs. As a result, this land 
use scenario would locate people closer to areas with increased concentrations of air pollutants, 
elevated noise levels and increased light and glare. These specific impacts are discussed in Sections 4.1 
Aesthetics, 4.2 Air Quality and 4.11 Noise. While future residents of infill and TOD projects could include 
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minority populations, this land use scenario would not disproportionately impact minority populations, 
as future infill and TOD projects would serve a wide array of the population and would be dispersed 
throughout urbanized areas, particularly in the South Coast area, as well as the cities of Santa Maria and 
Lompoc. In addition, transportation system improvements, as well as the land use scenario envisioned by 
Fast Forward 2040, would provide greater mobility for low-income and minority groups.  

The communities below were identified through demographic and economic analysis summarized above. 
The Fast Forward 2040 projects that may result in impacts to these communities are listed in Table 24 
below. These communities contain various minority populations and may be impacted by Fast Forward 
2040 projects, but would not be disproportionately impacted as other non-minority populations have the 
potential to be impacted by similar projects included in Fast Forward 2040. 

Guadalupe 

The City of Guadalupe is located along State Route 1 in northern Santa Barbara County. While the 
poverty rate is only slightly higher (18.9%) than the County overall (16.3%), the City has a large minority 
population with approximately 85.5% of the City identifying as Hispanic. Transit is limited in the City. The 
primary mode of transportation is mainly vehicles, however the streets and SR 1 are walk and bike 
accessible. The community is served by the Guadalupe Flyer, which provides transit service between 
Guadalupe and Santa Maria, and the Guadalupe Shuttle, which provides deviated fixed-route transit 
service within the City from Monday to Friday.  

Isla Vista 

Isla Vista is an unincorporated community in the South Coast portion of Santa Barbara County. 
Predominately comprised of college-aged students attending the University of California Santa Barbara 
and Santa Barbara City College. Isla Vista’s low-income population is one of the highest of all the 
incorporated and unincorporated communities in the County with over 68% living below the poverty 
level. This high percentage may be due to the temporary unemployment status of college-aged students 
utilizing federal student loans or receiving financial assistance from parents and family. Isla Vista is also a 
densely populated area with limited parking availability. Walking, bicycling, and public transit are 
common mode choices. It is important to maintain high levels of mobility for Isla Vista residents 
attending school and/or working at UCSB or in other areas in the County, especially downtown Santa 
Barbara and Goleta. The Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transportation District provides transit service via 
Routes 15X, 23, 24X and 27, with buses that provide for bicycle carrying capacity. One listed project, SC-
30, is for new SBMTD Line 28 which is designed to help mitigate some of the transportation impacts at 
UCSB’s San Joaquin Housing project. The project also allocates money to make enhancements to Lines 
12X and 24X. 

Lompoc 

Lompoc is located in the North County region along SR 1 and SR 246. A total of 21.3% of residents are 
living below the poverty level and 54.4% of the population identifies as Hispanic by ethnicity. The City of 
Lompoc is served by City of Lompoc Transit (COLT), which provides access to civic offices, schools, 
libraries, recreation areas and retail opportunities. Route 4 also provides service to Allan Hancock 
College. Lompoc is also served by two regional services, the Wine Country Express and Breeze Route 100, 
and one inter-regional service – the Clean Air Express. 

Los Alamos 

Los Alamos is an unincorporated community approximately ten miles northeast of the City of Lompoc. 
The community of Los Alamos has a population of 21.2% of residents that live under the poverty line, 
and 72.5% of the population identifies as Hispanic by ethnicity. The community is accessible via US 101, 



Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 

Fast Forward 2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 

 

184 

which runs adjacent to the community, as well as SR 135. Breeze Route 200 provides transit service 
between Buellton/Solvang and Santa Maria, including a stop in Los Alamos.  

Goleta (Old Town) 

As shown in Figure 25, Old Town is a community in the City Goleta with a high percentage (over 65%) 
minority population. The community is bisected by Hollister Avenue, a 4-lane arterial street that runs 
throughout the Cities of Santa Barbara and Goleta. The community of Old Town is adjacent to US 101, 
and is serviced by 5 MTD bus stops along Hollister Avenue between Fairview Avenue and SR 217. 

East and West sides of Santa Barbara 

As shown in Figure 26, these portions of the City of Santa Barbara have high concentrations of 
households under the current poverty level, and are populated by a high percentage of minorities (over 
65%). US 101 runs in between the two sides, and the two portions are currently served by MTD. Some of 
the Fast Forward 2040 projects are located within these communities, such as Caltrans project SH-02, 
which propose to construct US 101 bridge rail replacements from San Ysidro Road to State Street. 

Figure 27 South Coast Communities of Concern, Minority, and Poverty 

 

Santa Maria 

The City of Santa Maria is in northern Santa Barbara County on US 101. Almost 21.2% of the residents are 
living below the poverty level and 72.5% of the population identifies as Hispanic by ethnicity. Santa 
Maria is served by SMAT – Santa Maria Area Transit, which provides access to civic offices, schools, 
libraries, recreation areas, medical centers, county government, Allan Hancock College, the Greyhound 
bus station, and the Amtrak station. All routes provide service to the SMAT transit center. The City is also 
served by a variety of other transit services, including: Breeze routes 100 and 200, the Clean Air Express, 
and SLORTA Route 10. 

In addition, SBCAG has explicitly outlined goals, policies, objectives, and performance measures to 
address equity and health and safety in Fast Forward 2040 in compliance with EO 12898, including:  

 Policy 3.3 Environmental Justice. The planning process shall be consistent with Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, SBCAG’s 2015 Public Participation Plan, and SBCAG’s SB 375 Public Participation 
Plan (2015). 

Therefore, based on the analysis above and proposed policies, Fast Forward 2040 would not 
disproportionately expose minority populations, low-income population or low-mobility populations to 
adverse environmental impacts. Impacts would be less than significant (Class III).  
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Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to minority or low income communities 
compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. No mitigation was required in the 2013 EIR 
and no new or revised mitigation measures are required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Impact EJ-2 THE MOBILITY BENEFITS DERIVED FROM FAST FORWARD 2040 IN TERMS OF TRAVEL TIMES 

AND ACCESSIBILITY BY TRANSIT, SINGLE-OCCUPANCY VEHICLES, BICYCLING OR WALKING WILL NOT BE 

SUBSTANTIALLY LESS FOR MINORITY POPULATIONS, LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS, LOW COMMUNITY 

ENGAGEMENT POPULATIONS, AND POPULATIONS WITH LOW MOBILITY IN THE SBCAG REGION THAN FOR 

THE POPULATION AS A WHOLE. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Fast Forward 2040 identifies several performance measures to evaluate the effectiveness of Fast 
Forward 2040 at achieving SBCAG’s planning goals and objectives. Performance measures related to 
social equity and mobility include but are not limited to: 

 Average travel time driving alone and carpooling (minutes) 
 Work-related trips less than 30 minutes driving alone or carpooling 
 Average travel time for public transit (minutes) 
 Average travel time for walking (minutes) 
 Average travel time for bicycling (minutes) 
 Household transit access within 0.25 miles 

Based on the evaluation of the transportation improvement projects and future land use patterns 
envisioned by Fast Forward 2040, mobility benefits will not be significantly less for low-income or 
minority populations compared to effects for the total population. Tables 18 through 22 outline the 
expected mobility impacts resulting from Fast Forward 2040 plan implementation. As show therein, 
affected populations are expected to benefit to a similar extent when compared to other and total 
populations under Fast Forward 2040. Specifically, Table 19 indicates that Fast Forward 2040 would 
reduce drive-alone and shared ride travel time ranging from approximately -0.85 to -2.58 minutes, with 
an average of -1.7 minutes for communities of concern and a -1.76 minute reduction for the overall 
population. Table 19 indicates that the Fast Forward 2040 would reduce transit travel time by 
approximately -1.5 to -7.0 minutes, with an average of -3.1 minutes for communities of concern and -2.4 
minutes for the overall population. Households with no vehicle available are expected to see an increase 
of 1.1 minutes. Table 21 indicates that Fast Forward 2040 would reduce walking travel time by 
approximately -0.1 to -1.2 minutes, with an average of -0.5 minutes for communities of concern and -0.6 
minutes for the overall population. Table 22 indicates that Fast Forward 2040 would have a minor 
influence on bicycle travel times. Bicycle travel times would increase by 0.3 minutes for the overall 
population, and average bicycle travel times would increase for communities of concern by 0.2 minutes. 
While travel times would increase for both the total population and for communities of concern, the 
increase is not significantly affected by one and not the other. Overall, an average increase of 0.3 
minutes is considered insignificant. Table 23indicates that Fast Forward 2040 would increase the 
percentage of households within quarter-mile transit access by approximately 0.1 to 4.5 percent, with an 
average of 2.2 percent for communities of concern and 3.1 percent for the overall population. 
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Table 19 Average Travel Time-Drive Alone and Shared Rides (minutes) 

Total Population and 
Communities of Concern Comparison 

2010 
Values 

Without Fast Forward 
2040  With Fast Forward 2040  

2040 
without FF 

2040 
Values 

2010 to 
2040 

Difference 
2040 

Values 

2010 to 
2040 

Difference 

RTP-SCS 
vs. with FF 

RTP-SCS 

Total Population  12.10 13.38 1.28 11.62 (0.48) (1.76) 

Hispanic and Minority Population 11.79 13.48 1.69 10.91 (0.88) (2.58) 

Below Poverty in Households  11.37 12.44 1.07 11.15 (0.23) (1.30) 

Income Below 48K in Households  11.89 13.31 1.42 11.34 (0.55) (1.97) 

Age Over 75 Population 13.12 13.96 0.84 12.12 (1.00) (1.84) 

No Vehicle Available in Households  11.16 12.13 0.97 11.28 0.12 (0.85) 

No HS Diploma Persons Over Age 25 
Population 11.85 13.17 1.31 11.42 (0.44) (1.75) 

English Not Spoken Well in Households  11.92 13.24 1.32 11.47 (0.44) (1.76) 

Communities of Concern Average 11.9 13.1 1.2 11.4 (0.5) (1.7) 

Table 20 Average Travel Time-Transit (minutes) 

Total Population and 
Communities of Concern Comparison 

2010 
Values 

Without Fast Forward 
2040  With Fast Forward 2040  

2040 
without FF 

2040 
Values 

2010 to 
2040 

Difference 
2040 

Values 

2010 to 
2040 

Difference 

RTP-SCS vs. 
with FF 
RTP-SCS 

Total Population  104.3 99.4 (4.9) 97.0 (7.3) (2.4) 

Hispanic and Minority Population 99.7 96.6 (3.0) 89.6 (10.1) (7.0) 

Below Poverty in Households  91.2 88.3 (2.9) 86.1 (5.1) (2.2) 

Income Below 48K in Households  92.3 91.1 (1.3) 87.4 (4.9) (3.7) 

Age Over 75 Population 130.5 121.9 (8.6) 120.4 (10.1) (1.5) 

No Vehicle Available in Households  100.7 92.8 (7.9) 93.9 (6.8) 1.1 

No HS Diploma Persons Over Age 25 
Population 100.0 96.6 (3.3) 92.6 (7.3) (4.0) 

English Not Spoken Well in Households  97.4 92.8 (4.6) 88.6 (8.7) (4.2) 

Communities of Concern Average 101.7 97.2 (4.5) 94.1 (7.6) (3.1) 
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Table 21 Average Travel Time-Walk (minutes) 

Total Population and 
Communities of Concern Comparison 

2010 
Values 

Without Fast Forward 
2040  With Fast Forward 2040  

2040 
without FF 

2040 
Values 

2010 to 
2040 

Difference 
2040 

Values 

2010 to 
2040 

Difference 

RTP-SCS 
vs. with FF 

RTP-SCS 

Total Population  29.0 29.5 0.5 28.9 (0.1) (0.6) 

Hispanic and Minority Population 28.2 29.6 1.4 28.4 0.1 (1.2) 

Below Poverty in Households  26.5 26.2 (0.3) 26.0 (0.5) (0.2) 

Income Below 48K in Households  25.9 26.0 0.1 25.7 (0.1) (0.3) 

Age Over 75 Population 35.3 35.3 0.0 34.4 (0.9) (1.0) 

No Vehicle Available in Households  27.1 26.7 (0.4) 26.5 (0.6) (0.2) 

No HS Diploma Persons Over Age 25 
Population 28.4 29.7 1.3 28.8 0.4 (0.9) 

English Not Spoken Well in Households  27.5 27.6 0.1 27.5 0.0 (0.1) 

Communities of Concern Average 28.4 28.7 0.3 28.2 (0.2) (0.5) 

Table 22 Average Travel Time-Bicycling (minutes) 

Total Population and 
Communities of Concern Comparison 

2010 
Values 

Without Fast Forward 
2040  With Fast Forward 2040  

2040 
without FF 

2040 
Values 

2010 to 
2040 

Difference 
2040 

Values 

2010 to 
2040 

Difference 

RTP-SCS 
vs. with FF 

RTP-SCS 

Total Population  12.7 12.6 (0.1) 13.0 0.2 0.3 

Hispanic and Minority Population 11.3 11.3 0.0 11.3 0.0 (0.0) 

Below Poverty in Households  12.0 11.9 (0.0) 12.3 0.3 0.4 

Income Below 48K in Households  11.2 11.1 (0.1) 11.4 0.2 0.2 

Age Over 75 Population 16.4 16.4 (0.0) 16.2 (0.2) (0.1) 

No Vehicle Available in Households  12.7 12.9 0.3 13.5 0.8 0.6 

No HS Diploma Persons Over Age 25 
Population 12.3 12.2 (0.1) 12.5 0.2 0.3 

English Not Spoken Well in Households  11.6 11.7 0.0 11.9 0.2 0.2 

Communities of Concern Average 12.5 12.5 0.0 12.7 0.2 0.2 
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Table 23 Household Transit Access within 0.25 Miles (percent) 

Total Population and 
Communities of Concern Comparison 

2010 
Values 

Without Fast Forward 
2040  With Fast Forward 2040  

2040 
without FF 

2040 
Values 

2010 to 
2040 

Difference 
2040 

Values 

2010 to 
2040 

Difference 

RTP-SCS 
vs. with FF 

RTP-SCS 

Total Population  81.3 81.5 0.3 84.7 3.4 3.1 

Hispanic and Minority Population 81.7 83.7 2.0 87.3 5.6 3.6 

Below Poverty in Households  87.6 92.0 4.4 92.1 4.5 0.1 

Income Below 48K in Households  87.4 89.8 2.4 90.0 2.6 0.2 

Age Over 75 Population 74.3 72.0 (2.3) 77.6 3.3 5.6 

No Vehicle Available in Households  93.0 94.5 1.4 95.3 2.3 0.9 

No HS Diploma Persons Over Age 25 
Population 

81.6 81.6 (0.0) 86.1 4.5 4.5 

English Not Spoken Well in Households  83.6 88.7 5.1 89.4 5.8 0.7 

Communities of Concern Average 84.2 86.0 1.9 88.3 4.1 2.2 

Overall, Fast Forward 2040 would improve mobility benefits for minority populations and communities 
of concern, as well as non-minority populations. In areas of increase, communities of concern would not 
be impacted in a disproportionate manner compared to the total population. Impacts would be less than 
significant (Class III). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to mobility benefits compared to the 
2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. No mitigation was required in the 2013 EIR and no new or 
revised mitigation measures are required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

c Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts 

Table 27 shows the list of projects that are located in affected communities of concern (either low 
income or high minority communities). These listed projects are based on their potential to contribute to 
Environmental Justice impacts. The projects are shown below:  
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Table 24 Projects With Potential Environmental Justice Impacts 

Project 
# 

Affected 
Community 
of Concern Project Description Impact 

SH-02 Eastside 
Region of 
Santa 
Barbara 

U.S. Hwy 101 bridge rail replacement from San Ysidro Road to State Street EJ-1, EJ-2 

SH-03 Los Alamos Bridge preventative maintenance on the Alamo Pintado Creek Pedestrian Bridge 
(BR # 51-0076Y) on SR 154 near Los Alamos. 

EJ-2 

SH-04 Montecito ADA pedestrian infrastructure improvements on U.S. Hwy 101 at the Butterfly 
Lane undercrossing – construct ramps and improve pedestrian travel way. 

EJ-2 

SH-05 Santa Maria Replace bridge deck at U.S. Hwy 101 and SR 135 separation (BR # 51- 0073R/L) EJ-1, EJ-2 

SH-07 Lompoc SR 1 Pavement preservation from the junction of U.S. Hwy 101 to SR 246, near 
Lompoc. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SH-09 Los Alamos Bridge seismic retrofit on San Antonio Creek Bridge (BR # 51-0006) on SR 135, 
near Los Alamos. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SH-10 Santa Maria SR 1 pavement preservation from Solomon Road to junction of SR 166, near 
Santa Maria. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SH-11 Eastside of 
Santa 
Barbara 

Construct roadside paving, access gates, weed barriers and relocate facilities on 
U.S. Hwy 101 from Milpas Street to Hollister Avenue and on SR 217 from Goleta 
Slough to U.S. Hwy 101, in and near the city of Santa Barbara. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SC-01 Downtown 
Carpinteria 

Sidewalk Infill and frontage improvements along Ash Avenue in Carpinteria. EJ-1, EJ-2 

SC-04 Carpinteria Sidewalk infill along Carpinteria Ave from Dump Road to Bluffs trail in 
Carpinteria. 

EJ-2 

SC-05 Downtown 
Carpinteria 

Sidewalk infill along Walnut Avenue and 6th Street around the perimeter of 
Main Elementary School, in Carpinteria. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SC-08 Old Town 
Goleta 

Improve sidewalks in residential areas of Old Town Goleta, north of Hollister 
Avenue from Fairview Avenue to Kellogg Avenue, and on Pine Avenue south of 
Hollister Avenue. Work includes assessing sidewalk deficiencies, creating a 
prioritization plan, and installing sidewalk improvements. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SC-09 Isla Vista Construct Class II bike lanes along Ward Drive to provide a direct connection to 
the Obern Trail and access to UCSB and Isla Vista. Construct new sidewalks 
where no sidewalk currently exists along the west side of Ward Drive in front of 
the Rancho Goleta Mobile Home Park. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SC-12 Old Town 
Goleta 

Construct pedestrian activated Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFB’s) on 
Hollister Avenue at Orange Avenue in Goleta. The project will include new 
striping, signage and lighting to be placed in existing pavement, and sidewalk 
improvements. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SC-13 Old Town 
Goleta 

Remove existing fencing and install path lighting from Hollister Avenue to the 
back of the property where the Boys & Girls Club is located in Goleta. Work 
includes replacing wheel parking stops, parking lot asphalt repair, and minor 
path repair. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SC-27 Isla Vista Construct pedestrian and bicycle facilities throughout Isla Vista. EJ-1, EJ-2 

SC-30 Isla Vista Introduce new SBMTD Line 28 and make enhancements to Lines 12x and 24x. EJ-1, EJ-2 

SM-01 Guadalupe Maintain the local transportation network and construct locally-funded projects 
in Guadalupe. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 
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Project 
# 

Affected 
Community 
of Concern Project Description Impact 

SM-02 Guadalupe Implement City of Guadalupe high priority projects listed in the Regional Active 
Transportation Plan. Detailed project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_final_august2015.pdf). 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SM-03 Santa Maria Maintain the local transportation network and construct locally-funded projects 
in Santa Maria. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SM-04 Santa Maria Implement City of Santa Maria high priority projects listed in the Regional Active 
Transportation Plan. Detailed project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_final_august2015.pdf). 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SM-06 Santa Maria Install fiber optic communications and enhance SMAT's IT system. EJ-1, EJ-2 

SM-10 Santa Maria Purchase an emergency back-up generator to ensure a continuous power supply 
at the transit center. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SP-01 Carpinteria Maintain the local transportation network and construct locally-funded projects 
in Carpinteria. 

EJ-2 

SP-02 Carpinteria Implement City of Carpinteria high priority projects listed in the Regional Active 
Transportation Plan. Detailed project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_final_august2015.pdf). 

EJ-2 

SP-03 Downtown 
Carpinteria 

Construct a multiuse path along Franklin Creek from Carpinteria Avenue to 7th 
Street in Carpinteria. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SP-04 Downtown 
Carpinteria 

Place lighting facilities along the new 9th Street Pedestrian Bridge and proposed 
Franklin path in Carpinteria. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

SP-05 Carpinteria Replace existing pedestrian bridge over Santa Monica Creek at Via Real in 
Carpinteria. 

EJ-2 

SP-06 Carpinteria Replace existing pedestrian bridge over Santa Monica Creek at El Carro Lane in 
Carpinteria. 

EJ-2 

SP-16 Montecito Implement City of Solvang high priority projects listed in the Regional Active 
Transportation Plan. Detailed project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_final_august2015.pdf). 

EJ-2 

LSY-01 Santa Ynez 
Valley 

Maintain the local transportation network and construct locally-funded projects 
in Buellton. 

EJ-2 

LSY-02 Santa Ynez 
Valley 

Implement City of Buellton high priority projects listed in the Regional Active 
Transportation Plan. Detailed project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_final_august2015.pdf). 

EJ-2 

LSY-03 Lompoc Maintain the local transportation network and construct locally-funded projects 
in Lompoc. 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

LSY-04 Lompoc Implement City of Lompoc high priority projects listed in the Regional Active 
Transportation Plan. Detailed project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_final_august2015.pdf). 

EJ-1, EJ-2 

LSY-05 Santa Ynez 
Valley 

Maintain the local transportation network and construct locally-funded projects 
in Solvang. 

EJ-2 

LSY-06 Santa Ynez 
Valley 

Implement City of Solvang high priority projects listed in the Regional Active 
Transportation Plan. Detailed project lists may be viewed online 
(http://www.sbcag.org/uploads/2/4/5/4/24540302/ratp_final_august2015.pdf). 

EJ-2 
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4.7 Geology and Soils 

This section discusses the setting and conditions of the geology and soils within the Fast Forward 2040 
project boundary A similar analysis was provided in the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS; 
however, the additional projects included in Fast Forward 2040 have been evaluated and baseline 
conditions have been updated.  

No impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable in the 2013 EIR. 

4.7.1  Setting 

The transportation improvement projects and land use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 are 
located primarily within the four urban areas of the County: the South Coast, the Santa Maria-Orcutt 
area, the Santa Ynez Valley, and the Lompoc region. All of the urban areas are located in one of two 
geomorphic provinces, namely, the Transverse Ranges (trending east-west from beyond Point 
Conception to the Ventura County line) and the Southern Coast Ranges (trending north-northwest from 
the Santa Ynez River to beyond the County line). The South Coast lies in the narrow strip of Transverse 
Ranges bordered by the Pacific Ocean on the south and the Santa Ynez Mountains on the north. The 
Santa Ynez Valley and Lompoc region are primarily within the Southern Coast Ranges, while the Santa 
Maria-Orcutt area is located fully within these Ranges. Existing geologic, soils and flooding conditions for 
each of the urban study areas are briefly summarized below. Figure 28Figure 28 through Figure 30Figure 
30 show known faults and zones of ground-shaking intensity, liquefaction hazard, and slope stability and 
landslide hazards throughout the Santa Barbara County region. 

a South Coast 

This area stretches from the Ventura County line to Gaviota on the west, and lies in the coastal plain and 
Santa Ynez Mountain foothills. Topography is steep along the northern boundary (>25 percent grade) 
and varies along the coastline from high, near vertical bluffs to tidal flats and lagoons. 

GEOLOGIC FORMATIONS 

Bedrock units are found in the foothills, mountains, and many portions of the coastal bluffs. These are 
Tertiary sedimentary formations of shale, siltstone, and sandstone which are sometimes prone to 
landsliding and most often can be excavated without the use of blasting techniques. Bedrock is overlain 
by Pleistocene to recent alluvium in stream channels, coastal terraces, and coastal lowlands. The 
deposits are poorly bedded, have highly variable engineering properties, and are normally easy to 
excavate. 

EARTHQUAKE GROUNDSHAKING AND FAULT RUPTURE 

The South Coast area is susceptible to high levels of groundshaking due to the numerous active (e.g., 
More Ranch, Mission Ridge, Arroyo Panda, Red Mountain) and potentially active (e.g., Goleta, Mesa-
Rincon, Carpinteria, Santa Ynez) faults which border or pass through the area. Historically, very large 
earthquakes very near the area have produced groundshaking (horizontal acceleration values measured 
in percent G’s, or “force of gravity”) above building code values. Distant faults (most notably the San 
Andreas, to the north and east) have the potential to produce a very high level of groundshaking with 
differing frequency content that may affect linear and longer period structures (roads and bridges). 
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Figure 28 Faults and Earthquake Ground Shaking Intensity 
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Figure 29 Liquefaction Hazard 
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Figure 30 Slope Stability and Landslide Hazards 
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Fault rupture can occur during severe earthquakes and produce ground surface displacements (vertical 
or horizontal offsets) of a few feet to a few tens of feet. Where these faults cross structures (roads, 
bridges, buildings), there could be substantial damage and high potential for injury to occupants or users 
of the structures. The highest potential for fault rupture is directly on the active faults. 

LIQUEFACTION 

Liquefaction (the loss of soil bearing strength during a strong earthquake) is a potential occurrence in 
several areas with younger soils as well as in areas where the groundwater table is less than 50 feet 
deep. This condition occurs mainly near Carpinteria, in the coastal zone area of downtown Santa 
Barbara, and in the Isla Vista - Airport - Goleta area. The severity of ground deformation due to 
liquefaction is dependent on the density and depth of the liquefied material. Shallower materials 
experience the most severe effects. 

SLOPE STABILITY 

Landslides and surficial slope failures are most likely to occur in areas of greater than 25 percent slope 
(hillside areas) and along steep bluffs. In the South Coast region, unstable hillsides are common in the 
foothills of the Coast Range. In addition, the majority of the coastline is comprised of highly erodible and 
unstable coastal bluffs. 

EXPANSIVE, COMPRESSIBLE/COLLAPSIBLE SOILS 

Soils with relatively high clay content are expansive due to the capacity of clay minerals to take in water 
and swell (expand) to greater volumes. Because the bedrock and soils contain relatively substantial 
amounts of clay, this can be a condition experienced along numerous roadways in the area. Collapsible 
and compressible soils occur in areas where fine-grained soils have accumulated relatively rapidly and 
not been buried with associated consolidation. Areas with the highest potential for these impacts are 
primarily along the South Coast and include Carpinteria and the Airport-Goleta area south of US 101. 

TSUNAMI/SEICHE 

With approximately 110 miles of coastline, Santa Barbara County is subject to the hazard of tsunamis 
(sea waves that result from seismic activity). The County Seismic Safety Element recommends that when 
planning for coastal development, areas up to 40 feet in elevation above sea level be considered at risk 
from tsunamis. Based on this standard, four areas appear to be subject to the hazard of a tsunami: 

 Isla Vista – Santa Barbara Airport 
 Santa Barbara City Harbor Area 
 Carpinteria 
 Goleta 

Farther inland, seismic activity may also trigger seiches, or standing waves in enclosed bodies of water. 
According to the Seismic Safety Element, Santa Barbara County contains water bodies that are subject to 
the hazard of seiches; however, no major lakes exist within the South Coast region. 

FLOODING 

The hazard of flooding is generally the highest in well-defined canyons with sizeable drainage areas. Also, 
low-lying areas which would experience rising water or overflow of stream banks during 100-year storms 
present a high hazard. Such areas occur in numerous locations along the coastal State highway system, 
and locally on County roads. In particular, low-lying areas near the coastline may experience more 
frequent and severe flood events due to sea level rise. 
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b Santa Maria-Orcutt Area 

The Santa Maria Valley is bordered on the south and east by hills of the Coast Ranges (Casmalia and 
Solomon Hills), and on the north by the Santa Maria River. The valley is generally flat, although it also has 
areas of rolling hills. To the west is the floodplain opening to the Pacific Ocean. In the southern portion of 
the valley, incised topography with local closed depressions dominates due to the old sand dunes which 
cover this area. To the north, the floodplain of the ancestral Santa Maria River has created a flatter 
topography that extends west to Guadalupe. 

GEOLOGIC FORMATIONS 

The Quaternary deposits south of the Santa Maria Valley Railroad in the Betteravia Road area consist of 
old dune sands overlying Orcutt Sand. North of this area is floodplain alluvium that extends east to the 
river and west to beyond Guadalupe. The sand units have low variability in engineering properties. The 
alluvium may have greater lateral variability in properties. 

EARTHQUAKE GROUNDSHAKING AND FAULT RUPTURE 

The area has been mapped as a moderate groundshaking hazard for all project areas. Due to the 
potential activity on the Lion’s Head fault southwest of the Santa Maria Valley on Vandenberg Air Force 
Base, east-west to northwest-southwest geologic structures could exist along the south edge of the City 
of Santa Maria. Activity on this fault could cause intense groundshaking, although such an event has not 
occurred to date. 

The Santa Maria Fault, which is covered by Quaternary deposits, has been mapped in a northwest-
southeast direction in the northeast portion of the area. Because it has at least some chance of 
reactivation, projects in its vicinity have been given a moderate fault rupture potential. No other faults 
are presently known in the project areas. 

LIQUEFACTION 

Liquefaction potential is greatest around Guadalupe, where it is rated moderate. It could be high in local 
areas if groundwater levels are within 50 feet of the surface. Most other areas have a low liquefaction 
potential, indicating fairly deep groundwater. 

SLOPE STABILITY 

The southern portions of the area underlain by old dune sand and Orcutt sand are rated low for slope 
stability hazard, although some areas are susceptible to local slumps in oversteepened slopes. North of 
the railroad and Betteravia Road, there is no natural slope stability hazard identified within the area. 

EXPANSIVE, COLLAPSIBLE/COMPRESSIBLE SOILS 

Areas of moderate and highly expansive soil hazard exist in the area, but in nearly all project areas, the 
potential is low. The exception is in the Guadalupe area and where Orcutt sand is exposed below old 
dune sand just south of the railroad to near the Santa Maria Airport, where the hazard is rated 
moderate. The only area that is rated with a moderate hazard potential for collapsible soils is in 
Guadalupe, west of State Route 1. 

SEICHE 

Twitchell Reservoir, located on the Cuyama River northeast of Santa Maria, is a body of water that may 
be subject to the hazard of seiches. 
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FLOODING 

The highest flooding potential is along the Santa Maria River floodplain and in areas downstream from 
Orcutt Creek. 

c Santa Ynez Valley 

Santa Ynez, Solvang, and Buellton lie in the Santa Ynez Valley, which is surrounded by the Santa Ynez 
Mountains and southernmost extensions of the Coastal Ranges. The Santa Ynez River borders the 
southerly edge of the area, through Solvang and Buellton, against the northern slopes of the Santa Ynez 
Mountains (which have slopes exceeding 25 percent). The valley itself is made up of low hills and is 
crossed northeast to southwest by drainages exiting the hills and draining to the Santa Ynez River. 

GEOLOGIC FORMATIONS 

Bedrock units, Quaternary terrace deposits, alluvium and landslides typify the geologic units in the area. 
Along the Santa Ynez River are Tertiary and Cretaceous sandstones and shales comprising at least ten 
different formations. West in the Purisima Hills are the younger Tertiary units, and Quaternary terrace 
and alluvial deposits with generally north-to-northeast and south-to-southwest dipping bedding planes. 
Within the Valley are isolated younger bedrock outcrops surrounded by dissected terrace deposits. 

Generally, the bedrock materials in the area of the proposed projects should be readily excavated with 
normal construction equipment, but will have somewhat variable engineering geologic properties. 
Quaternary deposits are poorly bedded and normally are easily excavated. 

EARTHQUAKE GROUNDSHAKING AND FAULT RUPTURE 

The Santa Ynez Valley area has two zones of groundshaking: high and moderate. The high rating is based 
on the presence of faults to the south (Santa Ynez Fault) and to the north (Big Pine-Rinconada faults). 
However, there are no known faults in the valley itself. The valley is therefore considered at moderate 
risk. 

Fault rupture potential is generally low throughout the valley except along the southern margin where 
the rocks are more highly deformed and faulted. The specific character, location and age of last 
movement are not known for faults in this area; however, activity potential cannot be entirely 
discounted. 

LIQUEFACTION 

Liquefaction potential in the area varies from low to moderate. Data possibly indicate high potential in 
areas adjacent to the Santa Ynez River (State Route 246) and Alamo Pintado Road at Ballard. 

SLOPE STABILITY 

Due to the local relief and nature of geologic units, the entire area is classified as having moderate 
potential for slope stability problems, with local areas of high potential along US 101 and at Ballard at 
Alamo Pintado Road. Areas adjacent to steep arroyos may not be mapped and should be considered as 
having high potential for slope instability. 

EXPANSIVE, COLLAPSIBLE/COMPRESSIBLE SOILS 

The potential for expansive soils is classified as moderate, but local areas (particularly around the Santa 
Ynez Airport and along Baseline Avenue) may have a higher potential. Low expansion potential soils may 
also be found along State Route 246 and US 101. 
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There is a moderate potential for collapsible soils around the intersection of State Route 246 and US 101. 
For deeper foundations or mat-type foundations, the materials several feet below the surface may be 
collapsible when water is added, but this has not generally been mapped or considered in previous 
mapping. 

SEICHE 

Two important bodies of water in the Santa Ynez Valley are subject to the hazard of seiches: Lake 
Cachuma, the largest lake in Santa Barbara County, and the Gibraltar Reservoir.  

FLOODING 

The highest flooding potential is along the Santa Ynez River floodplain and in areas downstream from 
arroyos with large watershed areas that are not regulated by debris basins or check dams. 

d Lompoc Area 

Lompoc occupies a broad inland valley area at the mouth of the Santa Ynez River, where its meandering 
course exits between the Santa Ynez Mountains on the south and the Santa Rita Hills on the north. The 
valley area is generally flat, with few areas greater than 10 percent in grade. Some steeper grades are 
found locally along State Route 1. Salsipuedes and Jalama Creek roads are bordered closely by terrain 
with 10 percent to greater than 25 percent grades. 

GEOLOGIC FORMATIONS 

Bedrock units in the hilly areas are basically the same as for the Santa Ynez area. These are encountered 
along State Route 1 and adjacent to Salsipuedes and Jalama Creeks. Floodplain deposits laid down 
primarily by the Santa Ynez River underlay the alluvial plain upon which Lompoc rests south of the River. 
These alluvial deposits can be readily excavated and have variable engineering properties. 

EARTHQUAKE GROUNDSHAKING AND FAULT RUPTURE 

The Lompoc area is located mostly within a zone of moderate shaking potential due to the same 
earthquake sources as described for the Santa Ynez Valley. Only the southern portion of the valley has 
high potential. 

Fault rupture potential is considered to be low throughout the valley area except for the Lompoc Terrace 
Fault, which may have unmapped extensions from the Lompoc Terrace area of Vandenberg east under 
the alluvium. To the south, the active Santa Ynez-Pacifico faults project along Jalama Creek and create 
moderate to high ground rupture potential. 

LIQUEFACTION 

Most of the valley area south of the Santa Ynez River is rated as having moderate liquefaction hazard. 

SLOPE STABILITY 

Due to the flat topography, the risk of slope stability is low throughout the valley south of the River. 
Along the road extensions, this risk will be moderate to high, depending on the nature of construction 
(e.g., high cut slopes), and the geologic formations (e.g., Rincon and Monterey) or fault/fracture zones 
encountered. 
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EXPANSIVE, COLLAPSIBLE/COMPRESSIBLE SOILS 

The potential for expansive and collapsible soils within the valley area is generally rated low. This 
potential for expansive soils increases to the south along the hills outside the area of the proposed 
projects due to the composition of diatomaceous earth. This type of condition results in a very high 
range of water solubility and shrink potential. 

FLOODING 

The highest flooding potential is along the Santa Ynez River floodplain and in areas along Miguelito 
Creek, which runs north through the City of Lompoc and ties into the Santa Ynez River. Surf is also 
located in a high flood hazard area as it is situated at the mouth of the Santa Ynez River. 

e Dam Inundation 

There are four major dams within the County, including Bradbury Dam, Alisal Creek Dam, Gibraltar Dam, 
Juncal Dam and Twitchell Dam. Twitchell Dam is located in the northwestern portion of the County, 
while Bradbury Dam and Alisal Creek Dam are located in the central region. Gibraltar Dam and Juncal 
Dam are located in the southeastern portion of the County. Smaller dams, including Dos Pueblos, Glen 
Annie, Rancho Del Ceirvo, and Ortega, are all located closer to the City of Santa Barbara. Other small 
dams are located within, and are operated by, the City of Santa Barbara or other incorporated cities. 

Dam inundation may be caused by dam failure or overtopping (due to severe rains). Dams may also fail 
as a result of structural damage caused by seismic events, erosion, structural design flaws, rapidly rising 
floodwater, or landslides flowing into a reservoir. Populated areas below these dams may be exposed to 
flood hazards in the event of dam failure. Dam failure could also pose a risk to damaging roads, 
highways, public facilities, agricultural crops or other land uses within the inundation zone. 

f Regulatory Setting 

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, California’s Alquist-Priolo Act (PRC 2621 et seq.), 
originally enacted in 1972 as the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act and renamed in 1994, is 
intended to reduce the risk to life and property from surface fault rupture during earthquakes. The 
Alquist-Priolo Act prohibits the location of most types of structures intended for human occupancy 
across the traces of active faults and strictly regulates construction in the corridors along active faults 
(Earthquake Fault Zones). It also defines criteria for identifying active faults, giving legal weight to terms 
such as “active,” and establishes a process for reviewing building proposals in and adjacent to 
Earthquake Fault Zones. Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, faults are zoned, and construction along or across 
them is strictly regulated if they are “sufficiently active” and “well-defined.” A fault is considered 
sufficiently active if one or more of its segments or strands shows evidence of surface displacement 
during Holocene time (defined for the purposes of the act as within the last 11,000 years). A fault is 
considered well-defined if its trace can be clearly identified by a trained geologist at the ground surface 
or in the shallow subsurface, using standard professional techniques, criteria, and judgment (DOC 2007). 

Like the Alquist-Priolo Act, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (PRC 2690–2699.6) is intended to 
reduce damage resulting from earthquakes. While the Alquist-Priolo Act addresses surface fault rupture, 
the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act addresses other earthquake-related hazards, including strong ground 
shaking, liquefaction, and seismically induced landslides. Its provisions are similar in concept to those of 
the Alquist-Priolo Act: the State is charged with identifying and mapping areas at risk of strong ground 
shaking, liquefaction, landslides, and other corollary hazards, and cities and counties are required to 
regulate development within mapped Seismic Hazard Zones. At the present time, the State has mapped 
only Alameda, Los Angeles, Orange, San Francisco, and Ventura counties.  



Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 

Fast Forward 2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 

 

200 

The California Building Standards Code (CBSC) is based on the Uniform Building Code (International Code 
Council 1997), which is used widely throughout United States (generally adopted on a state-by-state or 
district-by-district basis) and has been modified for California conditions with numerous, more detailed 
or more stringent regulations. The CBSC provides standards for various aspects of construction, including 
(i.e., not limited to) excavation, grading, and earthwork construction; fills and embankments; expansive 
soils; foundation investigations; and liquefaction potential and soil strength loss. In accordance with 
California law, proponents of specific projects would be required to comply with all provisions of the 
CBSC for certain aspects of design and construction.  

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has Seismic Design Criteria (SDC), which is an 
encyclopedia of new and currently practiced seismic design and analysis methodologies for the design of 
new bridges in California. The SDC adopts a performance based approach specifying minimum levels of 
structural system performance, component performance, analysis, and design practices for ordinary 
standard bridges. The SDC has been developed with input from the Caltrans Offices of Structure Design, 
Earthquake Engineering and Design Support, and Materials and Foundations. Memo 20-1 outlines the 
bridge category and classification, seismic performance criteria, seismic design philosophy and approach, 
seismic demands and capacities on structural components and seismic design practices that collectively 
make up Caltrans’ seismic design methodology. 

4.7.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would result in a significant impact if it would: 

1. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving: 

a. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42? 

b. Strong seismic ground shaking,  

c. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, or  

d. Landslides;  

2. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 

3. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse;  

4. Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property; or 

5. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater. 

Certain hydrology thresholds related to flooding and inundation were included in the 2013 EIR Geology 
section. These thresholds have been moved to Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Resources, consistent 
with CEQA, Appendix G. 

In addition, Santa Barbara County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (January 1995, 
updated as of 2008) includes “Geologic Constraints Guidelines.” In accordance with the Geologic 
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Constraints Guidelines, impacts are considered significant if proposed transportation system 
improvements involve any of the following characteristics: 

 The project site or any part of the project is located on land having substantial geologic constraints, 
as determined by the Planning and Development Department or the Public Works Department. 
Areas constrained by geology include parcels located near active or potentially active faults and 
property underlain by rock types associated with compressible/collapsible soils or susceptible to 
landslides or severe erosion. Special Problem Areas designated by the Board of Supervisors have 
been established based on geologic constraints, flood hazards and other physical limitations to 
development. 

 The project results in potentially hazardous geologic conditions such as the construction of cut 
slopes exceeding a grade of 1.5 horizontal to one vertical. 

 The project proposes construction of a cut slope over 15 feet in height as measured from the lowest 
finished grade. 

 The project is located on slopes exceeding 20 percent grade. 

Because the location of each of the proposed improvements is different in geologic character, 
determination of significance is based on an individual study at the time of the project permit application 
and environmental review. Therefore, for the purposes of this EIR, proposed transportation 
modifications that are located in areas of moderate to high geologic, soil or flood hazard shall be 
considered significant. 

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes generalized impacts associated with Fast Forward 2040 related to geology and 
soils. 

Impact GEO-1 IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND FUTURE PROJECTS 

FACILITATED BY THE LAND USE SCENARIO ENVISIONED IN FAST FORWARD 2040 COULD BE LOCATED ON 

POTENTIALLY UNSTABLE SOILS, OR IN AREAS OF HIGH LIQUEFACTION POTENTIAL. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE 

A CLASS II, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. [THRESHOLDS 1C, 1D, AND 3] 

Implementation of proposed transportation improvements and future projects under the land use 
scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 could be prone to slope stability, soil and liquefaction hazards. 
Due to the programmatic nature of Fast Forward 2040, a precise, project-level analysis of the specific 
impacts of individual transportation projects on seismic hazards is not possible at this time. However, the 
general nature of these hazards, and their potential impacts, are described below. 

LIQUEFACTION AND HIGH GROUNDWATER 

Liquefaction potential is widespread throughout the County, particularly in lower-lying valleys overlaid 
by alluvium, as shown on Figure 29. 
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Figure 31 Liquefaction Potential 

 

Such areas are also typically characterized by high groundwater. This condition is most prevalent in the 
Santa Maria and Santa Ynez Valleys, as well as along the other coastal valleys of the County. Nearly all of 
the County’s major roadways and urban centers are located in such areas. Consequently, the majority of 
transportation improvement projects, infill projects, and TOD projects pursuant to Fast Forward 2040 
involving structural change or new facilities could be subject to liquefaction and high groundwater 
hazards. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II). 

EXPANSIVE AND COMPRESSIBLE SOILS 

Potential impacts related to soil stability and collapsible/compressible soils for the majority of the 
projects are unlikely because such geologic conditions are not prevalent in the County; however, such 
conditions do exist. Areas with highly compressible soils include Goleta south of US 101 and downtown 
Carpinteria. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II) for Fast 
Forward 2040 projects in these areas. 

LANDSLIDE AND MUDFLOW 

Roadway projects in mountainous areas or along steeply sloped streambanks are most susceptible to 
landslide or mudflows when soils are wet, particularly adjacent to areas of unstabilized cut or fill. A 
substantial number of projects proposed under Fast Forward 2040 are located near coastal bluffs or in 
the foothills and would be subject to landslides and/or mudflows, as indicated by the landslide locations 
identified on Figure 30Figure 30. The highest risk of landslides occurs around US 101 in the Gaviota 
region and Summerland, as well as in parts of the SR-166 corridor east of the Twitchell Reservoir. 
Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II). 
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Mitigation Measure 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to projects located on potentially 
unstable soils, or in areas of high liquefaction potential compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in 
the 2013 EIR. The following programmatic measures from the 2013 EIR would reduce potential impacts 
to the extent feasible. 

MM GEO-1(A) 

If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located in an area of moderate to high liquefaction potential, the project 
sponsor shall ensure that these structures are designed based upon appropriate geology, soils, and 
earthquake engineering studies. Possible design measures include deep foundations, removal of 
liquefiable materials, and dewatering.  

MM GEO-1(B) 

If a Fast Forward 2040 project requires cut slopes over 20 feet in height or is located in areas of bedded 
or jointed bedrock, the project sponsor shall ensure that specific slope stabilization studies are 
conducted. Possible stabilization methods include buttresses, retaining walls and soldier piles.  

MM GEO-1(C) 

If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located in an area of highly expansive, collapsible, or compressible soils, 
the project sponsor shall ensure that a site-specific geotechnical investigation is conducted. The 
investigation will identify hazardous conditions and recommend appropriate design factors to minimize 
hazards. Such measures could include concrete slabs on grade with increased steel reinforcement, 
removal of highly expansive material and replacement with non-expansive import fill material, or 
chemical treatment with hydrated lime to reduce the expansion characteristics of the soils.  

MM GEO-1(D) 

If a Fast Forward 2040 project involving deep foundations or underground areas is located in an area of 
high groundwater potential, the project sponsor shall ensure that appropriate construction techniques 
(such as de-watering, special water proofing, and deeper foundations) are implemented. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the above measures would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

Impact GEO-2 IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND FUTURE 

PROJECTS FACILITATED BY THE LAND USE SCENARIO ENVISIONED IN FAST FORWARD 2040 COULD BE 

SUBJECT TO SEISMIC HAZARDS, INCLUDING FAULT RUPTURE AND GROUNDSHAKING. THIS IMPACT WOULD 

BE CLASS II, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. [THRESHOLDS 1A AND 1B] 

Fault rupture can occur along or immediately adjacent to faults during an earthquake. Fault rupture is 
characterized by ground cracks and displacement which could endanger life and property. Damage is 
typically limited to areas close to the moving fault. 

Groundshaking effects are also the result of an earthquake, but the impacts can be much more 
widespread. Although a function of earthquake intensity, groundshaking effects can be greatly magnified 
by the underlying soils and geology, which may amplify shaking at great distances. It is difficult to predict 
the magnitude of groundshaking following an earthquake, as shaking can vary widely within a relatively 
small area. 
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Due to the programmatic nature of Fast Forward 2040, a precise, project-level analysis of the specific 
impacts of individual transportation projects on seismic hazards is not possible at this time. In general, 
however, implementation of proposed transportation improvements and future projects under the land 
use scenario envisioned by the 2040 RTP-SCS could be exposed to fault rupture and groundshaking. In 
general, groundshaking and fault rupture is a geologic hazard that is prevalent throughout California. In 
essence, all projects under the 2040 RTP-SCS would be subject to some level of groundshaking. As 
indicated by Figure 28Figure 28, projects located along SR-166 and the Cuyama River would be most 
susceptible to seismic hazards. The majority of Santa Barbara County is also highly susceptible to seismic 
activity. In particular, the south coastal area contains a large number of active faults (for example, More 
Ranch, Mission Ridge, Arroyo Panda, Red Mountain). Bridge-type structures are most susceptible to 
earthquake groundshaking and fault rupture; however, residential and commercial structures, as well as 
roadways may also be damaged by either phenomenon. Fast Forward 2040 includes projects subject to 
seismic hazards. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II). 

Mitigation Measures. 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to seismic activity compared to the 
2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The following programmatic measures from the 2013 EIR 
would reduce potential impacts to the extent feasible. 

MM GEO-2(A) 

If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located in a zone of high potential groundshaking intensity, the project 
sponsor shall ensure that the structure is designed and constructed to the latest geotechnical standards. 
In most cases, this will necessitate site-specific geologic and soils engineering investigations conducted 
by a qualified geotechnical expert. Any investigations shall comply with the California Geological Survey’s 
Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California.  

MM GEO-2(B) 

Fast Forward 2040 projects shall be placed in areas outside of fault rupture zones whenever feasible, in 
accordance with State and local provisions. If avoidance is not possible, detailed geologic and seismic 
studies must be conducted to locate active or potentially active fault traces. Structures shall then be 
placed outside of an appropriate setback distance.  

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the above measures would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

c Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts 

Projects listed in Table 3 that have the potential to create ground disturbance may create impacts as 
discussed in Section 4.7.2.b above. The projects listed could create significant geologic or flooding 
impacts but would not necessarily do so. Additional specific analysis will need to be conducted as the 
individual projects are implemented in order to determine the actual magnitude of impact. Mitigation 
measures discussed above would apply to those projects. 
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4.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

This section analyzes the impacts of Fast Forward 2040 related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and 
climate change. Air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.2 Air Quality. A similar analysis was 
provided in the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS. However, the additional projects included in 
Fast Forward 2040 have been evaluated and baseline conditions have been updated. No GHG impacts 
were found to be significant and unavoidable in the 2013 EIR. 

4.8.1 Setting 

a Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 

Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and 
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and storms) 
over an extended period of time. The term “climate change” is often used interchangeably with the term 
“global warming,” but “climate change” is preferred to “global warming” because it helps convey that 
there are other changes in addition to rising temperatures. The data against which these changes are 
measured originates in historical records identifying temperature changes that have occurred in the past, 
such as during previous ice ages. The global climate is continuously changing, as evidenced by repeated 
episodes of substantial warming and cooling documented in the geologic record. The rate of change has 
typically been incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring over the course of thousands of 
years. The past 10,000 years have been marked by a period of incremental warming, as glaciers have 
steadily retreated across the globe. However, scientists have observed acceleration in the rate of 
warming during the past 150 years. Per the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC, 2007), the understanding of anthropogenic warming and cooling influences on climate has led to a 
high confidence (90% or greater chance) that the global average net effect of human activities since 1750 
has been one of warming. The prevailing scientific opinion on climate change is that most of the 
observed increase in global average temperatures since the mid-20th century is likely due to the 
observed increase in anthropogenic GHG concentrations (IPCC, 2007). 

Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases (GHGs). 
GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, through the release from natural sources, or are formed 
from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. The gases that are widely seen as the principal 
contributors to human-induced climate change include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous 
oxides (N2O), fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Water vapor is excluded from the list of GHGs because it is short-lived in the 
atmosphere and its atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as 
oceanic evaporation. 

GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, carbon dioxide (CO2) 
and methane (CH4) are emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are 
largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with 
agricultural practices and landfills. Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption 
potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) (CalEPA, 2006). Different types 
of GHGs have varying global warming potentials (GWPs). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or 
aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years). Because GHGs 
absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO2) is used to relate the amount of heat 
absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2e), and is 
the amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a GWP of one. By contrast, 
methane (CH4) has a GWP of 21, meaning its global warming effect is 21 times greater than carbon 
dioxide on a molecule-per-molecule basis (IPCC, 1997). 
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The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature. Without the natural 
heat trapping effect of GHGs, Earth’s surface would be about 34° C cooler (CalEPA, 2006). However, it is 
believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the consumption of fossil fuels for electricity 
production and transportation, have elevated the concentration of these gases in the atmosphere 
beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations. The following discusses the primary GHGs of 
concern relative to effects on the environment. 

CARBON DIOXIDE 

The global carbon cycle is made up of large carbon flows and reservoirs. Billions of tons of carbon in the 
form of CO2 are absorbed by oceans and living biomass (i.e., sinks) and are emitted to the atmosphere 
annually through natural processes (i.e., sources). When in equilibrium, carbon fluxes among these 
various reservoirs are roughly balanced (USEPA, April 2012). CO2 was the first GHG demonstrated to be 
increasing in atmospheric concentration, with the first conclusive measurements being made in the last 
half of the 20th Century. Concentrations of CO2 in the atmosphere have risen approximately 40% since 
the industrial revolution. The global atmospheric concentration of CO2 has increased from a pre-
industrial value of about 280 parts per million (ppm) to 391 ppm in 2011 (IPCC, 2007; Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Association [NOAA], 2010). The average annual CO2 concentration growth rate was larger 
between 1995 and 2005 (average: 1.9 ppm per year) than it has been since the beginning of continuous 
direct atmospheric measurements (1960–2005 average: 1.4 ppm per year), although there is year-to-
year variability in growth rates (NOAA, 2010). Currently, CO2 represents an estimated 82.8% of total GHG 
emissions (Department of Energy [DOE] Energy Information Administration [EIA], August 2010). The 
largest source of CO2, and of overall GHG emissions, is fossil fuel combustion. 

METHANE 

Methane (CH4) is an effective absorber of radiation, though its atmospheric concentration is less than 
that of CO2 and its lifetime in the atmosphere is limited to 10 to 12 years. It has a global warming 
potential (GWP) approximately 21 times that of CO2. Over the last 250 years, the concentration of CH4 in 
the atmosphere has increased by 148 percent (IPCC, 2007), although emissions have declined from 1990 
levels. Anthropogenic sources of CH4 include enteric fermentation associated with domestic livestock, 
landfills, natural gas and petroleum systems, agricultural activities, coal mining, wastewater treatment, 
stationary and mobile combustion, and certain industrial processes (USEPA, April 2012). 

NITROUS OXIDE 

Concentrations of nitrous oxide (N2O) began to rise at the beginning of the industrial revolution and 
continue to increase at a relatively uniform growth rate (NOAA, 2010). N2O is produced by microbial 
processes in soil and water, including those reactions that occur in fertilizers that contain nitrogen, fossil 
fuel combustion, and other chemical processes. Use of these fertilizers has increased over the last 
century. Agricultural soil management and mobile source fossil fuel combustion are the major sources of 
N2O emissions. The GWP of nitrous oxide is approximately 310 times that of CO2. 

FLUORINATED GASES (HFCS, PFCS AND SF6) 

Fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfurhexafluoride 
(SF6), are powerful GHGs that are emitted from a variety of industrial processes. Fluorinated gases are 
used as substitutes for ozone-depleting substances such as chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), and halons, which have been regulated since the mid-1980s because 
of their ozone-destroying potential and are phased out under the Montreal Protocol (1987) and FCAA 
Amendments of 1990. Electrical transmission and distribution systems account for most SF6 emissions, 
while PFC emissions result from semiconductor manufacturing and as a by-product of primary aluminum 
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production. Fluorinated gases are typically emitted in smaller quantities than CO2, CH4, and N2O, but 
these compounds have much higher GWPs. SF6 is the most potent GHG the IPCC has evaluated. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 

Worldwide anthropogenic emissions of GHGs were approximately 40,000 million metric tons (MMT) 
CO2e in 2004, including ongoing emissions from industrial and agricultural sources, but excluding 
emissions from land use changes (i.e., deforestation, biomass decay) (IPCC, 2007). CO2 emissions from 
fossil fuel use account for 56.6 percent of the total emissions of 49,000 MMT CO2e (includes land use 
changes) and CO2 emissions from all sources account for 76.7 percent of the total. Methane emissions 
account for 14.3 percent of GHGs and N2O emissions account for 7.9 percent (IPCC, 2007). 

Total U.S. GHG emissions were 6,673 MMT CO2e in 2013. Total U.S. emissions have increased by 5.9 
percent from 1990 to 2013 and by 2 percent from 2012 to 2013 (USEPA, April 2012). This increase was 
primarily due to (1) an increase in the carbon intensity of fuels consumed to generate electricity due to 
an increase in coal consumption and decreased natural gas consumption; and (2) relatively cool winter 
conditions resulting in an increase in fuels for heating. In 2013, the transportation end-use sector 
accounted for 33.4 percent of U.S. CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion. The industrial end-use 
sector accounted for 27 percent, the residential end-use sector accounted for 21 percent, and the 
commercial end-use sector accounted for 18 percent (USEPA, April 2015). 

Based upon the California Air Resources Board (CARB) California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-
2014, California produced 441.5 MMT CO2e in 2014. The major source of GHGs in California is 
transportation, contributing 36 percent of the State’s total GHG emissions. Electricity generation is the 
second largest source, contributing 20 percent of the State’s GHG emissions (CARB, June 2016). 
California emissions are due in part to its large size and large population compared to other states. 
However, a factor that reduces California’s per capita fuel use and GHG emissions, as compared to other 
states, is its relatively mild climate. CARB has projected state-wide unregulated GHG emissions for the 
year 2020 will be 509 MMT CO2e (CARB, May 2015). These projections represent the emissions that 
would be expected to occur in the absence of any GHG reduction actions. 

Potential Effects of Climate Change 

Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through 
potential impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns. Scientific modeling 
predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce more extreme climate 
changes during the 21st century than were observed during the 20th century. Scientists have projected 
that the average global surface temperature could rise by 1.0-4.5°F (0.6-2.5°C) in the next 50 years, and 
the increase may be as high as 2.2-10°F (1.4-5.8°C) in the next century. In addition to these projections, 
there are identifiable signs that global warming is currently taking place, including substantial ice loss in 
the Arctic (IPCC, 2007).  

According to the CalEPA’s 2010 Climate Action Team Biennial Report, potential impacts of climate 
change in California may include loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more 
high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years (CalEPA, April 2010). Below is a 
summary of some of the potential effects that could be experienced in California as a result of climate 
change. 

SEA LEVEL RISE 

According to The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast, prepared by the California Climate 
Change Center (CCCC) (May 2009), climate change has the potential to induce substantial sea level rise in 
the coming century. The rising sea level increases the likelihood and risk of flooding. The study identifies 
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a sea level rise on the California coast over the past century of approximately eight inches. Based on the 
results of various global climate change models, sea level rise is expected to continue. The California 
Climate Adaptation Strategy (December 2009) estimates a sea level rise of up to 55 inches by the end of 
this century.  

According the City of Santa Barbara Sea-Level Rise Vulnerability Study (University of California, Santa 
Cruz, 2012), storm waves that are coincident with very high tides will continue to be the biggest threat to 
the Santa Barbara coastline in the next several decades. The impacts of sea-level rise will likely begin to 
increase and become more noticeable during the second half of the twenty-first century than they have 
been in the recent past, particularly when combined with large El Niño-driven storm waves and high 
tides. A continuing rise in sea level will produce a range of hazards and impacts, including increasingly 
frequent coastal flooding, gradual inundation of low-lying beach and shoreline areas, continued and 
likely increased erosion of coastal cliffs and bluffs, and flooding at stream mouths, with associated 
damage to development. 

The Santa Barbara County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (2011) identifies high-hazard areas 
within the County related to flood and coastal surge vulnerability. According to the plan, there are 47 
County structures within the flood risk zones, which represents approximately $40 million in building 
value and just over $3.1 million in contents exposed to flood risk.  

AIR QUALITY 

Higher temperatures, which are conducive to air pollution formation, could worsen air quality in 
California. Climate change may increase the concentration of ground-level ozone, but the magnitude of 
the effect, and therefore its indirect effects, are uncertain. If higher temperatures are accompanied by 
drier conditions, the potential for large wildfires could increase, which, in turn, would further worsen air 
quality. However, if higher temperatures are accompanied by wetter, rather than drier conditions, the 
rains would tend to temporarily clear the air of particulate pollution and reduce the incidence of large 
wildfires, thereby ameliorating the pollution associated with wildfires. Additionally, severe heat 
accompanied by drier conditions and poor air quality could increase the number of heat-related deaths, 
illnesses, and asthma attacks throughout the state (CEC, March 2009). 

Air quality effects for the Santa Barbara County region would be similar to those expected statewide. 
Temperature increases are expected to facilitate smog production, with the potential for adverse effects 
on public health. Deposition of reactive nitrogen affects agriculture and natural habitats. Changes in 
weather patterns and associated plant migrations could also alter the timing and duration of pollen 
production and allergen effects, affecting public respiratory conditions. Increased risk of drought and 
wildfires could also lead to higher particulate matter levels (City of Santa Barbara Climate Action Plan, 
2012). 

WATER SUPPLY 

Analysis of paleoclimatic data (such as tree-ring reconstructions of stream flow and precipitation) 
indicates a history of naturally and widely varying hydrologic conditions in California and the west, 
including a pattern of recurring and extended droughts. Uncertainty remains with respect to the overall 
impact of climate change on future water supplies in California. However, the average early spring 
snowpack in the Sierra Nevada decreased by about 10 percent during the last century, a loss of 1.5 
million acre-feet of snowpack storage. During the same period, sea level rose eight inches along 
California’s coast. California’s temperature has risen 1°F, mostly at night and during the winter, with 
higher elevations experiencing the highest increase. Many Southern California cities have experienced 
their lowest recorded annual precipitation twice within the past decade. In a span of only two years, Los 
Angeles experienced both its driest and wettest years on record (California Department of Water 
Resources [DWR], 2008; CCCC, May 2009). 
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This uncertainty complicates the analysis of future water demand, especially where the relationship 
between climate change and its potential effect on water demand is not well understood. The Sierra 
snowpack provides the majority of California's water supply by accumulating snow during our wet 
winters and releasing it slowly when we need it during our dry springs and summers. Based on historical 
data and modeling, DWR projects that the Sierra snowpack will experience a 25 to 40 percent reduction 
from its historic average by 2050. Climate change is also anticipated to bring warmer storms that result 
in less snowfall at lower elevations, reducing the total snowpack (DWR, 2008).  

Santa Barbara County’s water supply has diversified sources, including the Santa Ynez River watershed, 
State Water Project, groundwater, and recycled water, along with a strong water conservation program. 
The City of Santa Barbara also has a desalination plant as a back-up supply. The plant was previously 
decommissioned but was recommissioned by the City Council in July 2015 and is expected to be 
operational in April 2017 (City of Santa Barbara, 2017). Future temperature and weather pattern changes 
could result in more variable or reduced supplies from the Santa Ynez River watershed and State Water 
Project, and potentially more saltwater intrusion issues for groundwater. Studies and planning to address 
water supply issues, including climate change effects, are ongoing by the State (Department of Water 
Resources), regional agencies (e.g., Cachuma Operation and Maintenance Board, Santa Barbara County’s 
Integrated Regional Water Management Program), and the City of Santa Barbara (City of Santa Barbara 
Climate Action Plan, 2012). 

HYDROLOGY 

As discussed above, climate change could potentially affect: the amount of snowfall, rainfall, and snow 
pack; the intensity and frequency of storms; flood hydrographs (flash floods, rain or snow events, 
coincidental high tide and high runoff events); sea level rise and coastal flooding; coastal erosion; and 
the potential for salt water intrusion. Sea level rise may be a product of climate change through two 
main processes: expansion of sea water as the oceans warm and melting of ice over land. A rise in sea 
levels could result in coastal flooding and erosion and could jeopardize California’s water supply due to 
salt water intrusion. Increased storm intensity and frequency could affect the ability of flood-control 
facilities, including levees, to handle storm events.  

Hydrologic effects for the Santa Barbara area are expected to be similar to those expected statewide, 
including less rainfall, increased intensity of storm and flood events, salt water intrusions, sea level rise, 
beach retreat and coastal cliff erosion (City of Santa Barbara Climate Action Plan, 2012). 

AGRICULTURE 

California has a $30 billion agricultural industry that produces half of the country’s fruits and vegetables. 
Higher CO2 levels can stimulate plant production and increase plant water-use efficiency. However, if 
temperatures rise and drier conditions prevail, water demand could increase; crop-yield could be 
threatened by a less reliable water supply; and greater air pollution could render plants more susceptible 
to pest and disease outbreaks. In addition, temperature increases could change the time of year certain 
crops, such as wine grapes, bloom or ripen, and thereby affect their quality (CCCC, 2006). 

As discussed related to air quality above, the Santa Barbara County region could experience an increase 
in deposition of reactive nitrogen and alteration in the timing and duration of pollen production (City of 
Santa Barbara Climate Action Plan, 2012). Both of these climate change effects could have adverse 
implications for agriculture in the region. 

ECOSYSTEMS AND WILDLIFE 

Climate change and the potential resulting changes in weather patterns could have ecological effects on 
a global and local scale. Increasing concentrations of GHGs are likely to accelerate the rate of climate 
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change. Scientists project that the average global surface temperature could rise by 1.0-4.5°F (0.6-2.5°C) 
in the next 50 years, and 2.2-10°F (1.4-5.8°C) in the next century, with substantial regional variation. Soil 
moisture is likely to decline in many regions, and intense rainstorms are likely to become more frequent. 
Rising temperatures could have four major impacts on plants and animals: (1) timing of ecological 
events; (2) geographic range; (3) species’ composition within communities; and (4) ecosystem processes, 
such as carbon cycling and storage (Parmesan, 2004; Parmesan, C. and H. Galbraith, 2004). 

While the above-mentioned potential impacts identify the possible effects of climate change at a global 
and potentially statewide level, in general scientific modeling tools are currently unable to predict what 
impacts would occur locally with a similar degree of accuracy. In general, regional and local predictions 
are made based on downscaling statewide models (CEC, March 2009). 

In the Santa Barbara County region, potential future effects on biological resources include reduction or 
loss of intertidal habitats, loss or inland movement of wetlands and marshes, and biodiversity loss from 
gradual coastal bluff, dune, and beach erosion. Upland and foothill species and habitats may experience 
upslope movement and/or northward migrations. Ocean species and habitats are at risk from 
temperature and weather changes, and ocean acidification (City of Santa Barbara Climate Action Plan, 
2012). 

b Regulatory Setting 

The following regulations address both climate change and GHG emissions. 

International Regulations 

The United States is, and has been, a participant in the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC) since it was produced by the United Nations in 1992. The UNFCCC is an 
international environmental treaty with the objective of stabilizing “GHG concentrations in the 
atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate 
system.” This is generally understood to be achieved by stabilizing global GHG concentrations between 
350 and 400 ppm, in order to limit the global average temperature increases between 2 and 2.4°C above 
pre-industrial levels (IPCC 2007). The UNFCC itself does not set limits on GHG emissions for individual 
countries or enforcement mechanisms. Instead, the treaty provides for updates, called “protocols,” that 
would identify mandatory emissions limits.  

Five years later, the UNFCC brought nations together again to draft the Kyoto Protocol (1997). The Kyoto 
Protocol established commitments for industrialized nations to reduce their collective emissions of six 
GHGs (CO2, CH4, N2O, SF6, HFCs, and PFCs) to 5.2 percent below 1990 levels by 2012. The United States is 
a signatory of the Kyoto Protocol, but Congress has not ratified it and the United States has not bound 
itself to the Protocol’s commitments (UNFCCC, 2007). The first commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol 
ended in 2012. Governments, including 38 industrialized countries, agreed to a second commitment 
period of the Kyoto Protocol, beginning January 1, 2013 and ending either on December 31, 2017 or 
December 31, 2020, to be decided by the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I 
Parties under the Kyoto Protocol at its seventeenth session (UNFCCC, November 2011). 

In Durban (17th session of the Conference of the Parties in Durban, South Africa, December 2011), 
governments decided to adopt a universal legal agreement on climate change as soon as possible, but 
not later than 2015. Work will begin on this immediately under a new group called the Ad Hoc Working 
Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action. Progress was also made regarding the creation of a 
Green Climate Fund (GCF) for which a management framework was adopted (UNFCCC, December 2011; 
United Nations, September 2012).  
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Federal Regulations 

The United States Supreme Court in Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. 
([2007] 549 U.S. 05-1120) held that the USEPA has the authority to regulate motor-vehicle GHG 
emissions under the FCAA. 

The USEPA issued a Final Rule for mandatory reporting of GHG emissions in October 2009. This Final Rule 
applies to fossil fuel suppliers, industrial gas suppliers, direct GHG emitters, and manufacturers of heavy-
duty and off-road vehicles and vehicle engines, and requires annual reporting of emissions. The first 
annual reports were due in March 2011. 

On May 13, 2010, the USEPA issued a Final Rule that took effect on January 2, 2011, setting a threshold 
of 75,000 million tons (MT) CO2e per year for GHG emissions. New and existing industrial facilities that 
meet or exceed that threshold will require a permit after that date. On November 10, 2010, the USEPA 
published the “PSD and Title V Permitting Guidance for Greenhouse Gases.” The USEPA’s guidance 
document is directed at state agencies responsible for air pollution permits under the FCAA to help them 
understand how to implement GHG reduction requirements while mitigating costs for industry. It is 
expected that most states will use the USEPA’s new guidelines when processing new air pollution 
permits for power plants, oil refineries, cement manufacturing, and other big pollution point sources. 

On January 2, 2011, the USEPA implemented the first phase of the Tailoring Rule for GHG emissions Title 
V Permitting. Under the first phase of the Tailoring Rule, all new sources of emissions are subject to GHG 
Title V permitting, if they are otherwise subject to Title V for another air pollutant and they emit at least 
75,000 MT CO2e per year. Under Phase 1, no sources were required to obtain a Title V permit solely due 
to GHG emissions. Phase 2 of the Tailoring Rule went into effect July 1, 2011. At that time, new sources 
were subject to GHG Title V permitting, if the source emits 100,000 MT CO2e per year, or it is otherwise 
subject to Title V permitting for another pollutant and emits at least 75,000 MT CO2e per year. 

On July 3, 2012, the U.S. EPA issued the final rule that retains the GHG permitting thresholds that were 
established in Phases 1 and 2 of the GHG Tailoring Rule. These emission thresholds determine when 
Clean Air Act permits under the New Source Review Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and 
Title V Operating Permit programs are required for new and existing industrial facilities. 

California Regulations 

CARB is responsible for the coordination and oversight of State and local air pollution control programs 
in California. California has a numerous regulations aimed at reducing the state’s GHG emissions. These 
initiatives are summarized below. 

Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), referred to as “Pavley,” requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations 
to achieve “the maximum feasible and cost-effective reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.” 
On June 30, 2009, the USEPA granted the waiver of Clean Air Act preemption to California for its 
greenhouse gas emission standards for motor vehicles beginning with the 2009 model year. Pavley I took 
effect for model years starting in 2009 to 2016 and Pavley II, which is now referred to as “LEV (Low 
Emission Vehicle) III GHG” will cover 2017 to 2025. Fleet average emission standards would reach 22 per 
cent reduction by 2012 and 30 per cent by 2016. 

In 2005, former Governor Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, establishing statewide 
GHG emissions reduction targets. EO S-3-05 provides that by 2010, emissions shall be reduced to 2000 
levels; by 2020, emissions shall be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, emissions shall be reduced to 80 
percent of 1990 levels (CalEPA, 2006). In response to EO S-3-05, CalEPA created the Climate Action Team 
(CAT), which in March 2006 published the Climate Action Team Report (the “2006 CAT Report”) (CalEPA, 
2006). The 2006 CAT Report identified a recommended list of strategies that the State could pursue to 
reduce GHG emissions. These are strategies that could be implemented by various State agencies to 
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ensure that the emission reduction targets in EO S-3-05 are met and can be met with existing authority 
of the State agencies. The strategies include the reduction of passenger and light duty truck emissions, 
the reduction of idling times for diesel trucks, an overhaul of shipping technology/infrastructure, 
increased use of alternative fuels, increased recycling, and landfill methane capture, etc. 

California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the 
“California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” signed into law in 2006. AB 32 codifies the statewide 
goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (essentially a 15% reduction below 2005 emission 
levels; the same requirement as under S-3-05), and requires CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines 
the main State strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline. In addition, AB 32 requires CARB 
to adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions. 

After completing a comprehensive review and update process, the ARB approved a 1990 statewide GHG 
level and 2020 limit of 427 MMT CO2e. The Scoping Plan was approved by CARB on December 11, 2008. 
A trial court set aside the 2008 Scoping Plan and it was readopted in 2011. The Scoping Plan includes 
measures to address GHG emission reduction strategies related to energy efficiency, water use, and 
recycling and solid waste, among other measures. The Scoping Plan includes a range of GHG reduction 
actions that may include direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-
monetary incentives, voluntary actions, and market-based mechanisms. A central strategy of the 2011 
Scoping Plan is “cap and trade.”  

Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted on January 18, 2007. The order mandates that a Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard (“LCFS”) for transportation fuels be established for California to reduce the carbon intensity of 
California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020. 

Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an environmental issue 
that requires analysis in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents. In March 2010, the 
California Resources Agency (Resources Agency) adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for 
the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted guidelines give 
lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and 
mitigation of GHGs and climate change impacts. 

Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in August 2008, enhances the State’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by aligning 
transportation planning and funding, land use planning and State housing mandates at the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) level in order to reduce VMT and transportation-related GHG emissions. As 
discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, as mandated by CARB, SBCAG must maintain or reduce 
2005 levels of per capita GHG emissions from passenger vehicles in order to meet the SB 375 target. For 
SBCAG, the targets set by CARB were “not to exceed 2005 emissions levels” by 2020 and 2035, meaning 
zero net growth in per capita emissions from passenger vehicles in the 2020 and 2035 target years. The 
2040 RTP-SCS demonstrated that the SBCAG region would achieve its passenger vehicle regional 
emissions reduction targets for the 2020 and 2035 target years. 

CARB Resolution 07-54 establishes 25,000 metric tons of GHG emissions as the threshold for identifying 
the largest stationary emission sources in California for purposes of requiring the annual reporting of 
emissions. This threshold is just over 0.005 percent of California’s total inventory of GHG emissions for 
2004. 

In April 2011, Governor Brown signed SB 2X, requiring California to generate 33% of its electricity from 
renewable energy by 2020. 

On September 8, 2016, the governor signed SB 32 into law, extending AB 32 by requiring the State to 
further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other provisions of AB 32 remain 
unchanged). CARB is currently working to update the Scoping Plan to provide a framework for achieving 
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the 2030 target. The updated Scoping Plan is expected to be completed and adopted by CARB in 2017 
(CARB 2016). 

For more information on the Senate and Assembly bills, Executive Orders, and reports discussed above, 
and to view reports and research referenced above, please refer to the following websites: 
www.climatechange.ca.gov and http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm. 

Local Regulations and CEQA Requirements 

Three of SBCAG’s member jurisdictions have climate action plans (CAP) that set goals and targets on the 
reduction of GHG emissions, and outline policies to help achieve those goals. The Cities of Goleta and 
Santa Barbara, as well as Santa Barbara County, have conducted baseline emissions inventories, which 
establish a reference point for GHG emissions reduction. The City of Goleta CAP (2014), City of Santa 
Barbara CAP (2012), and County of Santa Barbara Energy and Climate Action Plan (ECAP) (2015) also 
establish GHG reduction targets and reduction measures to meet those targets. To date, the Cities of 
Buellton, Carpinteria, Guadalupe, Lompoc, Santa Maria, and Solvang do not have adopted CAPs. Baseline 
and projected 2020 and 2030 GHG emissions from the respective CAPs and jurisdiction are shown in 
Table 25Table 25 below. 

Table 25 Climate Action Plans in the Proposed RTP-SCS Plan Area 

Jurisdiction 

Annual GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 

2007 Baseline 
Emissions 

Projected 2020 Business 
As-Usual Emissions 

Projected 2030 Business 
As-Usual Emissions 

Goleta 325,532 386,735 429,295 

Santa Barbara 719,833 861,326 943,225 

Santa Barbara County 1,192,970 1,365,170 1,540,0001 

1 County of Santa Barbara emissions are 2035 not 2030 

Sources: City of Goleta, July 2014; City of Santa Barbara, September 2012; County of Santa Barbara, May 2015 

The completed CAPs in the area address emissions produced by transportation, electricity and natural 
gas consumptions, water supply and conveyance, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. The 
types and quantity of emissions produced in the SBCAG region vary among jurisdictional boundaries. 
However, for most jurisdictions, transportation and energy consumption are responsible for the majority 
of GHG emissions. Policies included in the climate action plans in the region establish a framework for 
improved circulation networks and energy conservation. Transportation policies aim to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) by offering more opportunities for alternative transportation modes, such as 
bicycling and transit use. In addition, many of the climate action plans include policies to promote 
transit-oriented development. In order to reduce emissions caused by energy usage, jurisdictions have 
established policies that will facilitate and encourage energy efficiency for both residential and 
commercial land uses. Cities and counties include programs to improve energy efficiencies in old and 
new buildings and decrease the use of fossil fuels by providing incentives for use of renewable energy. 

4.8.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, the Resources Agency adopted amendments to the State CEQA 
Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions in March 2010. 
These guidelines are used in evaluating the cumulative significance of GHG emissions from the proposed 
project.  
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According to the adopted State CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to GHG emissions from the proposed 
project would be significant if the project would: 

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment; and/or 

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases. 

The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an 
impact is cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, other current 
projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355). 

For future projects, the significance of GHG emissions may be evaluated based on locally adopted 
quantitative thresholds, or consistency with a regional or state GHG reduction plan (such as a Climate 
Action Plan). SBCAPCD has adopted thresholds for projects involving stationary sources and which the 
SBCAPCD is the lead agency (SBCAPCD, April 2015). These thresholds would not apply to the proposed 
Fast Forward 2040. Santa Barbara County’s ECAP (adopted June 2, 2015) serves as a Qualified GHG 
Reduction Strategy consistent with State CEQA Guidelines. The ECAP establishes a GHG reduction target 
of 15% below baseline emissions by the year 2020. The ECAP does not include quantitative significance 
thresholds for land use or transportation improvement projects. Instead, it outlines a programmatic 
approach to review new land use development. Any project-specific environmental document that relies 
on the ECAP for its cumulative impacts analysis must identify specific Emission Reduction Measures 
applicable to the project and demonstrate the project’s incorporation of the measures. In addition, the 
ECAP includes a checklist to assist project applicants and County staff in determining whether a proposed 
project is within substantial compliance with the ECAP (“Appendix F. ECAP Consistency Checklist 
Template”). Since Fast Forward 2040 will primarily result in transportation-related emissions, the 
County’s thresholds are not applicable for the purposes of this analysis.  

Therefore, for the GHG emissions impacts resulting from Fast Forward 2040, this analysis evaluates 
potential impacts against both (1) a forecast future baseline condition and (2) current, existing baseline 
conditions, controlling for impacts caused by population growth and other factors that would occur 
whether or not Fast Forward 2040 is adopted. The 2014 baseline, provided by SBCAG, is used as a 
threshold for comparison with existing conditions, as it is the most recent year for which accurate 
county-wide vehicle miles traveled (VMT) data is available. While the baseline for analysis is commonly 
determined by the date in which the Notice of Preparation of the EIR is released (2016), complete and 
accurate data for this year was not available (refer to Section 1.0 Introduction for a discussion of baseline 
approach). The data that is available for 2014 generally represents 2017 conditions, as the data has 
remained largely unchanged. If county-wide per capita GHG emissions associated with Fast Forward 
2040 do not exceed the 2014 baseline, impacts related to GHG emissions would not be considered 
significant. 

The SB 375-based threshold is also included as it demonstrates SBCAG’s achievement of CARB-specified 
targets and consistency toward achieving the goals of AB 32. For the SBCAG region, the targets set by 
CARB are “not to exceed 2005 emissions levels” for passenger vehicles by 2020 and 2035. Therefore, the 
SBCAG region must maintain or reduce 2005 passenger vehicle emissions in order to meet the target. If 
county-wide GHG emissions associated with Fast Forward 2040 would not exceed 2005 emissions per 
capita, the RTP-SCS would meet the SB 375 requirement and would be consistent with the overall 2020 
emission reduction targets of AB 32. 
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POST-2020 LONG TERM SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD  

In late 2015, the California Supreme Court’s Newhall Ranch decision confirmed that there are multiple 
potential pathways for evaluating GHG emissions consistent with CEQA, depending on the circumstances 
of a given project (Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 
204). The decision also identified the need to analyze both near term and post-2020 emissions, as 
applicable, stating that an “EIR taking a goal-consistency approach to CEQA significance may in the near 
future need to consider the project’s effects on meeting longer term emissions reduction targets.” As 
described in Section 1.6 of this EIR, the GHG impact analysis evaluates impacts against a future baseline 
standard consistent with Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro, 57 Cal. App. 4th 439 (2013), 
because evaluating the impact against a current baseline would be misleading. It is important to 
emphasize that population growth, urbanization and volume of average daily traffic generated in the 
SBCAG region will increase by 2040, with or without implementation of Fast Forward 2040, as a result of 
a range of demographic and economic factors independent of policy and land use decisions by SBCAG 
and its member agencies. Identification of potential GHG impacts are therefore based on the increment 
of physical change due to Fast Forward 2040, rather than the future regional growth that would occur 
regardless of whether or not the plan is adopted and implemented. SB 32 and Executive Order B-30-15 
have set targets to reduce GHG emissions by 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and Executive Order S-03-
05 has set forth a long-term reduction target to reduce GHG emissions in California by 80% below 1990 
level by the year 2050.  

Given the recent legislative attention and judicial action and the scientific evidence that additional GHG 
reductions are needed through the year 2050, the Association of Environmental Professionals’ (AEP) 
Climate Change Committee published a white paper in 2015 recommending that CEQA analyses for most 
land use development projects can continue to rely on current thresholds for the immediate future, but 
that long-term projects should consider post-2020 emissions demonstrating substantial progress toward 
the reduction trajectory that meets the 2050 statewide target (AEP, Beyond 2020: The Challenges of 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Planning by Local Governments in California, 2015). The AEP also 
recommends in the white paper that the significance determination should be based on demonstrating 
substantial progress along a post-2020 trajectory.  

CARB is currently moving forward with an update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan to reflect the 2030 target set 
by Executive Order B-30-15 and codified by SB 32 (CARB, 2017). However, as described above, the AEP’s 
Climate Change Committee recommends that CEQA GHG analyses evaluate project emissions in light of 
the trajectory of State climate change legislation and assess if the project would achieve substantial 
progress toward the long-term reduction targets identified in available plans, legislation, or Executive 
Orders. Thus, for emissions beyond the year 2020 (including through the year 2040 – the horizon year for 
the Fast Forward 2040 ), this analysis uses forecast emissions related to the transportation sector for 
Santa Barbara County. Because Fast Forward 2040 is a county-wide transportation plan, emissions 
estimated for Fast Forward 2040 encompass all transportation-related emissions in the county, except 
for emissions from external trips, or trips that originate and end outside Santa Barbara County. For trips 
that either originate or end outside the County, trips are weighted based on the portion of trips within 
the County boundary. Estimated VMT data were used to determine whether Fast Forward 2040 would 
impede substantial progress toward achieving the projected emissions reduction targets established by 
SB 32 (2030 standard) and EO S-3-05 (2050 standard).  

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS 

Although construction activity is addressed in this analysis, the California Air Pollution Control Officer 
Association (CAPCOA) does not discuss whether any of the suggested threshold approaches adequately 
address impacts from temporary construction activity. As stated in the CEQA and Climate Change white 
paper, “more study is needed to make this assessment or to develop separate thresholds for 
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construction activity” (CAPCOA, 2008). Additionally, Santa Barbara County does not have any adopted 
construction-related standards. Construction-related emissions are speculative at the RTP-SCS level 
because such emissions are dependent on the characteristics of individual development projects. 
However, because construction of the RTP-SCS would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily due 
to the operation of construction equipment and truck trips, a qualitative analysis is provided below.  

Methodology for Estimating GHG Emissions 

Two quantitative factors are required to calculate an emissions estimate: an emission factor and an 
activity factor. The emission factor is the amount of emissions generated by a specific motor vehicle 
activity (e.g., grams of emissions per vehicle mile traveled). A county-wide, on-road, mobile source 
emission estimate was calculated by summing the product of the vehicle activity (VMT and trips) 
generated by the land use pattern and transportation projects envisioned in the SCS (the preferred land 
use and transportation scenario as modeled by SBCAG) and the emissions factors contained in the 
CARB’s Emission Factors (EMFAC) model (EMFAC2014). EMFAC2014 generates an output of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions, which were used as the overall indicator of greenhouse gas emissions, per the 
recommendations of the ARB SB 375 Regional Targets Advisory Committee. In order to calculate the CO2 
emissions within EMFAC2014, VMT, vehicle trips, and VMT by speed class distributions were extracted 
from the travel demand model for the baseline (2014) and each of the target years (2020, 2030, 2035, 
and 2040) based on the preferred and alternative transportation/land use scenarios. This extracted 
information was then entered into EMFAC2014. The CO2 emissions associated with vehicle starts are 
accounted for in EMFAC2014 based on the distribution of vehicle starts by vehicle classification, vehicle 
technology class, and operating mode. EMFAC2014 adds these vehicle starts to the running emissions to 
compute total on-road mobile source emissions. The CO2 emissions for the vehicle classes were then 
extracted from the EMFAC2014 output and reported. CO2 emissions reported herein account for 
implementation of programs in accordance with State regulations adopted as of 2016. Per capita 
emissions rates were calculated by dividing total CO2 emissions for each scenario by the region’s 
population (provided by SBCAG) in each respective year.  

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes generalized impacts associated with proposed transportation improvements and 
the future land use scenario envisioned under Fast Forward 2040. Implementation of the Fast Forward 
RTP-SCS could generate GHG emissions and may conflict with applicable plans and policies.  

Impact GHG-1 CONSTRUCTION OF THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS AND FUTURE 

LAND USE PATTERNS ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD GENERATE TEMPORARY SHORT-TERM 

GHG EMISSIONS. IMPACTS WOULD BE CLASS II, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION 

INCORPORATED. [THRESHOLD 1] 

The 2013 2040 RTP-SCS Environmental Impact Report (2013 RTP-SCS EIR) identified a significant but 
mitigable (Class II) impact regarding the temporary short-term GHG emissions associated with 
construction of the transportation improvement projects and future land use patterns envisioned by the 
2040 RTP-SCS. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 to ensure that applicable GHG-reducing APCD diesel 
particulate and NOx emissions measures for off-road construction vehicles are implemented during 
construction was required for all individual projects as they are implemented. 

Similar to the 2040 RTP-SCS, construction activities associated with transportation improvement projects 
and future land use patterns envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 would generate temporary short-term 
GHG emissions primarily due to the operation of construction equipment and truck trips. Construction-
related emissions are speculative at the RTP-SCS level because such emissions are dependent on the 
characteristics of individual development projects. However, GHG emissions would be emitted from 
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travel to and from the worksite and the operation of construction equipment such as graders, backhoes, 
and generators. Site preparation and grading typically generate the greatest amount of emissions due to 
the use of grading equipment and soil hauling. The precise construction timing and construction 
equipment for individual projects is not specifically known at this time. Nonetheless, construction 
activities would result in GHG emissions. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated (Class II). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur from construction-related GHG emissions 
compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The following mitigation measures 
identified in the 2013 EIR would minimize GHGs generated by proposed transportation improvements 
and land use patterns. No new or revised mitigation measures are required. To reduce potentially 
significant short-term GHG emissions, the following mitigation measure from the 2013 EIR is required for 
individual projects as they are implemented: 

MM GHG-1 

The project sponsor shall ensure that applicable GHG-reducing SBCAPCD diesel particulate and NOX 
emissions measures for off-road construction vehicles are implemented during construction. The 
measures shall be noted on all construction plans and the project sponsor shall perform periodic site 
inspections. Applicable GHG-reducing measures include the following. 

 Use of diesel construction equipment meeting CARB's Tier 2 certified engines or cleaner off-road 
heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State Off-Road Regulation; 

 Use of on-road heavy-duty trucks that meet the CARB’s 2007 or cleaner certification standard for on-
road heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with the State On-Road Regulation; 

 All on and off-road diesel equipment shall not idle for more than 5 minutes. Signs shall be posted in 
the designated queuing areas and or job sites to remind drivers and operators of the 5 minute idling 
limit; 

 Use of electric equipment when feasible; 
 Substitute gasoline-powered in place of diesel-powered equipment, where feasible; and 
 Use of alternatively fueled construction equipment on-site where feasible, such as compressed 

natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane or biodiesel. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With the implementation of the Mitigation Measure GHG-1 identified in the 2013 EIR, impacts related to 
short-term construction-related GHG emissions would be less than significant. Impacts of Fast Forward 
2040 are consistent with the 2013 EIR.  

Impact GHG-2 IMPLEMENTATION OF FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD NOT RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT 

INCREASE IN PER CAPITA GHG EMISSIONS FROM THE TRANSPORTATION SECTOR COMPARED TO BOTH 

2014 BASELINE AND FUTURE ‘NO PROJECT’ CONDITIONS. FAST FORWARD 2040 IMPACTS WOULD BE 

CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. [THRESHOLDS 1 AND 2] 

The 2013 RTP-SCS EIR identified a less than significant (Class III) impact when comparing 2020, 2035, and 
2040 GHG emissions associated with the RTP-SCS to 2011 baseline and future “no project” conditions.  

Projected per capita GHG emissions on the SBCAG transportation network for the years 2020, 2030, 2035 
and 2040 under Fast Forward 2040 were compared to the 2014 baseline and with the GHG emissions 
projected under the future ’no project scenario,’ a scenario in which the transportation improvements 
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identified in the RTP-SCS are not implemented. As discussed above, GHG emissions for the proposed Fast 
Forward 2040 were calculated using the CARB’s EMFAC 2014 model based on the VMT that would be 
generated as a result of the proposed plan (refer to Section 4.1, Transportation and Circulation). Table 
26Table 26 summarizes the plan’s per-capita transportation-related emissions from all vehicle classes. 
Implementation of Fast Forward 2040 would not result in an increase in GHG emissions. 

Table 26 Per Capita CO2 Emissions Comparison (All Vehicle Classes) 

 Per Capita CO2 Emissions (lbs/day) 

Scenario Vehicle Emissions1 

% Reduction in Emissions 
Compared to 2014 Baseline 

% Reduction in Emissions 
Compared to No Project Scenario 

2014 Baseline 23.0 -- -- 

2020 No Project Scenario 20.0   

2020 with RTP-SCS 17.5 23.9% 12.5% 

2030 No Project Scenario 15.2   

2030 with RTP-SCS 12.4 46.1% 18.4% 

2035 No Project Scenario 14.5   

2035 with RTP-SCS 11.5 50.0% 20.7% 

2040 No Project Scenario 14.3   

2040 with RTP-SCS 11.3 50.9% 21.0% 

1 Per capita emissions assume implementation of statewide measures contained in the Scoping Plan to further reduce passenger vehicle 
GHG emissions such as the Pavley fuel efficiency standards and low carbon fuel standards.  

Transportation-related GHG emissions would continue to occur throughout the County regardless of 
whether Fast Forward 2040 is adopted. Since GHG emissions under Fast Forward 2040 would be reduced 
compared to the 2014 baseline and compared to the ‘no project scenario’ through 2040, Fast Forward 
2040 would contribute to a reduction in per capita transportation-related GHG emissions. As shown in 
Table, the RTP-SCS would contribute to an overall reduction in transportation-related emissions. 
Therefore, when considering total emissions, Fast Forward 2040 would not result in a significant increase 
in GHG emissions compared to the ‘no project’ conditions. 

As discussed in the 2013 EIR, in addition to the vehicle GHG emissions shown in Table 26Table 26, infill 
and TOD projects envisioned by the land use scenario in Fast Forward 2040 would also result in GHG 
emissions due to electricity and natural gas consumption. The land use scenario for Fast Forward 2040 is 
the same as was analyzed in the 2013 EIR. For informational purposes, the GHG emissions of the land use 
scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 is provided here. As with the 2013 EIR, the proposed land use 
changes in the infill and TOD areas could result in up to 10,200 residential units and 8,878,200 
commercial square feet. Table 27Table 27 shows the GHG emissions (electricity and natural gas 
emissions) that could result from this level of development.  

Table 27 GHG Emissions from Land Uses 

Source Metric Tons of CO2e Per Year 

Electricity 47,400 

Natural Gas 9,300 

Total 56,700 

Source: Table 4.8-4 of the 2013 EIR  
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However, this residential and commercial growth is not directly attributed to Fast Forward 2040. This 
growth is anticipated to occur in the region regardless of whether Fast Forward 2040 is adopted. Fast 
Forward 2040 redistributes growth within the region to focus growth within existing urban areas. As a 
result, this land use scenario would result in fewer vehicle trips and smaller residential units, which 
would result in fewer overall GHG emissions when compared to a traditional land use pattern that does 
not emphasize infill and TOD. Impacts would be less than significant (Class III). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in 
the 2013 EIR. No mitigation was required in the 2013 EIR and no new or revised mitigation measures are 
required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  

Impact GHG-3 IMPLEMENTATION OF FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD NOT INTERFERE WITH THE 

PASSENGER VEHICLE GHG EMISSIONS REDUCTION GOALS OF AB 32 OR SB 375. IMPACTS WOULD BE 

CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. [THRESHOLD 2] 

The 2013 RTP-SCS EIR determined implementation of the 2040 RTP-SCS would not interfere with GHG 
emissions reductions goals of AB 32 or SB 375 and impacts would be less than significant (Class III). SB 
375 sets GHG emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles. For the SBCAG region, the targets set 
by ARB are “not to exceed 2005 emissions levels” by 2020 and 2035. The 2040 RTP-SCS, as analyzed in 
the 2013 EIR, would achieve a 10.5% reduction in per capita emissions from 2005 levels by 2020 and a 
15.4% reduction from 2005 by 2035. Therefore, the SBCAG region would achieve and exceed its 
passenger vehicle regional emissions reduction targets for the 2020 and 2035 target years under the 
previously analyzed 2040 RTP-SCS.  

The proposed Fast Forward 2040 includes additional projects which require an updated analysis. Table 
28Table 28 shows the updated analysis of per capita CO2 emissions from passenger vehicles for the 
proposed Fast Forward 2040.  
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Table 28 Per Capita CO2 Passenger Vehicle Emissions Comparison 

Scenario 

Per Capita CO2 Emissions without Pavley and LCFS (lbs/day) 

Emissions 
from 

Passenger 
Vehicles 

% Reduction 
Compared 

to 2005 
Baseline 

% Reduction 
Compared 

to No 
Project 

Scenario 

Emissions 
from 

Passenger 
Vehicles1 

% Reduction 
Compared 

to 2005 
Baseline 

% Reduction 
Compared 

to No Project 
Scenario 

2005 Baseline 18.62 -- -- 18.62 -- --- 

2020 No Project 
Scenario 

18.4 -- --- 15.3 -- --- 

2020 with RTP-SCS 15.9 14.5% 13.6% 13.3 28.5% 13.1% 

2035 No Project 
Scenario 

19.2 -- --- 10.3 -- --- 

2035 with RTP-SCS 15.1 18.8% 21.4% 8.1 56.5% 21.4% 

1 Per capita emissions with Pavley and LCS assume implementation of statewide measures contained in the Scoping Plan to further 
reduce passenger vehicle GHG emissions such as the Pavley fuel efficiency standards and low carbon fuel standards.  

2 2005 baseline estimate of 18.6 pounds per day is slightly different than the baseline estimate contained in the 2013 EIR. This is due to 
adjustments in the 2014EMFAC model compared to the 2011EMFAC model.  

As shown in Table 28Table 28, with the Pavley fuel efficiency standards and low carbon fuel standards, 
the 2005 GHG per capita emissions from passenger vehicles were estimated for the plan area to be 18.6 
pounds per day. With the proposed Fast Forward 2040, the 2020 GHG per capita emissions from 
passenger vehicles were modeled for the plan area to be 13.3 pounds per day, a reduction of 28.5% from 
the 2005 baseline, and 2035 emissions levels were modeled to be 8.1 pounds per day, a 56.4% reduction 
from 2005.  

In addition, as shown in Table 27Table 27, passenger vehicle GHG emissions under the ‘no project 
scenario’ would be higher when compared to GHG emissions under Fast Forward 2040. As such, Fast 
Forward 2040 would contribute to a reduction in per capita passenger vehicle-related GHG emissions. It 
is important to note that passenger vehicle-related GHG emissions would continue to occur throughout 
the County regardless of whether the RTP-SCS is adopted. As demonstrated above, the RTP-SCS would 
contribute to an overall reduction in passenger vehicle-related emissions compared to the 2005 baseline 
levels and the ’no project scenario.’ In addition, Fast Forward 2040 would reduce emissions compared to 
what was analyzed in the 2013 EIR.  

Since SB 375 is consistent with the goals of AB 32 and intended to achieve the AB 32 goals under the 
CARB Scoping Plan, a plan that would not conflict with SB 375 emission targets would also not conflict 
with the AB 32 goals. Implementation of Fast Forward 2040 would help the region achieve its SB 375 and 
AB 32 GHG emissions reduction targets. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant (Class III). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in 
the 2013 EIR. No mitigation was required in the 2013 EIR and no new or revised mitigation measures are 
required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  
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Impact GHG-4 IMPLEMENTATION OF FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD NOT INTERFERE WITH THE GOALS 

OF APPLICABLE GHG REDUCTION PLANS AND POLICIES, INCLUDING CLIMATE ACTION PLANS FOR THE 

CITIES OF GOLETA AND SANTA BARBARA, AND SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, AS WELL AS AB 32, SB 32, 

EO B-30-15, EO-S-3-05, AND SB 375. IMPACTS WOULD BE CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

[THRESHOLD 2] 

The 2013 RTP-SCS EIR determined implementation of the 2040 RTP-SCS would not interfere with GHG 
emissions reductions goals of the adopted Climate Action Plan for the City of Santa Barbara, and impacts 
would be less than significant (Class III). SB 32 and EO-S-3-05 were enacted after the 2013 EIR and were 
not analyzed in the 2013 EIR. 

As described above under Setting, the following GHG reduction goals are in effect in California: 

 AB 32: statewide target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (essentially a 15% 
reduction below 2005 emission levels) 

 B-30-15: goal of reducing GHG emissions by 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 
 SB 32: statewide target of reducing GHG emissions 40% below 1990 levels by 2030  
 EO S-3-05: goal of reducing GHG emissions 80% below 1990 levels by 2050 

In addition, three of SBCAG’s member jurisdictions (the Cities of Goleta and Santa Barbara, as well as 
Santa Barbara County) have adopted climate action plans that set goals and targets for the reduction of 
GHG emissions, and outline policies to help achieve those goals. The local climate action plans and GHG 
reduction plans were adopted in an effort to comply with the GHG emissions reduction goals 
recommended for local governments in the AB 32 Scoping Plan. As discussed in Impact GHG-3, Fast 
Forward 2040 was determined to be consistent with the goals of AB 32 and SB 375. Since the RTP-SCS is 
consistent with the goals of AB 32, it would not conflict with the goals of local climate action plans 
designed to meet the same State goals.  

SB 32, which is based on the goals set forth in EO B-30-15, has been enacted. CARB is currently working 
to update the Scoping Plan to provide a framework for achieving these 2030 targets. The updated 
Scoping Plan is expected to be completed and adopted by CARB in 2017 (CARB 2016). The new Scoping 
Plan will apply to SCSs adopted beginning in 2018. ARB’s 2010 SB 375 targets will apply to Fast Forward 
2040. As shown in Table 29Table 29, the proposed Fast Forward 2040 would meet the above goals 
through 2040 through a reduction in vehicle emissions and therefore would make substantial progress 
towards achieving the goals of SB 32 and EO S-3-05 for an overall reduction in emissions from all 
statewide sources.  

Table 29 Per Capita CO2 Emissions Comparison (All Vehicle Classes) Compared to 1990 

Levels 

 Per Capita CO2 Emissions (lbs/day) 

Scenario Vehicle Emissions 
% Reduction in Emissions 

Compared to 1990 Baseline 

1990 Baseline 20.71 -- 

2005 Baseline 24.4 -- 

2020 with RTP-SCS 17.5 15.5% 

2030 with RTP-SCS 12.4 40.1% 

2035 with RTP-SCS 11.5 44.4% 

2040 with RTP-SCS 11.3 45.4% 

1 Actual 1990 emissions are unknown but are generally assumed to be 15% below 2005 levels 
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Mitigation Measures 

None required. Consistency with SB 32 and EO S-3-05 was not analyzed in the 2013 EIR. However, no 
new impacts associated with Fast Forward 2040 would occur such that new mitigation measures would 
be required.  

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

c Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts 

The proposed projects listed in Section 2.0, Project Description, would have the potential to result in GHG 
emissions. However, Fast Forward 2040 as a whole is designed to reduce VMT and per capita 
transportation-related GHG emissions in accordance with SB 375, AB 32, and SB 32. Since plan level per 
capita emissions are below baseline per capita emissions levels and meet SBCAG’s SB 375 targets, all 
planned Fast Forward 2040 projects remain below the thresholds of significance. 
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4.9 Hydrology and Water Resources 

This section analyzes the impacts of Fast Forward 2040 related to hydrology and water resources. A 
similar analysis was provided in the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS; however, the additional 
projects included in Fast Forward 2040 have been evaluated, and baseline conditions have been 
updated.  

No impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable in the 2013 EIR. 

4.9.1 Setting 

The County contains four primary watersheds: Santa Maria, which includes the Cuyama and Sisquoc 
watersheds; San Antonio Creek; Santa Ynez; and South Coast, which is composed of approximately 50 
short, steep watersheds. The headwaters of the principal watersheds are generally undeveloped, and the 
middle and lower sections are often developed with urban or agricultural uses. The four major rivers 
draining these watersheds are the Santa Maria, Sisquoc, Cuyama, and Santa Ynez. Rainfall throughout 
the County in the 2016 Water-Year was approximately 7.58 to 20.58 inches (Santa Barbara County 
Hydrology Report, 2016). Streamflow is generated directly from rainfall with little base flow contribution 
from headwaters. Most rivers and the lower reaches of streams are dry in the summer. 

a Water Supply 

Water supplies include groundwater, surface water, imported State Water Project water, and recycled 
water. Water supplies also are enhanced by the conjunctive use of surface and groundwater supplies and 
cloud seeding. As of 2013, the average annual water supplies for Santa Barbara County totaled about 
223,000 acre feet per year (AFY), plus about 90,000 AFY in return flows to useable groundwater basins 
(Santa Barbara County IRWMP, 2013).  

Santa Barbara County’s water supply currently comes from two primary sources: 1) surface water 
impounded behind dams on the Santa Ynez River, augmented by infiltration into delivery tunnels drilled 
through the Santa Ynez Mountains; and 2) groundwater pumped primarily from the County’s alluvial 
basins. Groundwater is also obtained from bedrock aquifers in the hills that surround the alluvial basins 
and supplies about 77 percent of the County’s domestic, commercial, industrial and agricultural water 
(IRWMP, 2013). Additional water supplies are available to certain cities and communities from the 
Coastal Branch Aqueduct of the State Water Project. Existing allocations from the State Water Project 
range from 50 AFY to as high as 16,200 AFY, though actual water deliveries may be less in any given year 
depending on a number of factors including customer demand, regulatory restrictions and droughts in 
northern California (IRWMP, 2013). 

The County of Santa Barbara 2016 Water-Year (WY) can be summarized as a year with less than normal 
rainfall (70% County-wide), a continuation of the four previous drier-than-normal years, a record 
breaking 5 consecutive year dry period (2012-2016), and historically low reservoir water storage levels 
(Hydrology Report, 2016). However, due to heavy rainfall in December 2016 into March of 2017, the 
average county-wide normal-to-date rainfall percentage is approximately 150% for the 2017 Water-Year. 
Nevertheless, average rainfall does not typically produce substantial recharge. Long-term average annual 
yields of the surface reservoirs, as currently constructed, are fixed amounts that are subject only to 
further downward adjustments due to siltation. In addition, groundwater supplies are limited in terms of 
the annual amount of water that can be withdrawn without causing a long-term drop in water levels 
(“Safe Yield”) and in the total storage of a basin that can be removed without substantial environmental 
effects (“Available Yield”). Such water source limitations make water conservation a necessity in the 
county. 
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According to the 2014 Santa Barbara County Groundwater Basins Status Report, four of the twelve 
groundwater basins are currently overdrafted. This overdraft pertains to safe yield and not perennial 
yield. Overdrafted basins include: the Cuyama Basin, the San Antonio Basin, the Santa Ynez Upland Basin, 
and the Santa Rita sub-area of the Lompoc Basin. All groundwater basins have remained consistent in 
terms of surplus/overdraft since the 2011 Groundwater Report. In the 2005 litigation Santa Maria Valley 
Water Conservation District versus the City of Santa Maria et al., the court ruled that based on a 
preponderance of evidence that the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin is not currently in a state of 
overdraft (IRWMP, 2013). Table 30 shows the status of the County’s groundwater basins, with the 
corresponding threshold where consumption would result in a significant impact. 

Table 30 Groundwater Basin Status 

Basin 

Estimated 
“Usable” Water in 

Storage (AF)1 
Annual Surplus/ 
(Overdraft) (AFY) 

Threshold of Significance 
(AFY) 

South Coast Groundwater Basins 

Carpinteria 16,000 125 None applied 

Montecito 

(includes Toro Canyon) 

16,100 0 4 

Santa Barbara 10,000 2,000 None applied 

Foothill 5,000 Managed by City of Santa Barbara 4 

Goleta (West and North/Central) 70,000 Adjudicated 2 

Santa Ynez Watershed Groundwater Basins 

Santa Ynez Uplands 900,000 (2,028) 61 

Santa Ynez River Alluvial Corridor 
(includes Santa Rosa Area) 

90,000 0 -- 

Buellton Uplands 154,000 800 22 

Lompoc Basins  

(includes Terrace, Plain, Uplands 
(Uplands includes Santa Rita Area)) 

170,000 Terrace not used, Plain managed 
by WRD 89-18, Uplands (913) 
(mostly Santa Rita sub-area) 

12 

North Coast Groundwater Basins 

San Antonio 800,000 (9,540) 23 

Santa Maria 1,100,000 Adjudicated 25 

East County Groundwater Basins 

Cuyama 1,500,000 (29,900) 31 

1 “Useable” or “working” water in storage generally denotes that which is above sea level and also above the bottom of the deepest 
water wells constructed in that specific area. 

Source: 2014 County of Santa Barbara Groundwater Basins Status Report; County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and 
Guidelines Manual, 2008 (amended July 2015). 

b Water Quality 

Water quality is a concern because of its potential effect on human health, enterprise, aquatic 
organisms, and ecosystem conditions. Quality is determined by factors such as native condition of 
groundwater and surface water, sources of contamination (natural and human induced), and extent of 
seawater intrusion. 

SURFACE WATER 

Various entities in the region are focusing their efforts on poor surface water quality in creeks, rivers, 
and oceans due to polluted storm water and urban runoff discharges. Runoff pollutants can include 
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pesticides, fertilizers, green waste, animal waste, human waste, petroleum hydrocarbons (gasoline, 
motor oil), trash, and other constituents. 

One of the primary sources of surface water contamination in the County is runoff from impervious 
surfaces in urban areas. Stormwater flowing over roadways and other transportation facilities carries 
urban pollutants through natural drainage systems or man-made storm drain facilities to a body of 
surface water. Such discharges are referred to as “non-point” sources because the pollutants are 
generated from multiple locations rather than a single source and location. These discharges are mostly 
unregulated, resulting in untreated pollutants entering rivers, lakes, and the Pacific Ocean. Pollutants 
contained within urban runoff primarily include suspended solids, oil, grease, pesticides, pathogens, and 
air pollutants.  

Groundwater 

Water quality in the groundwater basins of the County has degraded over the years due to continual use 
of the resource. This is particularly true in areas where the water table has been substantially lowered. 
Additional factors that contribute to the decline of water quality include: percolation of agricultural 
runoff contaminated with fertilizers and pesticides into the water table; percolation of water from public 
and private sewage treatment systems; percolation of contaminated urban runoff; the reduction of the 
natural “flushing” effect of water through-flow caused by lowered overall water levels, and the upward 
or lateral diffusion of connate brines by over-pumping of freshwater aquifers. Several areas in the 
County, including Santa Barbara and Santa Maria, have experienced signs of seawater intrusion. As of 
yet, these initial signs of intrusion do not pose a threat to drinking water supplies (IRWMP, 2013). 

The importation of State Water Project water, with lower salt content than the local sources, provides 
for higher quality “return flows,” and thus, helps with basin water quality. Laguna County Sanitation 
District helps improve water quality in the basin by utilizing a reverse osmosis process to remove and a 
deep injection well to dispose of concentrated waste brine and produce approximately 2,242 AFY of 
water for agricultural, landscaping, and industrial purposes (IRWMP, 2013). Additionally, in the Santa 
Ynez Watershed, State Water Project water is mixed with water rights releases from Bradbury Dam to 
lower the salt content of flows downstream. Since 1997, discharge of State Water Project water has 
tended to lower the total dissolved solids (TDS) of groundwater in the vicinity of these sources (IRWMP, 
2013). 

The County contains a number of non-sewered, fairly densely populated areas that remain on septic 
tanks, requiring integrated action by the Local Agency Formation Commission, cities, and special districts 
to provide for extensions of sewer systems to serve these areas or other measures to address potential 
groundwater contamination. State maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for nitrates have been exceeded 
in some areas (IRWMP, 2013). 

SOUTH COAST GROUNDWATER BASINS 

The South Coast Basin includes five sub-basins (Carpinteria, Montecito, Santa Barbara, Foothill and 
Goleta). Groundwater analyses conducted in 2010 indicate that nitrate levels in groundwater in the 
Carpinteria Basin are generally below the State MCL for public water systems (IRWMP, 2013). There is no 
evidence of seawater intrusion into the Carpinteria Basin. Water quality in the Montecito Basin generally 
is suitable for agricultural and domestic use. Some wells in the Montecito Basin near fault zones or 
coastal areas yield groundwater with elevated levels of TDS and other constituents, such as iron and 
manganese (Bulletin 118 – Montecito Groundwater Basin). Studies also indicate that seawater intrusion 
is not a substantial problem in the Montecito Basin. Samples taken from coastal wells have confirmed 
the presence of seawater intrusion in the Santa Barbara Basin where heavy groundwater extraction from 
municipal wells caused groundwater levels to drop as much as 100 feet in the late 1970s. Groundwater 
pumping within the basin has been required to be at much-reduced flow rates compared to 1991. 
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Effective pumping practices, together with groundwater injection programs, have restored the 
previously existing gradient, thereby reversing the trend of seawater intrusion. Analyses of water from 
the Foothill Basin indicated general water quality to be classified as very hard with dissolved solids, 
chloride, sodium, and sulfate all equaling or exceeding secondary standards in most wells sampled (Santa 
Barbara County Groundwater Report, 2011). Water quality in the Goleta Basin is sufficient for many 
agricultural uses but might require treatment for domestic uses. The basin is divided into three sub-
basins: the Central Sub-basin, the West Sub-basin, and the North Sub-basin. The Central Sub-basin, from 
which most water is extracted, contains the lowest TDS and chloride concentrations. The major water 
quality issue for drinking water in the Central Sub-basin is the presence of iron and manganese, with 
most wells above the secondary drinking water standard. These elevated constituents require treatment 
of groundwater prior to serving the water to customers (Groundwater Report, 2011). Water in the West 
Sub-basin requires treatment for domestic use and may be used for irrigation of only a limited variety of 
crops. Chloride concentrations are a particular problem in low lying areas of the basin near tidal marshes 
(IRWMP, 2013). 

SANTA YNEZ RIVER WATERSHED GROUNDWATER BASINS 

The Santa Ynez River Watershed includes four groundwater basins (Santa Ynez River Alluvial, Santa Ynez 
Uplands, Buellton Uplands, and Lompoc Basins). Water quality within the Santa Ynez Uplands Basin is 
generally adequate for most agricultural and domestic purposes. As is the case in many other areas of 
the County, quality from the water table aquifers or shallow water in some areas of the Santa Ynez 
Uplands Basin is dramatically worse than that from deeper or confined aquifers. Septic systems are 
suspected of being the source of the increasing nitrates in the area (Groundwater Report, 2011). Current 
water quality data for the Buellton Uplands basin is limited. However, data from late 1950s and early 
1960s indicate TDS concentrations between 300 and 700 milligrams per liter (mg/L) for several wells 
within the basin (IRWMP, 2013). Groundwater quality in the Lompoc Basin generally decreases from east 
to west as the basin nears the coastline of the Pacific Ocean. Water levels are balanced by releases made 
from Lake Cachuma. Thus in essence the basin is managed to maintain water level and water quality 
thresholds under current operation of the reservoir (IRWMP, 2013). 

NORTH COAST GROUNDWATER BASINS 

The North Coast Groundwater Basins include two sub-basins (San Antonio and Santa Maria). Westward 
water quality degradation in the San Antonio Basin has been thought to be caused by the accumulation 
of lower quality water from agricultural return flow and the dissolution of soluble minerals. There is no 
evidence of seawater intrusion in the basin, nor is the basin considered susceptible to seawater intrusion 
due to the consolidated rock that separates the basin from the ocean. The water quality in this area has 
not been degraded over the past few years and is far within both agricultural and domestic usage 
standards. Water quality in the Santa Maria Basin has been improved through the importation and 
domestic use of State Water Project and also from Laguna Sanitation District to the south. While recently 
general groundwater quality has been stable, nitrate concentrations in shallow groundwater have 
progressively increased. Deep groundwater concentrations remain markedly lower, generally less than 
10 mg/l (IRWMP, 2013). 

EAST COUNTY GROUNDWATER BASIN 

Groundwater quality in the Cuyama Basin ranges from hard (high in dissolved solids) to very hard and is 
predominantly of the calcium and magnesium-sulfate type, in great part due to the abundance of 
gypsum as a source material in the middle and upper parts of the watershed (IRWMP, 2013). Water 
quantity and quality deteriorate toward the west end of the basin, where the basin sediments thin. 
Although groundwater in the Cuyama Valley is only of fair to poor chemical quality, it has been used 
successfully to irrigate most crops (IRWMP, 2013). 
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4.9.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines considers a project to have significant impacts if a project would: 

1. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements; 
2. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level; 

3. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site; 

4. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

5. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 

6. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 
7. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard areas structures which would impede or redirect flood 

flows; 
8. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows; 
9. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 

flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam; 

10. Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

In addition, the County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual defines 
significant impacts relating to water resources would result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with any of the following conditions: 

 Withdrawal of water that exceeds the current threshold designated for overdrafted groundwater 
basins; or 

 Is located within an urbanized area of the County and the project construction or redevelopment 
individually or as a part of a larger common plan of development or sale would disturb one (1) or 
more acres of land; 

 Increases the amount of impervious surfaces on a site by 25% or more; 
 Results in channelization or relocation of a natural drainage channel; 
 Results in removal or reduction of riparian vegetation or other vegetation (excluding nonnative 

vegetation removed for restoration projects) from the buffer zone of any streams, creeks or 
wetlands; 

 Is an industrial facility that falls under one or more of categories of industrial activity regulated under 
the NPDES Phase I industrial storm water regulations (facilities with effluent limitation; 
manufacturing; mineral, metal, oil and gas, hazardous waste, treatment or disposal facilities; 
landfills; recycling facilities; steam electric plants; transportation facilities; treatment works; and light 
industrial activity); 

 Discharges pollutants that exceed the water quality standards set forth in the applicable NPDES 
permit, the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) Basin Plan or otherwise impairs the 
beneficial uses of a receiving waterbody; 

 Results in a discharge of pollutants into an “impaired” waterbody that has been designated as such 
by the State Water Resources Control Board or the RWQCB under Section 303 (d) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Prevention and Control Act (i.e., the Clean Water Act); or 
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 Results in a discharge of pollutants of concern to a receiving waterbody, as identified in by the 
RWQCB. 

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

This section describes generalized impacts associated with some of the projects anticipated under Fast 
Forward 2040. 

Impact HWQ-1 IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND FUTURE PROJECTS 

FACILITATED BY THE LAND USE SCENARIO ENVISIONED IN FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD INCREMENTALLY 

INCREASE COUNTYWIDE WATER DEMAND. SUCH IMPACTS WOULD BE CLASS II, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED [THRESHOLD 2]. 

Implementation of proposed transportation improvements and future projects facilitated by land use 
scenario envisioned in the 2040 RTP-SCS would result in both short-term and long term impacts to the 
County’s water supply. Due to the programmatic nature of the 2040 RTP-SCS, a precise, project-level 
analysis of the specific impacts of individual transportation projects on water supply is not possible at 
this time. However, the general nature of water supply impacts is described below. 

During grading and general construction activities, water would be needed to suppress fugitive dust 
generated by construction equipment. It is likely that more than one project could be constructed 
simultaneously in areas with overdrafted groundwater basins. Because this could contribute to the 
current overdraft situation, the short-term water impact of the proposed plan is considered potentially 
significant. 

The majority of transportation improvements involve modification of existing facilities. As such, a 
substantial increase in landscaped areas, and thereby increase in water demand, is not anticipated for 
these projects. There are projects however, that specifically involve tree planting or landscaping, such as 
landscaping at the Highway 101/Fairview Avenue Interchange (SH-19) and at the intersection of SR 154 
and SR 246 (SH-20). Irrigation of landscaping associated with these projects, and other projects in the 
proposed RTP-SCS, would require long-term commitments of water. In addition, future infill and transit-
oriented development (TOD) projects envisioned by the 2040 RTP-SCS would require water supply. The 
size and type of these projects is not known at this time; however, such development would require 
water supplies. The majority of 2040 RTP-SCS transportation improvement projects and infill and TOD 
projects would be located in areas served by the Santa Maria, Lompoc, Santa Ynez Uplands, San Antonio, 
and Cuyama Basins, all of which are in a state of overdraft with the exception of the Santa Maria basin 
which has been adjudicated. Although several of the major urbanized areas throughout the County 
currently use reclaimed water for transportation facility landscaping, in more remote areas, reclaimed 
water sources are not located within a reasonable distance. As such, it may not be economically feasible 
to convey reclaimed water to outlying areas. In addition, infill and TOD projects would demand potable 
water. 

Major 2040 RTP-SCS projects, particularly roadway extensions and park and ride lots, could also affect 
groundwater supplies by incrementally reducing groundwater recharge potential. This reduction in 
groundwater recharge could occur because the impermeable surfaces associated with the proposed 
improvements would increase surface water runoff at the expense of natural infiltration. The magnitude 
of impacts associated with individual RTP-SCS projects cannot be accurately determined at this 
programmatic stage of analysis. Nevertheless, given the overdrafted nature of some of the County’s 
groundwater basins, the reduction in groundwater recharge is considered to be potentially significant. 
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Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to impacts to water supplies compared 
to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The following mitigation measures from the 2013 EIR 
address potential impacts to water supplies: 

MM HWQ-1(A) 

The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure that, where economically feasible and available, 
reclaimed and/or recycled water is used for dust suppression during construction activities. This measure 
shall be noted on construction plans and shall be spot checked by the local jurisdiction.  

MM HWQ-1(B) 

The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure that low water use landscaping (i.e., drought 
tolerant plants and drip irrigation) is installed. When feasible, native plant species shall be used. 

MM HWQ-1(C) 

The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure that, if feasible, landscaping associated with 
proposed improvements is maintained using reclaimed and/or recycled water. 

MM HWQ-1(D) 

The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure that porous pavement materials are utilized, 
where feasible, to allow for groundwater percolation. Rural bicycle trails shall be left unpaved, where 
appropriate. 

MM HWQ-1(E) 

The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project that requires potable water service should coordinate with 
water supply system operators to ensure that the existing water supply systems have the capacity to 
handle the increase. If the current infrastructure servicing the project site is found to be inadequate, 
infrastructure improvements for the appropriate public service or utility should be provided by the 
project sponsor. In addition, wherever feasible, reclaimed water should be used for landscaping 
purposes instead of potable water. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the above measures would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

Impact HWQ-2 IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND FUTURE PROJECTS 

FACILITATED BY THE LAND USE SCENARIO ENVISIONED IN FAST FORWARD 2040 COULD RESULT IN 

EROSION AND CONTAMINANTS IN RUNOFF, WHICH COULD DEGRADE SURFACE AND GROUND WATER 

QUALITY. THIS IMPACT IS CONSIDERED CLASS II, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION 

INCORPORATED [THRESHOLD 1, 3, AND 5]. 

Implementation of transportation improvements and future projects facilitated by the land use scenario 
envisioned in Fast Forward 2040 would result in both short-term and long term impacts to water quality. 
Due to the programmatic nature of Fast Forward 2040, a precise, project-level analysis of the specific 
impacts of individual transportation projects on water quality is not possible at this time. However, the 
general nature of water quality impacts is described below. 
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Certain transportation improvements, such and road widening and expansion, as well as infill and TOD 
development projects would increase overall impervious surface area throughout the County. These 
projects may generate significant adverse impacts to surface water quality. Pollutants and chemicals 
associated with urban activities would run off new roadways and other impervious surfaces flowing into 
nearby bodies of water during storm events. These pollutants would include, but are not limited to: 
heavy metals from auto emissions, oil, grease, debris, and air pollution residues. Such contaminated 
urban runoff may remain largely untreated, thus resulting in the incremental long-term degradation of 
water quality.  

Short-term adverse impacts to surface water quality may also occur during the construction periods of 
individual improvement projects because areas of disturbed soils would be highly susceptible to water 
erosion and downstream sedimentation. This impact is of particular concern where projects are located 
on previously contaminated sites. Without effective erosion and storm water control, contaminated soils 
exposed during construction activities may result in surface water contamination. In addition, grading 
and vegetation removal in proximity to creeks for construction, widening, and repair of bridges could 
result in an increase in erosion and sedimentation of creek banks. This could affect both water quality 
and the stability of slopes along the creeks. Regulations under the federal Clean Water Act require that a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) storm water permit be obtained for projects 
that would disturb greater than an acre. Acquisition of the General Construction permit is dependent on 
the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains specific actions, 
termed Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control the discharge of pollutants, including sediment, 
into the local surface water drainages. Several 2040 RTP-SCS projects would be subject to these 
regulations. 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to impacts to water quality compared 
to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The following mitigation measures from the 2013 EIR 
are required to reduce potential impacts to water quality: 

MM HWQ-2(A) 

The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 project shall ensure that fertilizer/pesticide application plans for any 
new right-of-way landscaping are prepared to minimize deep percolation of contaminants. The plans 
shall specify the use of products that are safe for use in and around aquatic environments. 

MM HWQ-2(B) 

The sponsor of a Fast Forward 2040 widening or roadway extension project shall ensure that the 
improvement directs runoff into subsurface percolation basins and traps which would allow for the 
removal of urban pollutants, fertilizers, pesticides, and other chemicals. 

MM HWQ-2(C) 

For a Fast Forward 2040 project that would disturb at least one acre, a SWPPP shall be developed prior 
to the initiation of grading and implemented for all construction activity on the project site. The SWPPP 
shall include specific BMPs to control the discharge of material from the site and into the creeks and 
local storm drains. BMP methods may include, but would not be limited to, the use of temporary 
retention basins, straw bales, sand bagging, mulching, erosion control blankets and soil stabilizers. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the above measures would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 
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Impact HWQ-3 IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND FUTURE 

PROJECTS FACILITATED BY LAND USE SCENARIO ENVISIONED IN FAST FORWARD 2040 COULD BE SUBJECT 

TO FLOOD HAZARDS DUE TO STORM EVENTS AND/OR DAM FAILURE. IMPACTS ARE CONSIDERED CLASS II, 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. [THRESHOLDS 8, 9 AND 10] 

Implementation of proposed transportation improvements and future projects under the land use 
scenario envisioned by the Fast Forward 2040 could be subject to flooding hazards due to storm events 
and/or dam failure. Due to the programmatic nature of the Fast Forward 2040, a precise, project-level 
analysis of the specific impacts of individual transportation projects on flooding hazards is not possible at 
this time. However, the general nature of these hazards, and their potential impacts, are described 
below. 

FLOODING 

Proposed transportation improvements and future projects under the land use scenario envisioned by 
Fast Forward 2040 in low-lying areas and in proximity to waterways and/or dam inundation zones may 
be subject to flood hazard. The effects of flooding could include temporary inundation of a facility that 
impedes its use, or causes long-term damage to the facility. Flooding may also cause immediate damage 
to roadways, bikeways, and bridges, particularly during high-velocity flood events that wash away or 
erode facilities. This would typically occur adjacent to rising rivers or streams. Unpaved bikeways are 
particularly vulnerable, although any facility within the flood zone of a stream would be subject to 
impacts. Erosion caused by flooding can damage paved facilities, and bridge supports can be undermined 
or washed away. Potential flooding due to sea level rise for projects at or near the coast or within the 
coastal zone is required to be considered when designing such projects. The California Coastal 
Commission’s Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance (2015) should be consulted for such projects. Flood hazards 
can also endanger occupants of habitable structures. Impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated (Class II). 

TSUNAMI AND SEICHE 

The potential for impacts due to tsunami and seiche are considered low throughout the County. Coastal 
regions would be most susceptible to tsunami, especially in Goleta, Santa Barbara, and Carpinteria, while 
areas adjacent to large lakes (e.g., Cachuma) are subject to seiche. Although potential tsunami and 
seiche impacts are low, they would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II). 

Mitigation Measures 

The following measures are recommended to minimize the potential for flood impacts. 

MM HWQ-3(A) 

If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located in an area with high flooding potential due a storm event or dam 
inundation or sea level rise due to climate change, the project sponsor shall ensure that the structure is 
elevated at least one foot above the 100-year flood zone elevation and that bank stabilization and 
erosion control measures are implemented along creek crossings.  

MM HWQ-3(B) 

In areas subject to tsunami/seiche effects, the project sponsor shall ensure that Fast Forward 2040 
projects involving the construction of new roadways or other structures are elevated above the 10-foot 
elevation by an appropriate margin depending on site specific characteristics. In addition, the local 
jurisdiction shall ensure that early warning systems and evacuation plans for tsunami/seiche events are 
developed and implemented for Fast Forward 2040 projects as applicable. 
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SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the above measure would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

c Specific RTP-SCS Projects That May Result in Impacts 

All Fast Forward 2040 projects that require new construction or landscaping may result in impacts as 
discussed in Section 4.9.2.b above and are therefore not specifically identified in table format here. All 
Fast Forward 2040 projects are listed in Section 2.0 Project Description. Additional specific analysis will 
need to be conducted as the individual projects are implemented in order to determine the actual 
magnitude of impact. Mitigation measures discussed above would apply to these specific projects. 
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4.10 Land Use and Planning 

This section analyzes the impacts of Fast Forward 2040 to land use. A similar analysis was provided in the 
2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS; however, the additional projects included in Fast Forward 2040 
as well as any changes in land use assumptions have been evaluated, and baseline conditions have been 
updated.  

The following significant and unavoidable impacts associated with land use were considered in the 2013 
EIR: 

 Implementation of proposed transportation improvement and the land use scenario envisioned by 
the 2040 RTP-SCS could result in the conversion of prime or non-prime agricultural lands into non-
agricultural use.  

Mitigation measures were included in the 2013 EIR that would reduce project-specific impacts to the 
extent feasible. 

4.10.1 Setting  

a Land Use Patterns 

Santa Barbara County can be separated into five geographically separate areas: the South Coast Area, 
Santa Maria Valley, Lompoc Valley, Santa Ynez Valley, and Cuyama Valley. The South Coast area is the 
most urbanized area in the County. Included within this region are the Cities of Santa Barbara, 
Carpinteria, and Goleta and the unincorporated communities of Summerland, Montecito, and Isla Vista. 
Although this area is primarily developed with residential, commercial, and industrial uses, agriculture 
remains an important secondary use between the boundaries of the individual cities and communities, 
and within some urbanized areas, such as the unincorporated eastern Goleta valley. 

The Santa Maria Valley includes the Cities of Santa Maria and Guadalupe, and the communities of Orcutt 
and Los Alamos. Santa Maria is the largest urban center in the northern portion of the county with a 
population just over 104,000 (DOF 2016). However, much of the Valley remains agricultural and rural in 
character. 

The Lompoc Valley, adjacent to Vandenberg Air Force Base, includes the City of Lompoc and the 
communities of Vandenberg Village and Mission Hills. Other than the urbanized communities and uses 
that serve the needs of the Air Force Base, this valley is primarily comprised of agricultural land uses. 
Cuyama Valley is also primarily comprised of agricultural land uses, and includes the communities of 
Cuyama and New Cuyama. 

The Santa Ynez Valley includes the Cities of Solvang and Buellton, and the communities of Los Olivos, 
Ballard, and Santa Ynez. Primary land uses in the valley include agriculture, ranch-style residential 
housing, and visitor-serving commercial properties. Vineyards are prominent throughout much of the 
Santa Ynez Valley. 

In addition, urban development has been ongoing in the region since certification of the 2013 EIR, 
primarily concentrated in existing urban or suburban areas. 

b Agricultural Land Uses 

California is the leading state in agricultural production in the United States, and Santa Barbara County 
consistently ranks within the top 20 counties of the State in overall agricultural productivity. Agriculture 
continues to be the main producing industry in Santa Barbara County. The top ten revenue crops that 
were produced in the County in 2015 included strawberries, broccoli, wine grapes, cut flowers, nursery 
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products, head lettuce, cauliflower, raspberry, avocado, and celery (Santa Barbara County Crop Report, 
2015). 

The County’s transportation system traverses many rural areas, including areas overlain by rich 
agricultural soils, a high percentage of which are in production. The Santa Maria Valley, Santa Ynez 
Valley, Lompoc Valley, and Carpinteria are among the County’s leading agricultural areas, and are noted 
for their high quality irrigated crops, including strawberries, grapes, and cut flowers, along with orchards, 
field crops and greenhouses. Cattle ranching is common throughout the County, and much of the rolling 
terrain in the more remote portions of the County is characterized by this land use. 

c Population and Housing 

Santa Barbara County is predominantly rural, and settlement patterns reflect this fact. About 32 percent 
of the County’s 2016 population of 446,717 (DOF, 2016) live in unincorporated communities outside the 
jurisdiction of incorporated cities. The County’s largest unincorporated community is Orcutt. There are 
also many other notable unincorporated communities, including Summerland, Montecito, Los Olivos, Los 
Alamos, Mission Hills, Vandenberg Village, Cuyama, and New Cuyama.  

Approximately 209,309 people were employed in Santa Barbara County in 2015, with an unemployment 
rate of 4.9 percent (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2015). According to the SBCAG Regional Growth Forecast 
(2010 - 2040), job growth in the County has kept pace with population growth and is expected to keep 
pace with a projected 20.9 percent population increase and 21 percent job increase by 2040. Population 
and employment opportunities have remained relatively balanced in the region overall over the past 
decade. 

As of 2016, Santa Barbara County has a total of 156,520 housing units, with a vacancy rate of 6.9%. The 
County averages 2.94 persons per household compared to 3.77 in Santa Maria, 2.80 in Goleta, and 4.02 
in Guadalupe (DOF 2016). 

d Regulatory Setting 

There are numerous federal, State, and local laws, regulations, policies, programs, plans, codes, and 
ordinances that regulate land use in Santa Barbara County. Local land use issues are regulated by the 
general plans, specific plans, and zoning ordinances of the County and the various incorporated cities 
within the County. City and unincorporated County land which lies within the California coastal zone is 
subject to provisions outlined in each jurisdiction’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) as mandated by the 
California Coastal Act. The Coastal Zone generally consists of all land 1,000 yards inland from the mean 
high tide line. The LCPs consist of coastal land use plans, zoning, and other implementing actions as 
needed to comply with the Coastal Act and include land use regulations related to housing, coastal 
access, public works, and all types of transportation infrastructure and facilities.  

Some agricultural lands are under statewide protection pursuant to the Williamson Act, or Land 
Conservation Act (LCA). Agricultural land under LCA contract cannot be converted to urban uses during 
the contract period, typically a minimum of 10 years. The contracts are entered into voluntarily by 
property owners in exchange for tax incentives. Property owners may file a notice of non-renewal to 
terminate the contract. Such lands retain their LCA status for 9 years prior to termination of the contract. 

The FAST Act is a funding and authorization bill to govern United States federal surface transportation 
spending. The Sustainable Communities Strategy and Climate Protection Act, SB 375, is a law passed in 
2008 by the California legislature that requires each MPO to demonstrate, through the development of 
an SCS, how its region will integrate transportation, housing, and land use planning to meet the 
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets set by the State. The details of the FAST Act and SB 375 are 
discussed in Section 2.0 Project Description. Related to SB 375, California’s major initiative for reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the “California Global Warming Solutions 
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Act of 2006,” signed into law in 2006. AB 32 codifies the state-wide goal of reducing GHG emissions to 
1990 levels by 2020. On September 8, 2016, the governor signed Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) into law, which 
requires the State to further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. SB 32 is an extension 
of AB 32. The other provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged. 

Caltrans Smart Mobility 2010: A Call to Action for the New Decade 

The 2010 Smart Mobility Plan, often referred to as the Smart Mobility Framework (SMF), is the most 
recent plan developed by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Caltrans identifies that 
the State faces demographic, environmental, economic, and quality of life challenges that influence 
transportation policy. The Caltrans Smart Mobility plan provides new approaches to implementation and 
sets the framework for an expanded State Transportation Planning Program. The focus is on the role of 
mobility in meeting state transportation challenges. The Plan addresses: 

The State mandate to find solutions to climate change. Achieving the State’s goals for reduction of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions requires a positive and integrated approach to our transportation 
future.  

The need to reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled. Reduced per capita auto use will lower emissions 
of GHG gas and conventional pollutants, reduce petroleum consumption and associated household 
transportation costs, and minimize negative impacts on air quality, water quality, and noise 
environments. 

Demand for a safe transportation system that gets people and goods to their destinations. Smart 
Mobility must be achieved with vigilant attention to serving the safety and reliability needs of the State’s 
people and businesses. The Call to Action endorses the application of land use strategies and the use of 
transit, carpool, walk, and bike travel to satisfy travel needs through a shift away from higher-polluting 
modes. 

The commitment to create a transportation system that advances social equity and environmental 
justice. Caltrans’ California Transportation Plan (CTP) already sets forth a commitment to equity, the 
environment, and the economy. Smart Mobility integrates social equity concerns into transportation 
decisions and investments 

4.10.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Pursuant to the State CEQA guidelines, potentially significant impacts would result if the project would: 

1. Physically divide an established community. 

2. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

3. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. 

Santa Barbara County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (2008) includes “Quality of Life 
Guidelines.” In accordance with the Quality of Life Guidelines, impacts are considered significant if 
proposed transportation system improvements could: 

 Result in the loss of privacy; 
 Are incompatible with neighborhoods; 
 Create nuisance noise levels;  
 Increase traffic in quiet neighborhoods; or 
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 Result in the loss of sunlight/solar access. 

Impacts are also considered potentially significant if a specific transportation improvement or land use 
change would displace homes or businesses or result in significant population growth. 

Regarding agriculture resource impacts, pursuant to the State CEQA guidelines, potentially significant 
impacts would result if the project would: 

4. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use; 

5. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract; 

6. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use 

The issue of impacts to agriculture is complex in Santa Barbara County. The recommended CEQA 
checklist in the State CEQA Guidelines specifically mentions the conversion of prime agricultural land to 
non-agricultural use as having potentially significant impacts to agriculture. However, due to the 
important role of agricultural production in the County’s economy, the County of Santa Barbara has 
adopted a detailed point system for determining the significance of converting agricultural land. The 
Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (Published 2008, revised as of 
2015) includes a section on “Agricultural Resource Guidelines.” This system assigns points for each of 
nine categories, including soil type, parcel size, current and adjacent uses, Comprehensive Plan 
designation, existing and historic land use, agricultural preserve potential, water availability, combined 
farming operations, and agricultural suitability. If the overall point total is 60 or above, the impact to 
agriculture land is considered significant. 

Under the County’s system, an agricultural parcel could be considered “significant” even if it contains no 
Prime, Unique, or Statewide Importance farmland if it contains other attributes that make it especially 
well-suited to farming. In order to be considered viable agricultural land, the parcel must be of sufficient 
size and capability to support an agricultural enterprise independent of any other parcel. Under this 
system, the impact to farmland from a road widening could be considered significant, for example, even 
if all of the land to be built upon is entirely within the legal right-of-way. 

This point system acts only as an initial review to determine potentially significant impacts. Once a 
project or plan is determined to be significant or potentially significant to agricultural land, further in 
depth evaluation will need to be performed which will focus upon other factors or important criteria, but 
not the point system, such as the history of agricultural use on the site, land use trends, and 
compatibility of uses. Because of the complexity of determining the significance of any individual 
agricultural parcel, a final determination of the significance of impacts to farmland associated with any 
individual Fast Forward 2040 improvement is beyond the scope of this program-level SEIR. Therefore, 
this SEIR assumes that any individual Fast Forward 2040 project that could convert any farmland would 
have a potentially significant impact. The actual magnitude of agricultural land impacts associated with 
individual Fast Forward 2040 projects will need to be determined on a case-by-case basis as projects are 
designed and implemented.  

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes generalized impacts associated with proposed transportation improvements and 
the future land use scenario envisioned under Fast Forward 2040. 
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Impact LU-1 IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND THE LAND USE SCENARIO 

ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 COULD RESULT IN LAND USE CONFLICTS WITH EXISTING, SENSITIVE 

LAND USES. THIS IS IMPACT WOULD BE CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. [THRESHOLD 1 AND 2] 

Due to the programmatic nature of Fast Forward 2040, a precise, project-level analysis of the specific 
land use conflicts is not possible at this time. In general, however, proposed transportation improvement 
projects and the land use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 could result in land use conflicts with 
existing and future nearby sensitive land uses. The proposed transportation improvements would result 
in temporary impacts related to air quality, noise, and visual character changes during construction (each 
of these is discussed in their respective sections). Nearby sensitive receptors could be temporarily 
exposed to such impacts. Long-term land use conflicts related to proposed transportation improvements 
include impacts related to air quality, light and glare, and noise. As roadways are widened, expanded or 
otherwise improved to accommodate more vehicles, this would result localized increases in toxic air 
emissions (primarily diesel and re-entrained dust emissions), ambient noise, and potentially light and 
glare. Nearby sensitive receptors, including existing and future residential land uses would be exposed to 
these impacts.  

In addition, Fast Forward 2040 encourages infill, maintenance of existing infrastructure, and TOD. Infill 
and TOD would locate people closer to existing urbanized areas and transportation hubs. This land use 
pattern has the potential to expose people to toxic air contaminants (primarily diesel emissions), re-
entrained dust (contaminated particulate matter), increased light and glare, and increased noise levels. 
Impacts would be most pronounced in residential areas, or in areas with schools, parks, or other land 
uses with large numbers of children or elderly people, who are most sensitive to noise and safety 
impacts. These same impacts are discussed in the 2013 EIR, and the analysis is developed further in 
Sections 4.1 Aesthetics, 4.2 Air Quality and 4.11 Noise. The projects and development proposed in Fast 
Forward 2040 would generate the same level of impacts in these issue areas as was discussed in the 
2013 EIR for the 2040 RTP-SCS. Therefore, the existing mitigation measures, once applied to the new 
projects proposed in Fast Forward 2040 would bring impacts to a less than significant level. In general, 
Fast Forward 2040 aims to implement roadway projects and improvements, decrease traffic congestion, 
increase mobility, and improve alternative transportation infrastructure. However, like the projects in 
the 2040 RTP-SCS, construction and implementation of the new transportation facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities could divide established communities in the short-term and long-term. Short-term 
construction impacts would include physical barriers that limit access to a community or restrict 
movement within a community due to road or sidewalk closures, or other temporary construction-
related inconveniences. Long-term impacts could result from the construction of widened or expanded 
roadways or transit facilities in existing communities. For example, the widening of a roadway could be 
perceived as too great a distance to cross by a pedestrian, or increased traffic volumes could discourage 
pedestrian usage due to safety risks or elevated noise levels. The same determinations made from the 
2013 EIR would apply to the new projects proposed in Fast Forward 2040. These impacts would be less 
than significant.  

Fast Forward 2040 is intended to improve the system for all modes of transit so vehicles and non-
motorized transit can use the streets simultaneously and safely. Policy 1.1 of the 2040 RTP-SCS in part 
states that the RTP-SCS will “Plan for transit-oriented development consistent by designing and building 
‘complete streets’ serving all transportation modes that connect high-usage origins and destinations.” As 
a result, while roads may be expanded and widened under Fast Forward 2040, such projects would 
generally include improvements to pedestrian facilities as well, thereby limiting the potential to divide a 
community, while improving overall pedestrian safety and accessibility. Several of the projects in Fast 
Forward 2040 are pedestrian improvement projects that would increase accessibility. For example, the 
pedestrian improvement project in Isla Vista plans to construct new pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
throughout the community. 
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The land use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 would encourage infill and TOD within existing 
urbanized areas. This type of development would not divide a community; rather it would promote the 
development of existing vacant or underutilized properties, thereby locating people closer to existing 
employment, goods and services within an established community. Impacts related to dividing an 
established community would be less than significant (Class III). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to Land Use and Planning compared to 
the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. Mitigation measures listed under Impact AES-1 and AES-2 
in Section 4.1 Aesthetics would reduce potential aesthetic, light and glare impacts. Mitigation measures 
listed under Impact AQ-1 and AQ-3 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, would reduce localized air quality impacts. 
Mitigation measures listed under Impact N-1, in Section 4.11, Noise, would reduce potential noise 
impacts. No mitigation is required for impacts related to dividing established communities. The 
aforementioned mitigation measures identified in the 2013 EIR would minimize long-term impacts 
generated by proposed transportation improvements and land use patterns. No new or revised 
mitigation measures are required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With implementation of the mitigation measures described above, impacts would be less than 
significant. Impacts of Fast Forward 2040 are consistent with the 2013 EIR. 

Impact LU-2 FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE ADOPTED STATE AND 

LOCAL GOALS, POLICIES AND REGULATIONS. THIS IMPACT WOULD BE CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

[THRESHOLD 1]  

Federal and State-level policies applicable to Fast Forward 2040 include the FAST Act, Caltrans Smart 
Mobility 2010, SB 375, AB 32, and SB 32. 

Chapter 2 of Fast Forward 2040 includes the goals, objectives, policies, and performance measures for 
the plan. These are the goals and policies that are to guide future transportation improvement projects 
and land use patterns within the region. The goals and objectives of Fast Forward 2040 are based on and 
consistent with both the planning factors stated in the FAST Act, and the Caltrans Smart Mobility 2010 
framework, tailored to the Santa Barbara County region. The policy approach embraces the FAST Act’s 
emphasis on performance measurement and continues the transition in emphasis from mode-specific to 
program goals. The five primary goals of Fast Forward 2040 including the following: 

1) Environment: Foster patterns of growth, development and transportation that protect natural 
resources and lead to a healthy environment. 

2) Mobility & System Reliability: Optimize the transportation system to improve accessibility of jobs, 
schools, and services, allow the unimpeded movement of people and goods, and ensure the 
reliability of travel by all modes. 

3) Equity: Ensure that the transportation and housing needs of all socio-economic groups are 
adequately served. 

4) Health & Safety: Improve public health and ensure the safety of the regional transportation system. 

5) A Prosperous Economy: Achieve economically efficient transportation patterns and promote 
regional prosperity and economic growth. 

Proposed Fast Forward 2040 projects encourage a multi-modal transportation network with emphasis on 
non-motorized transportation and land use patterns to reduce distance between trip destinations. This 
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approach is consistent with the general provisions of the FAST Act, and the Caltrans Smart Mobility 2010 
framework. 

In addition, Fast Forward 2040 will help the region reach its GHG emission reduction targets established 
by CARB under AB 32, SB 32, and SB 375, as discussed in Section 4.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate 
Change. Fast Forward 2040 encourages infill and TOD in order to reduce automobile traffic and commute 
lengths. Fast Forward 2040 would meet the CARB-established goal of a net zero per capita increase in 
GHG emissions from passenger vehicles and light trucks in 2020 and 2035 (see Section 4.8, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions/Climate Change).  

At the local level, Fast Forward 2040 builds on and incorporates regional and local planning efforts of its 
member agencies, including local general plans. Other key regional and local examples include, but are 
not limited to: 

 101-In-Motion, 
 2004 Taking Action Regionally Study, 
 Plan Santa Barbara, 
 Isla Vista Master Plan, 
 UCSB 2025 Long-Range Development Plan, 
 Santa Maria Downtown Plan and Circulation Element, 
 Regional Active Transportation Plan, SBCAG, 2015. 

The land use scenario envisioned in Fast Forward 2040 was developed in close coordination with SBCAG 
member agency planning staff and also builds on local general plans and general plan updates currently 
in process or completed. These include but are not limited to the following: 

 Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan (Adopted October 2015),  
 Goleta General Plan,  
 Lompoc 2030 General Plan. 

Importantly, the land use scenario envisioned by the Fast Forward 2040 was modeled using UPlan. UPlan 
allocates the future population increase across generalized UPlan land use categories. These generalized 
UPlan land use categories are the result of condensing hundreds of land use types from various local 
general plans into seven calibrated categories. The result is a spatial projection of future, allowable 
urbanization within each land use type that is broadly consistent with adopted local general plans. 

In planning for projected growth in the region, Fast Forward 2040 represents a voluntary growth strategy 
that retains local government land use autonomy. Neither SB 375 nor any other law requires local 
member agency general plans or land use regulation to be consistent with Fast Forward 2040. Full 
implementation of Fast Forward 2040 is therefore dependent on local government policy decisions and 
voluntary local government action. The preferred scenario (proposed project) assumes selected changes 
to the land uses allowable under adopted General Plans to promote infill and transit-oriented 
development along existing transit routes within certain urbanized areas. In these core areas, residential 
and/or commercial densities are increased within close proximity to transit in order to facilitate transit, 
bike and walking trips. The Fast Forward 2040 preferred scenario is consistent with local agencies’ 
adopted General Plans and relies principally on available land use capacity in these plans. This was done 
in close coordination with the planning staff of affected jurisdictions. 

The proposed Fast Forward 2040 includes a list of planned and programmed projects including local and 
regional capital improvements that have been anticipated or accounted for in:  

 Each local jurisdiction’s General Plan 
 The Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP), including Federal Transit Administration 

(FTA) grant allocations 
 The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)  
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 The Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) 
 Funding allocation for regional ballot Measure A, The Road Repair, Traffic Relief, and Transportation 

Safety Measure, administered by SBCAG 

In summary, the objective of the Fast Forward 2040 is to provide for a comprehensive transportation 
system of facilities and services that meets the public's need for the movement of people and goods, and 
that is consistent with the social, economic, and environmental goals and policies of the region. There 
has only been minimal change in the land use assumptions from the 2013 SCS to Fast Forward 2040 with 
the overall base development staying the same. A few land use assumptions were adjusted to reflect 
what has been built or where proposed development has been scaled back. Where this resulted in 
development less than estimated in 2013, capacity was shifted to other areas within that community to 
keep the baseline capacity equal to the 2013 SCS resulting in no discernable differences between the two 
plans.  

Improvements included in Fast Forward 2040 have been proposed by the various jurisdictions that 
comprise SBCAG along with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Fast Forward 2040 
and associated programmed or planned projects are generally consistent with local and regional plans 
and policies. Additionally, Fast Forward 2040 includes policies for encouraging consistency with other 
State, regional, and local policies. Impacts would be less than significant (Class III). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to plan consistency with applicable 
adopted State and local goals, policies and regulations compared to 2040 Fast Forward as evaluated in 
the 2013 EIR. No mitigation was required in the 2013 EIR and no new or revised mitigation measures are 
required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Impact LU-3 IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND THE LAND USE SCENARIO 

ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 COULD RESULT IN THE CONVERSION OF PRIME OR NON-PRIME 

AGRICULTURAL LANDS INTO NON-AGRICULTURAL USE. THE OVERALL IMPACT TO AGRICULTURE WOULD BE 

CLASS I, SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE. [THRESHOLD 4] 

Fast Forward 2040 envisions infill and TOD projects, which are generally located within existing transit 
corridors and/or urbanized areas. Such land use development within urbanized areas of cities and 
unincorporated communities in the county would not be expected to result in agricultural resource 
impacts since they would be located within urban cores of existing urban areas. The land use 
assumptions for higher density along transit corridors made in Fast Forward 2040 also would not result in 
the conversion of agricultural lands as the increased densities would occur in existing urban areas. The 
new projects listed in Fast Forward 2040 would not impact agricultural land. However, many of the 
projects listed in the 2040 RTP-SCS have yet to be constructed and therefore would continue to 
potentially impact agricultural resources as discussed in the 2013 EIR, therefore this impact will continue 
to be significant and unavoidable for those existing projects. The new projects in Fast Forward 2040 do 
not contribute to this impact. 

It is not known at this time whether impacts from any individual capital improvement project would 
create a significant impact. This determination would need to be made on a case-by-case basis as 
individual projects are implemented and the actual area that would be affected by a project is 
determined. In all likelihood, many individual projects would not create significant impacts, particularly 
those that involve only minor widening along existing rights-of-way or that would affect non-prime 
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grazing lands. Nevertheless, because the actual magnitude of impacts from individual projects cannot be 
determined at this time, the overall impact to agriculture continues to be potentially significant and 
unavoidable (Class I).  

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to conversion of agricultural land from 
Fast Forward 2040 projects compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS. The following mitigation measures identified 
in the 2013 EIR still apply to the projects from the 2040 RTP-SCS to minimize impacts generated by those 
proposed transportation improvements and land use patterns near or adjacent to agricultural lands. No 
new or revised mitigation measures are required beyond what was in the 2013 EIR. 

MM LU-3 (A) 

When new roadway extensions or widenings are planned, the project sponsor shall assure that project-
specific environmental reviews consider alternative alignments that reduce or avoid impacts to 
agricultural lands. 

MM LU-3 (B) 

Rural roadway alignments shall follow property lines to the extent feasible, to minimize impacts to the 
agricultural production value of any specific property. Farmers shall be compensated for the loss of 
agricultural production at the margins of lost property, based on the amount of land deeded as road 
right-of-way, as a function of the total amount of production on the property. 

MM LU-3 (C) 

Project sponsors should consider corridor realignment, buffer zones, setbacks, and fencing to reduce 
conflict between agricultural lands and neighboring uses. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of mitigation measures LU-3(a) – LU-3(c) would reduce agricultural impacts but may 
remain significant and unavoidable. Impacts of Fast Forward 2040 are consistent with the 2013 EIR.  

Impact LU-4 IMPLEMENTATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND THE LAND USE SCENARIO 

ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 COULD TEMPORARILY AND PERMANENTLY DISPLACE OR DISRUPT 

EXISTING RESIDENCES AND BUSINESSES. THIS WOULD BE A CLASS II, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 

MITIGATION INCORPORATED. [THRESHOLD 1] 

During construction of transportation improvements, as well as future infill and TOD projects, residents 
or businesses may be temporarily disrupted through temporary road or lane closures, or blockage of 
access to parking. The majority of transportation improvements would occur within existing roadway 
rights-of-way and would not be expected to displace residents or businesses. However, it is possible that 
future transportation projects, particularly widening or expansion projects, could encroach onto private 
property, potentially requiring the removal of existing structures. In addition, future infill or TOD projects 
could displace residents if redevelopment of existing residential structures occurs, although 
development costs, market factors, and economics would likely make vacant or underutilized properties 
more attractive for infill development. As a result, significant numbers of people are not expected to be 
displaced. Nonetheless, it is possible that some people may be displaced as a result of development 
envisioned in the SCS land use scenario. Access and disruption impacts associated with construction 
would occur to varying degrees with all construction projects, but would be most acute in urban areas 
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with high volumes and traffic and businesses that depend upon ease of vehicular access. Impacts would 
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects, compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS, would occur related to 
temporary disturbance to and permanent displacement of residences and businesses as evaluated in the 
2013 EIR. The following mitigation measures identified in the 2013 EIR would minimize potential impacts 
generated by proposed transportation improvements and land use patterns. No new or substantially 
revised mitigation measures are required. 

MM LU-4 (A) 

The project sponsors of Fast Forward 2040 projects with the potential to displace residences or 
businesses shall assure that project-specific environmental reviews consider alternative alignments and 
developments that avoid or minimize impacts to nearby residences and businesses. 

MM LU-4 (B) 

Where project-specific reviews identify displacement or relocation impacts that are unavoidable, the 
project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable local, State, and federal relocation programs are used to 
assist eligible persons to relocate. In addition, the local jurisdiction shall review the proposed 
construction schedules to ensure that adequate time is provided to allow affected businesses to find and 
relocate to other sites. 

MM LU-4 (C) 

For all Fast Forward 2040 projects that could result in temporary lane closures or access blockage during 
construction, the project sponsor shall ensure a temporary access plan shall be implemented to ensure 
continued access to affected cyclists, businesses, and homes. Appropriate signs and safe access shall be 
guaranteed during project construction to ensure that businesses remain open. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With implementation of the mitigation measures LU-4a – LU-4c listed above, impacts would be less than 
significant. Impacts of the Fast Forward 2040 are consistent with the 2013 EIR. 

Impact LU-5 IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND THE LAND USE 

SCENARIO ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 COULD REDISTRIBUTE RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL 

DEVELOPMENT; HOWEVER, FAST FORWARD 2040 PROJECTS THAT ARE INCLUDED IN LOCAL GENERAL 

PLANS WOULD NOT SIGNIFICANTLY INDUCE GROWTH BEYOND THAT ALREADY ANTICIPATED, AS THE 

PRIMARY PURPOSE OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS IS TO ACCOMMODATE PROJECTED GROWTH. THIS IS A 

CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT, IMPACT. 

The majority of the Fast Forward 2040 transportation improvements are located in existing urbanized 
areas such as Lompoc, Santa Barbara, Carpinteria, Goleta, and Santa Maria; however, projects are also 
located in rural or semi-rural areas. Such transportation improvements can be perceived as removing an 
obstacle to growth by either creating additional traffic capacity (in the case of widenings) or improving 
access to undeveloped areas (in the case of road extensions). None of the new projects in Fast Forward 
2040 add new lanes that would be considered growth inducing. 

All transportation improvement projects are anticipated by the general plans of the applicable local 
jurisdictions, as all improvements have been coordinated with the applicable local jurisdiction. These 
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improvements are designed and intended to accommodate anticipated growth. The improvements 
would be phased to respond to land development as it occurs under adopted general plans. New 
roadways would be funded, in part, by fees generated by new development. If roadways were to be 
constructed in advance of land development (because of Caltrans or other outside funding), the local 
general plans would still control the ultimate extent of urban expansion in an area.  

The land use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 would facilitate the development of infill and 
TOD projects within existing urbanized areas and therefore redistribute growth patterns. The location of 
infill and TOD projects would generally be on properties that have been identified as vacant or 
underutilized within applicable local jurisdictions. Infill and TOD projects would not necessarily result in 
significant new population growth within these jurisdictions; rather they would accommodate 
anticipated growth and concentrate it within existing urban cores instead of on the periphery of urban 
areas or within rural or semi-rural areas. Therefore, population growth impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

c  Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts 

All of the transportation projects contained in the RTP would associate with Impacts LU-1, LU-2, LU-4 and 
LU-5. None of the new projects listed in Fast Forward 2040 have been identified to have an impact to LU-
3.  
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4.11 Noise 

This section analyzes the potential noise impacts of Fast Forward 2040 in regard to noise. A similar 
analysis was provided in the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS. However, the additional projects 
included in Fast Forward 2040 have been evaluated, and baseline conditions have been updated. No 
noise impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable in the 2013 EIR. 

4.11.1 Setting 

Overview of Sound Measurement 

Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level 
(dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound power levels to be consistent with that 
of human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (about the 
highest note on a piano) and less sensitive to low frequencies (below 100 Hertz). In addition to the actual 
instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is important since sounds that occur 
over a long period of time are more likely to be an annoyance or cause direct physical damage or 
environmental stress. One of the most frequently used noise metrics that considers both duration and 
sound power level is the equivalent noise level (Leq). The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted 
level that is equivalent to the same amount of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels 
over a period of time. Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period. 

Sound pressure is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0 dB level based on the lowest detectable 
sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not zero sound pressure level). 
Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is equivalent to an increase of 3 dB and a 
sound that is 10 dB less than the ambient sound level has no cumulative effect on ambient noise. 
Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about 10 dB greater than the reference sound 
to be judged as twice as loud. In general, a 3 dBA change in community noise levels is noticeable, while 
1-2 dBA changes generally are not perceived. Quiet suburban areas typically have noise levels in the 
range of 40 to 50 dBA, while noise levels along arterial streets are generally in the 50 to 60+ dBA range. 
Normal conversational levels are in the 60-65 dBA range, and ambient noise levels greater than that can 
interrupt conversations. 

Noise levels typically attenuate at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance from point sources such as 
industrial machinery. Noise from lightly traveled roads typically attenuates at a rate of about 4.5 dBA per 
doubling of distance. Noise from heavily traveled roads typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling 
of distance. 

The actual time period in which noise occurs is also important since noise that occurs at night tends to be 
more disturbing than that which occurs during the daytime. The day-night average sound levels (Ldn) 
were developed to evaluate community noise on a 24-hour basis. Ldn is the time average of all A-
weighted levels for a 24-hour period with a 10 dB upward adjustment added to those noise levels 
occurring between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM to account for the general increased sensitivity of people to 
nighttime noise levels. The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is another 24-hour average noise 
metric, which is similar to the Ldn. The CNEL differs from the Ldn in that it adds 5 dB to evening noise 
levels (7:00 PM to 10:00 PM). The Ldn and CNEL typically do not differ by more than approximately 1 
dBA, and are often used interchangeably. 

a Noise Sources 

Ambient noise levels in Santa Barbara County vary widely depending upon proximity to noise generators, 
such as major roads, airports, and rail lines. The major noise sources in the County are described below. 
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Motor Vehicle Traffic 

Motor vehicles are the most substantial source of noise in most of Santa Barbara County. This can be 
attributed to the extensive network of major, primary, and secondary arterials located throughout the 
County, as well as the large number of vehicle trips that occur each day. 

The primarily roadway corridor in the County is US 101, due to both the high traffic volumes experienced 
and the high speed of traffic. In 2015, daily traffic on US 101 ranged from 137,000 vehicles on the 
segment between Mission Street and Route 255 in Santa Barbara to 22,000 vehicles on the segment 
between Santa Rosa Road and North Buellton in the Buellton area (Caltrans 2015). As a result, noise 
levels along the entire US 101 corridor exceed 65 dBA CNEL near the freeway. Along the South Coast, 
existing land uses with approximately 400 feet of the freeway centerline may be exposed to noise levels 
over 65 dBA CNEL and in the North County, land uses within approximately 200 feet of the freeway 
centerline may be exposed to noise levels over 65 dBA CNEL. Noise-sensitive land uses in the vicinity of 
the freeway corridor therefore have the potential to be exposed to noise in excess of what the County 
normally considers acceptable. 

Traffic on other major transportation corridors also generates noise in excess of 65 dBA CNEL within 
certain distances from centerline of the freeway/roadway. In the Santa Barbara area, noisy road 
corridors include portions of State Street and Hollister Avenue. Traffic on several roads in the Santa 
Maria area, including State Routes 135 and 166, also generates noise in excess of normally acceptable 
standards for noise sensitive uses. 

Aircraft Operation 

Both the Santa Barbara and Santa Maria airports have commercial and general aviation activities. 
Because of the level of activity at these airports, noise generated at these airports is audible in the 
surrounding communities. Therefore, land uses in the surrounding areas have been planned to ensure 
that noise levels remain at acceptable levels for the various uses. 

The Lompoc and Santa Ynez airports are general aviation airports, with little commercial traffic and no 
jet operations. While these general aviation airports do not generate as much noise as Santa Barbara or 
Santa Maria, flight operations have also had impacts on the nearby residential areas because of their 
location.  

In addition to the four active County airports, flight operations at Vandenberg Air Force Base, located 
near the City of Lompoc, generate aircraft noise. While these operations are limited, the resulting 65 dB 
contour extends into a portion of the City of Lompoc as shown in Exhibit III-1 of the Santa Barbara 
County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. As a federal facility, Vandenberg Air Force Base is exempt 
from County and City noise controls. Nevertheless, the Air Force has developed measures to reduce 
noise impacts from flight operations in the areas surrounding the base. 

In addition to airplanes, helicopter flights occur throughout the County. These flights typically follow 
major and primary arterials with the exception of police patrol activities. Cottage Hospital in Santa 
Barbara is verified as a Level II Trauma Center and provides helicopter emergency medical services. 
Helicopters traveling to Cottage Hospital follow the US 101 corridor until turning inland at Junipero 
Street toward the hospital. Although single-event noise exposure resulting from helicopter operations 
may be considered a nuisance, the relatively low frequency and short duration of these operations do 
not significantly affect average daily noise levels anywhere in the County. 

Railroad Operations 

Train operations on the Union Pacific Railroad and the Santa Maria Valley Railroad generate noise within 
proximity to the railroad lines. Noise is generated during rail operations by locomotives starting and 



Environmental Impact Analysis 

Noise 

 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 247 

stopping, trains braking, the connection and disconnection of cars, train whistles, and track noise (the 
trains’ wheels running on the track). The Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way traverses the County 
through much of its coastal area, passing through the cities of Carpinteria, Santa Barbara, and 
Guadalupe. This rail corridor is used by Union Pacific freight trains for an average of 10 to 16 trips per 
day (personal communication, Linda Valdez, January 25, 2013). The Santa Maria Valley Railroad 
originates in the City of Santa Maria and travels westward through Santa Maria to connect with the 
Union Pacific railroad line in Guadalupe. 

Amtrak provides the only commercial intercity passenger rail transportation available in Santa Barbara 
County. Its trains share the Union Pacific Railroad main line tracks. The AMTRAK Pacific Surfliner has five 
daily round trips that serve Santa Barbara County. 

Noise-sensitive land uses within approximately 800 feet of the tracks could be exposed to noise levels 
above 65 dBA (Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, Noise Element, 2009). In the northern part of 
the County, much of the rail corridor is located in open areas. In the southern part of the County, train 
tracks are generally located much closer to residences. 

b Regulatory Framework 

Various federal agencies have set standards for transportation-related noise and vibration sources that 
are closely linked to interstate commerce, such as aircraft, locomotives, and trucks. The State sets noise 
standards for those noise sources that are not preempted from regulation, such as automobiles, light 
trucks, and motorcycles. Noise and vibration sources associated with industrial, commercial, and 
construction activities are generally subject to local control through noise ordinances and general plan 
policies. 

Federal Regulations 

Relevant federal regulations include those established by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD). 

Federal Highway Administration 

Federal regulations for railroad noise are contained in 40 CFR Part 201 and 49 CFR Part 210. The 
regulations set noise limits for locomotives and are implemented through regulatory controls on 
locomotive manufacturers. 

Federal regulations also establish noise limits for medium and heavy trucks (more than 4.5 tons, gross 
vehicle weight rating) under 40 CFR Part 205, Subpart B. The federal truck passby noise standard is 80 dB 
at 15 meters from the vehicle pathway centerline. These controls are implemented through regulatory 
controls on truck manufacturers. The FHWA regulations for noise abatement apply to federal or 
federally-funded projects involving the construction of a new highway or significant modification of an 
existing freeway when the project would result in a substantial noise increase or when the predicted 
noise levels approach or exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). 

Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR § 772) provides procedures for preparing operational 
and construction noise studies and evaluating noise abatement for federal and federal-aid highway 
projects. Under 23 CFR § 772.7, projects are categorized as Type I or Type II projects. FHWA defines a 
Type I project as a proposed federal or federal-aid highway project for the construction of a highway on a 
new location or the physical alteration of an existing highway which significantly changes either the 
horizontal or vertical alignment, or increases the number of through-traffic lanes. A Type II project is a 
noise barrier retrofit project that involves no changes to highway capacity or alignment. 
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Type I projects include those that create a completely new noise source, increase the volume or speed of 
traffic or move the traffic closer to a receiver. Type I projects include the addition of an interchange, 
ramp, auxiliary lane, or truck-climbing lane to an existing highway, or the widening an existing ramp by a 
full lane width for its entire length. Projects unrelated to increased noise levels, such as striping, lighting, 
signing, and landscaping projects, are not considered Type I projects. 

Under 23 CFR § 772.11, noise abatement must be considered for Type I projects if the project is 
predicted to result in a traffic noise impact. In such cases, 23 CFR § 772 requires that the project sponsor 
“consider” noise abatement before adoption of the environmental document. This process involves 
identification of noise abatement measures that are reasonable, feasible, and likely to be incorporated 
into the project as well as noise impacts for which no apparent solution is available. 

Traffic noise impacts, as defined in 23 CFR § 772.5, occur when the predicted noise level in the design 
year approach or exceed the noise abatement criteria (NAC) specified in 23 CFR § 772, or a predicted 
noise level substantially exceeds the existing noise level (a “substantial” noise increase). A “substantial 
increase” is defined as an increase of 12 dB Leq during the peak hour of traffic. For sensitive uses, such as 
residences, schools, churches, parks, and playgrounds, the NAC for interior and exterior spaces is 57 dB 
Leq and 66 dB leq, respectively, during the peak hour of traffic noise. Table 31 summarizes NAC 
corresponding to various land use activity categories. Activity categories and related traffic noise impacts 
are determined based on the actual land use in a given area. 

Table 31 Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) 

NAC, Hourly A-Weighted  
Noise Level, dBA Leq(h) Description of Activities 

57 (Exterior) Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an important 
public need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to 
continue to serve its intended purpose. 

67 (Exterior) Residential, active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, 
day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of 
worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, 
radio studios, recording studios, recreation areas, 

52 (Interior) Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, places of worship, 
public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, recording 
studios, schools, and television studios. 

72 (Exterior) Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands not included above.  

Source: FHWA, http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/faq_nois.cfm, accessed February 2014 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Aircraft operated in the U.S. are subject to federal requirements regarding noise emissions levels. These 
requirements are set forth in Title 14 CFR, Part 36. Part 36 establishes maximum acceptable noise levels 
for specific aircraft types, taking into account the model year, aircraft weight, and number of engines. 

Federal Transit Administration 

The FTA has developed guidance to evaluate noise impacts from operation of surface transportation 
modes (i.e. passenger cars, trucks, buses, and rail) in the 2006 FTA Transit Noise Impact and Vibration 
Assessment. All mass transit projects receiving federal funding must use these guidelines to predict and 
assess potential noise and vibration impacts. As ambient levels increase, smaller increments of change 
are allowed to minimize community annoyance related to transit operations. 
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

The mission of HUD includes fostering “a decent, safe, and sanitary home and suitable living 
environment for every American.” Accounting for acoustics is intrinsic to this mission as safety and 
comfort can be compromised by excessive noise. To facilitate the creation of suitable living 
environments, HUD has developed a standard for noise criteria. The basic foundation of the HUD noise 
program is set out in the noise regulation 24 CFR Part 51 Subpart B, Noise Abatement and Control. 

HUD's noise policy requires noise attenuation measures be provided when proposed projects are to be 
located in high noise areas. Within the HUD Noise Assessment Guidelines, potential noise sources are 
examined for projects located within 15 miles of a military or civilian airport, 1,000 feet from a road or 
3,000 feet from a railroad.  

HUD exterior noise regulations state that 65 dBA Ldn noise levels or less are acceptable for residential 
land uses and noise levels exceeding 75 dBA Ldn are unacceptable. HUD's regulations do not contain 
standards for interior noise levels. The HUD regulations establish a goal of 45 decibels, and the 
attenuation requirements are focused on achieving that goal. The HUD guidelines assume that with 
standard construction methods and materials, any building will provide sufficient attenuation so that if 
the exterior level is 65 dBA Ldn or less, the interior level will be 45 dBA Ldn or less. Noise criteria are 
consistent with FHWA and related state requirements. 

State Regulations 

Relevant State noise regulations include those established by the California Department of Health 
Services and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), as well as standards in the California 
Code of Regulations. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research have also established guidelines 
regarding sound level and land use compatibility. There are no adopted State policies or standards for 
ground-borne vibration. However, Caltrans recommends that extreme care be taken when sustained pile 
driving occurs within 7.5 meters (25 feet) of any building, 15 to 30 meters (50 to 100 feet) of a historic 
building or near a building in poor condition. 

State of California General Plan Guidelines 

The State Office of Noise Control established guidelines to provide the community with a noise 
environment deemed to be generally acceptable. Figure 17 depicts ranges of noise exposure levels 
considered compatible with various types of land uses.  
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Figure 32 Noise Compatibility Matrix 
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Where a land use is denoted as “normally acceptable” for the given Ldn noise environment, the highest 
noise level in that range should be considered the maximum desirable for conventional construction that 
does not incorporate any special acoustic treatment. The acceptability of noise environments classified 
as “conditionally acceptable” or “normally unacceptable” will depend on the anticipated amount of time 
that will normally be spent outside the structure and the acoustic treatment to be incorporated in 
structural design. 

The State of California General Plan Guidelines (California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 
2003) identifies guidelines for the Noise Elements of city and county General Plans, including a sound 
level/land-use compatibility chart that categorizes, by land use, outdoor Ldn ranges in up to four 
categories (normally acceptable, conditionally acceptable, normally unacceptable, and clearly 
unacceptable). These guidelines provide the State’s recommendations for city and county General Plan 
Noise Elements. Compliance with the guidelines by the cities and counties is not required, but 
nonetheless is quite common because many general plan noise elements are based on these guidelines. 
The noise element guidelines identify the normally acceptable range for low-density residential uses as 
less than 60 dB, and the conditionally acceptable range as 55–70 dB. The normally acceptable range for 
high-density residential uses is identified as Ldn values below 65 dB, and the conditionally acceptable 
range is identified as 60–70 dB. For educational and medical facilities, Ldn values below 70 dB are 
considered normally acceptable, and Ldn values of 60–70 dB are considered conditionally acceptable. For 
office and commercial land uses, Ldn values below 70 dB are considered normally acceptable, and Ldn 
values of 67.5–77.5 are categorized as conditionally acceptable. The recommended maximum interior 
noise level is 45 dBA CNEL, which could normally be achieved using standard construction techniques if 
exterior noise levels are within the levels described above. These overlapping Ldn ranges are intended to 
indicate that local conditions (existing sound levels and community attitudes toward dominant sound 
sources) should be considered in evaluating land-use compatibility at specific locations. 

California’s Airport Noise Standards 

The State of California has the authority to establish regulations requiring airports to address aircraft 
noise impacts near airports. The State of California's Airport Noise Standards, found in Title 21 of the 
California Code of Regulations, identify a noise exposure level of 65 dB CNEL as the noise impact 
boundary around airports.  

Within the noise impact boundary, airport proprietors are required to ensure that all land uses are 
compatible with the aircraft noise environment or the airport proprietor must secure a variance from the 
Caltrans.  

The Aeronautics Division of Caltrans has published the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook 
(October 2011). The purpose of the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook is to provide 
guidance for conducting airport land use compatibility planning. This handbook includes a section related 
to noise, which states,  

The basic strategy for achieving noise compatibility in the vicinity of an airport is to prevent or limit 
development of land uses that are particularly sensitive to noise. Common land use strategies are ones 
that either involve few people (especially people engaged in noise-sensitive activities) or generate 
significant noise levels themselves (such as other transportation facilities or some industrial uses). 

Caltrans 

The State of California establishes noise limits for vehicles licensed to operate on public roads. For heavy 
trucks, the State passby standard is consistent with the federal limit of 80 dB. The State passby standard 
for light trucks and passenger cars (less than 4.5 tons gross vehicle rating) is also 80 dB at 15 meters from 
the centerline. For new roadway projects, Caltrans uses the NAC discussed above in connection with 
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FHWA. In addition, Caltrans has published the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (May 2011) for assessing 
noise levels associated with roadway projects. 

Section 216 of the California Streets and Highways Code relates to the noise effects of a proposed 
freeway project on public and private elementary and secondary schools. Under this code, a noise 
impact occurs if, as a result of a proposed freeway project, noise levels exceed 52 dBA Leq in the interior 
of public or private elementary or secondary classrooms, libraries, multipurpose rooms, or spaces. If a 
project results in a noise impact under this code, noise abatement must be provided to reduce classroom 
noise to a level that is at or below 52 dBA Leq. If the noise levels generated from roadway sources 
exceed 52 dBA Leq prior to the construction of the proposed freeway project, then noise abatement 
must be provided to reduce the noise to the level that existed prior to construction of the project. 

California Noise Insulation Standards 

The California Noise Insulation Standards found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations set 
requirements for new multi-family residential units, hotels, and motels that may be subject to relatively 
high levels of transportation-related noise. For exterior noise, the noise insulation standard is 45 dBA Ldn 
in any habitable room and requires an acoustical analysis demonstrating how dwelling units have been 
designed to meet this interior standard where such units are proposed in areas subject to noise levels 
greater than 60 dBA Ldn.  

State Aeronautics Act 

The State Aeronautics Act (Public Utilities Code, Section 21670 et seq.) requires the preparation of an 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for nearly all public-use airports in the State (Section 
21675). The intent of the ALUCP is to encourage compatibility between airports and the various land 
uses that surround them. Some of the actions that airport operators have been allowed to take to 
address local community noise concerns include runway use and flight routing changes, aircraft 
operational procedure changes and engine run-up restrictions. These actions generally are subject to 
approval by the FAA, which has the authority and responsibility to control aircraft noise sources, 
implement and enforce flight operational procedures and manage the air traffic control system. Airport 
operators may also consider limitations on airport use but such restrictions can be overridden by the FAA 
if it is determined that they unjustly discriminate against any user, impede the federal interest in safety 
and management of the air navigation system or unreasonably interfere with interstate commerce. 

Local Regulations 

Santa Barbara County has eight incorporated cities, each of which has its own adopted noise standards. 
Noise standards for the County and the cities within the County typically apply land-use compatibility 
criteria of 60-65 dBA Ldn as being the normally acceptable range for new residential developments, and 
interior noise criteria of 45 dBA Ldn, consistent with the overall State recommendations. 

4.11.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

The analysis of noise impacts considers the effects of both temporary construction-related noise and 
long-term noise associated with proposed transportation system improvements. Temporary construction 
noise was estimated based on levels presented in the May 2006 Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. 

Pursuant to the State CEQA guidelines, potentially significant impacts would result if the project would 
result in: 
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1. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

2. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise 
levels; 

3. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project;  

4. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project; 

5. For a project located an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, exposure of people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels; or 

6. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, exposure of people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels. 

The last two criteria are discussed in Section 4.13, Effects Found Not to be Significant.  

Since this document analyzes noise impacts on a program level only, project-level analyses for various 
projects in the 2040 Fast Forward RTP-SCS will be necessary in the future. The project proponent or local 
jurisdiction shall be responsible for ensuring adherence to the mitigation measures included in this EIR 
prior to construction. 

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

IMPACT N-1 Construction activity associated with transportation improvement 

projects, and infill and transit-oriented development envisioned by Fast Forward 

2040 would create temporary noise and vibration level increases in discrete 

locations throughout the SBCAG region. Construction-related noise and vibration 

impacts would be Class II, less than significant with mitigation incorporated 

[Threshold 1, 2, and 4].  

Noise 

The operation of equipment during the construction of roadway infrastructure, as well as infill projects 
added to the 2040 RTP/SCS would result in temporary increases in noise in the immediate vicinity of 
individual construction sites. As shown in Table 32, average noise levels associated with the use of heavy 
equipment at construction sites typically range from 76 to 89 dBA at 50 feet from the source, depending 
upon the types of equipment in operation at any given time and the phase of construction. The highest 
noise levels generally occur during excavation and foundation development, which involves the use of 
such equipment as backhoes, bulldozers, shovels, and front-end loaders. 
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Table 32 Typical Construction Noise Levels (in dBA) 

Equipment 
25 Feet 

from the Source 
50 Feet 

from the Source 
100 Feet 

from the Source 
200 Feet 

from the Source 
800 Feet 

from the Source 

Air Compressor 87 81 75 69 57 

Backhoe 86 80 74 68 56 

Concrete Mixer 91 85 79 73 61 

Grader 91 85 79 73 61 

Paver 95 89 83 77 65 

Saw 82 76 70 64 52 

Scraper  95 89 83 77 65 

Truck  94 88 82 76 64 

Source: Typical noise level 50 feet from the source was taken from FTA, May 2006. Noise levels at 25 feet, 100 feet and 200 feet were 
extrapolated using a standard 6 dBA attenuation rate for the doubling of distance from point sources. Noise levels are measured in Leq 
for the expected duration that each piece of equipment is expected to operate. Each noise level assumes the piece of equipment is 
operating at full power for the expected duration to complete the construction activity. The duration varies widely between each piece 
of equipment. Noise levels also depend on the model and year of the equipment used. The noise levels assume simultaneous 
construction activities associated with the respective phase of construction and equipment being used.  

Noise generated by construction activity would be variable depending on the transportation 
improvement project and intensity of equipment use. Roadway widening projects would likely require 
the operation of multiple pieces of heavy-duty equipment that generate high noise levels. Alternatively, 
repainting/restriping requires minimal, if any, use of heavy equipment. This conservative analysis 
assesses construction noise based on the operation of heavy-duty equipment. Noise levels from point 
sources such as construction sites typically attenuate at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling of distance. 
Therefore, only areas within 800 feet of a construction site with heavy-duty equipment may be exposed 
to noise levels exceeding 65 dBA. Mitigation Measures N-1(a) through N-1(e) from the 2013 EIR would 
reduce impacts from construction noise to a less-than-significant level.  

Vibration 

Construction-related vibration from new projects added to the 2040 RTP/SCS has the potential to 
damage structures, cause cosmetic damage (e.g., crack plaster), or disrupt the operation of vibration-
sensitive equipment. Vibration can also be a source of annoyance to individuals who live or work close to 
vibration-generating activities. Heavy construction operations can cause substantial vibration near the 
source. As shown in Table 33, the highest impact caused by equipment such as pile drivers or large 
bulldozers typically generates vibrations of 1.518- to 0.089-inches-per-second of peak particle velocity 
(PPV) at a distance of 25 feet. Similar to construction noise, vibration levels would be variable depending 
on the type of construction project and related equipment use. 

Typical project construction activities, such as the use of jackhammers, other high-power or vibratory 
tools, compactors, and tracked equipment, may also generate substantial vibration (i.e., greater than 0.2 
inches per second PPV) in the immediate vicinity, (within approximately 15 feet of equipment). Through 
the use of scheduling controls, typical construction activities would be restricted to hours with least 
potential to affect nearby properties. Thus, perceptible vibration can be kept to a minimum and not 
result in human annoyance or structural damage. 
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Table 33 Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Levels 

Equipment 

Peak Particle Velocity 
(PPV) at 25 Feet (Inches 

per Second) 
Root Mean Square (RMS) 

at 25 Feet (Vdb) 

Pile Driver (Impact) Upper Range 1.518 112 

Typical 0.644 104 

Pile Driver (Sonic) Upper Range 0.734 105 

Typical 0.170 93 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 95 

Clam Shovel Drop (Slurry Wall) 0.202 94 

Hydrol Mill (Slurry Wall) In Soil 0.008 66 

In Rock 0.017 75 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 87 

Caisson Drilling 0.089 87 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 86 

Jackhammer 0.035 79 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 58 

Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006 

As shown in Table 33, pile driving has the potential to generate the highest vibration level and is the 
primary concern for structural damage when it may be required within 50 feet of structures. Vibration 
levels generated by pile driving activities would vary depending on project conditions, such as soil 
conditions, construction methods and equipment used. Depending on the proximity of existing 
structures to each construction site, the structural soundness of the affected buildings and construction 
methods, vibration caused by pile driving or other foundation work with a substantial impact component 
such as blasting, rock or caisson drilling, and site excavation or compaction may be high enough to be 
perceptible within 100 feet, and may damage existing structures within 50 feet. Mitigation Measures N-
1(a) through N-1(e) from the 2013 EIR would reduce impacts from construction-related vibration. 
Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated (Class II). 

Mitigation Measure 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to construction noise and vibration 
compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The following mitigation measures 
identified in the 2013 EIR would minimize construction noise and vibration generated by proposed 
transportation improvements and land use patterns near sensitive receptors. No new or revised 
mitigation measures are required. 

MM N-1(a)  

Project sponsors of Fast Forward 2040 projects shall ensure that, where residences or other noise 
sensitive uses are located within 800 feet of construction sites, appropriate measures shall be 
implemented to ensure consistency with local noise ordinance requirements relating to construction. 
Specific techniques may include, but are not limited to, restrictions on construction timing, use of sound 
blankets on construction equipment, and the use of temporary walls and noise barriers to block and 
deflect noise. 
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MM N-1(B)  

If a particular project within 800 feet of sensitive receptors requires pile driving, the project sponsor of 
the local jurisdiction in which this project is located shall require the use of pile drilling techniques 
instead, where feasible. This shall be accomplished through the placement of conditions on the project 
during its individual environmental review. 

MM N-1(C) 

Project sponsors shall ensure that equipment and trucks used for project construction utilize the best 
available noise control techniques (including mufflers, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, 
and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds). 

MM N-1(D) 

Project sponsors shall ensure that impact equipment (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock 
drills) used for project construction be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever feasible to avoid 
noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of 
pneumatically powered tools is unavoidable, use of an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust 
can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. When feasible, external jackets on the 
impact equipment can achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Whenever feasible, use quieter procedures, such as 
drilling rather than impact equipment operation. 

MM N-1(E) 

Locate stationary noise sources as far from sensitive receptors as possible. Stationary noise sources that 
must be located near existing receptors will be adequately muffled. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With implementation of local noise control requirements and Mitigation Measures N-1(a) through N-1(e) 
identified in the 2013 EIR, construction noise and vibration impacts would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. Impacts of the Fast Forward 2040 are consistent with the 2013 EIR.  

IMPACT N-2 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD INCREASE TRAFFIC-GENERATED 

NOISE LEVELS ON HIGHWAYS AND ROADWAYS WHICH COULD EXPOSE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO NOISE IN 

EXCESS OF NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE LEVELS. THIS IS A CLASS II, SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE IMPACT 

[THRESHOLD 1 AND 3]. 

Traffic Noise 

Fast Forward 2040 includes several projects that would potentially increase traffic noise by increasing 
traffic levels along and in the vicinity of affected facilities. Such projects include the construction of a 
new interchange and road widening, as well as improvements to roads that would allow increased traffic 
volumes. Such projects would not in themselves introduce new traffic, but rather are intended to relieve 
current or projected future traffic congestion or unacceptable safety conditions. However, in some cases, 
widening projects would accommodate additional traffic volumes and/or relocate noise sources closer to 
receptors. It should be noted that while traffic may increase in certain locations, the expected number of 
annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in 2040 would be reduced from 12,362,749 annually without the RTP 
(‘No Project’ scenario) to 9,746,623 annually with the RTP, a reduction of approximately 5.6 million VMT 
annually. In general, as the VMT decreases, noise associated with VMT would also decrease. 
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Mitigation Measures N-2(a) and N-2(b) from the 2013 EIR would reduce impacts from traffic noise to a 
less-than-significant level (Class II). 

Airports 

Fast Forward 2040 updated projects list does not include any airport improvement projects or programs 
that would directly or indirectly increase aircraft operations at the four operating airports in the County. 
Therefore, Fast Forward 2040 would not increase ambient noise levels associated with airports. No 
impacts (Class IV) due to aircraft operations would occur.  

Rail Operations 

Fast Forward 2040 does not include any rail projects beyond any analyzed for the 2013 EIR and therefore 
the 2013 EIR remains adequate. Therefore, Fast Forward 2040 would not increase ambient noise levels 
associated with railroad operations compared to those identified in the 2013 EIR. 

Bus Operations 

Fast Forward 2040 updated projects list includes projects to expand bus service at the San Barbara 
transit center (SC-29 and SC-30). Increased frequency of bus lines, enhancing exiting bus routes, and 
introducing a new bus route may increase noise for existing sensitive receptors along bus routes and 
expose new sensitive receptors to bus noise. However, bus routes would be in urban areas with high 
ambient noise levels, and noise from the new bus route would be intermittent and incrementally 
increase ambient noise levels in an already urbanized area. Therefore, the addition of local buses to 
existing streets and routes is not expected to substantially increase noise and impacts would be less than 
significant (Class III). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to operational noise compared to the 
2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The following mitigation measures identified in the 2013 EIR 
would minimize operational noise generated by proposed transportation improvements and land use 
patterns near sensitive receptors. No new or revised mitigation measures are required. 

MM N-2(A)  

If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located within 1,000 feet of sensitive uses, the project sponsor shall 
ensure that a noise survey is conducted to determine potential alternate alignments which allow greater 
distance from, or greater buffering of, noise-sensitive areas. The noise survey shall be sufficient to 
indicate existing and projected noise levels, to determine the amount of attenuation needed to reduce 
potential noise impacts to such uses to an exterior noise level of 65 dBA or less. This shall be 
accomplished during the project’s individual environmental review. 

MM N-2(B)  

Where new or expanded roadways are found to expose receptors to noise exceeding normally 
acceptable levels, the project sponsor shall consider various sound attenuation techniques. The 
preferred methods for mitigating noise impacts will be the use of appropriate setbacks and sound 
attenuating building design, including retrofit of existing structures with sound attenuating building 
materials where feasible. In instances where use of these techniques is not feasible, the use of sound 
barriers (earthen berms, sound walls, or some combination of the two) will be considered. Long 
expanses of walls or fences should be interrupted with offsets and provided with accents to prevent 
monotony. Landscape pockets and pedestrian access through walls should be provided. Whenever 
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possible, a combination of elements should be used, including solid fences, walls, and landscaped berms. 
Determination of appropriate noise attenuation measures will be assessed on a case-by-case basis during 
a project’s individual environmental review pursuant to the regulations of the applicable agency. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures N-2(a) through N-2(b), operational transportation noise 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Impacts of Fast Forward 2040 are consistent 
with the 2013 EIR. 

IMPACT N-3 FAST FORWARD 2040 RTP-EIR LAND USE SCENARIO WOULD ENCOURAGE INFILL 

DEVELOPMENT, WHICH, ALTHOUGH MINIMAL, MAY PLACE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS IN AREAS WITH 

UNACCEPTABLE NOISE LEVELS. THIS IS A CLASS II, SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGABLE, IMPACT [THRESHOLD 1 

AND 3]. 

The Fast Forward 2040 is based on a preferred land use and transportation scenario which lays out a 
pattern of future growth emphasizing, relative to the existing densities, intensified land use distribution 
that concentrates growth in urban areas and corridors. This land use scenario would shift a share of 
future residential and commercial growth within urban areas. New noise sensitive development in infill 
areas may be exposed to noise levels exceeding the County threshold of 65 dBA CNEL. Potential sources 
of noise exposure include roadway traffic, bus operations, commercial activity, and industrial activity. 
New development in infill and TOD areas may also expose existing noise-sensitive uses to noise levels 
exceeding local noise thresholds. Mitigation Measure N-3 from the 2013 EIR would reduce noise impacts 
related to infill development to a less-than-significant level (Class II). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to infill noise compared to the 2040 
RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. Mitigation Measure N-3 identified in the 2013 EIR would minimize 
noise associated with infill development generated by the proposed land use scenario. No new or revised 
mitigation measures are required.  

MM N-3 

If a Fast Forward 2040 project is located in an area with exterior ambient noise levels above local noise 
standards (60-65 dBA CNEL), the project sponsor shall ensure that a noise study is conducted to 
determine existing and projected noise levels and feasible attenuation measures needed to reduce 
potential noise impacts to such uses to an exterior and interior noise level below local standards. Such 
measures may include, but are not limited to: dual-paned windows, solid core exterior doors with 
perimeter weather stripping, air conditioning system so that windows and doors may remain closed, and 
situating exterior doors away from roads. This shall be accomplished during the project’s individual 
environmental review. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the required programmatic measure from the 2013 EIR would reduce potential 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Impacts of Fast Forward 2040 are consistent with the 2013 EIR. 

c Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts 

The Fast Forward 2040 projects listed in Section 2.0, Project Description, would have the potential to 
result in noise impacts described in Impacts N-1, N-2, and N-3. All projects that involve construction 
activities would result in temporary increases in noise and vibration associated with Impact N-1. The 
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individual projects that would accommodate additional roadway, freeway, or bus traffic could create 
significant noise impacts associated with Impact N-2. In addition, road widening/extension projects or 
construction of new roadways have the potential to place roadway traffic noise closer to sensitive 
receptors. Land use projects that would include infill development may create significant impacts 
associated with Impact N-3. Additional specific analysis described in the above mitigation measures 
would need to be conducted as individual projects are implemented in order to determine the 
magnitude of project-specific impacts. Mitigation measures from the 2013 EIR discussed above would 
apply to each of these specific projects.  
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4.12 Transportation and Circulation 

This section analyzes the impacts of Fast Forward 2040 in regards to transportation and circulation. A 
similar analysis was provided in the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS; however, the additional 
projects included in Fast Forward 2040 have been evaluated, and baseline physical and regulatory 
conditions since certification of the 2040 RTP-SCS EIR in 2014 have been updated.  

The following significant and unavoidable impacts associated with transportation and circulation was 
considered in the 2013 EIR: 

 Congested vehicle miles traveled on freeways in 2040 with implementation of Fast Forward 2040 
would increase slightly when compared to the 2040 ‘no project’ scenario in the A.M. peak period. In 
addition, the 2040 RTP-SCS would reduce total congested lane miles on the U.S. 101 when compared 
to the 2040 baseline scenario, but would increase congested lane miles on the segment of U.S. 101 
between the Ventura County Line and the Hollister Avenue interchange. 

Mitigation measures were included in the 2013 EIR that would reduce project-specific impacts to the 
extent feasible. 

4.12.1 Setting 

a Freeway, Highway, and Arterial Network 

The SBCAG region, which encompasses all of Santa Barbara County, contains approximately 2,475 miles 
of roadway infrastructure. Of this total, there are approximately 300 miles of State highway that serve as 
interregional connections to other urban areas. Major State highways include US 101 and State Routes 1, 
135, and 246. Examples of some of the County’s major arterials include State Street in the City of Santa 
Barbara, Hollister Avenue in unincorporated Santa Barbara County and the City of Goleta, and Betteravia 
Road in the City of Santa Maria. The County’s regional road network is illustrated on Figure 3. There has 
been no substantial change in SBCAG’s roadway network since the approval of the 2013 EIR. More 
detailed information on the region’s road network can be found in the 2013 EIR. 

In addition, urban development has been ongoing in the region since certification of the 2013 EIR, 
primarily concentrated in existing urban or suburban areas. 

As shown in Table 34Table 34, throughout the SBCAG region, 4,483,454 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
occurred in 2010 on all freeway systems, while 4,836,667 VMT occurred on all other roadway systems, 
for a total of 9,320,121 VMT. The year 2010 is being used as the baseline for VMT since the traffic model 
is calibrated using 2010 data and there is no appreciable difference in VMT between 2010 and 2014 to 
justify an extrapolated value out to 2016(A. Orfila, SBCAG, 2017). The 2010 data is being used to stay 
consistent with the Air Quality data. 

Table 34 Existing (2010) VMT 

2010 Freeway VMT 2010 All Other Roads VMT Total 2010 VMT 

4,483,454 4,836,667 9,320,121 
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Figure 33 Regional Road Network 
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Operations 

A variety of performance measures are used to assess transportation systems. Depending on the type of 
performance evaluation required, performance measures may be very specific and focus on specific 
intersections or roadway segments, or performance measures may be aggregated to evaluate the overall 
operation of a regional transportation system. A regional travel model typically only contains information 
on the number of lanes and link capacity on roadway segments and lacks information detailed enough to 
calculate accurate intersection information. Due to the programmatic nature of the proposed 2040 RTP-
SCS, the performance measures discussed herein are aggregated to evaluate the overall performance of 
the region’s transportation system. The performance measures include: county-wide congested vehicle 
miles traveled, congested US 101 lane miles (since US 101 is the primary freeway in the region), and 
county-wide total hours of vehicle delay. Table 35Table 35 shows the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio 
standards, which are used to determine the performance of the transportation system. As shown 
therein, when the V/C ratio of a given transportation system is less than 0.9, the system performs 
acceptably. When the V/C ratio is 0.9 to 1, the system is approaching capacity and is congested. When 
the V/C ratio is greater than 1, the capacity of the system has been exceeded and is very congested.  

Table 35 V/C Performance Standards 

V/C Ratio Performance Standard  

< 0.9 Below Capacity = Acceptable  

0.9 to 1.0 Approaching Capacity = Congested  

> 1 Exceeding Capacity = Very Congested  

CONGESTED VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED 

Congested Vehicle Miles Traveled (CVMT) measures the number vehicle miles traveled in Santa Barbara 
County in congested conditions. CVMT is defined as the total daily number of vehicle miles traveled (on 
freeways and/or roadways) in conditions with a V/C ratio greater than 0.9 during peak periods (7:00 A.M. 
-9:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M. – 6:00 P.M.).  

Table 35 shows the existing (2010) daily CVMT for freeways and all other roadways in Santa Barbara 
County.  

Table 36 Existing (2010) Daily Congested VMT 

Peak Period Freeway All Other Roads 

A.M. (7:00-9:00) 167,166 25,767 

P.M. (4:00-6:00) 173,658 27,672 

Total 340,824 53,439 

Source: Congested VMT Analysis Table, SBCAG 2016 

US 101 

As done in the 2013 EIR and updated here, in order to analyze US 101 as a corridor, rather than 
individual segments, the distances along these freeway segments were converted to lane miles. Lane 
miles take into account the distance between interchange segments and the number of lanes, by 
direction. For example, the distance between the Bailard Avenue and Casitas Pass Road interchanges in 
Carpinteria is 1.0 mile. There are four lanes on US 101 between these two interchanges, therefore, there 
are 4.0 lane miles on this freeway segment (2.0 lane miles northbound and 2.0 lane miles southbound).  
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For this analysis, US 101 is measured by the number of congested lane miles, which are the number of 
A.M. and P.M. peak period lane miles that experience congested travel. Congested travel, as noted 
above, is defined as a V/C ratio of 0.9 or greater along a given corridor. Congested lane miles were 
calculated for four major US 101 corridors: 1) between the Ventura County line and Milpas Street in 
Santa Barbara, 2) between Milpas Street and the Hollister Avenue interchange in Goleta, 3) between the 
Hollister Avenue interchange and Clark Avenue in Orcutt, and 4) between Clark Avenue and the San Luis 
Obispo County line. Table 37Table 37 shows the number of congested lane miles along US 101 for these 
segments.  

As shown in Table 37Table 37, most of the US 101 congested lane miles during the A.M. peak period are 
on the 2-lane segment of US 101 between the Ventura County line and the Milpas Street interchange. 
Between Milpas Street and the Hollister Avenue interchange, approximately 2 lane miles are currently 
congested. Most of the congested lane miles during the P.M. peak period are on the segment between 
Milpas Street and Hollister Avenue and on the segment between the Ventura County line and the Milpas 
Street interchange. The Hollister Avenue interchange to Clark Avenue segment also contains congested 
lane miles during the P.M. peak period.  

Table 37 Existing (2010) Number of Congested Lane Miles on US 101 

 

Ventura County 
Line 

to Milpas Street 

Milpas Street to 
Hollister Avenue 

Interchange 

Hollister Avenue 
Interchange to 

Santa Maria Area 

Santa Maria Area 
to San Luis Obispo 

County Line 

V/C Range A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. 

< 0.9 (Acceptable) 46.14 33.18 80.74 49.28 229.71 229.71 417.61 373.19 

0.9 to 1.0 (Congested) 5.44 4.07 0.72 19.06 0 0.0 6.16 23.13 

> 1.0 (Very Congested) 0 14.33 0 13.13 0 0 0 27.46 

Total > 0.9 5.44 18.40 0.72 32.19 0.00 0 6.16 50.58 

Source: Lane Mile Analysis Table, SBCAG 2016 

Congestion north of Milpas Street is principally due to North County/South Coast commuting coupled 
with local South Coast work trips traveling between the Cities of Goleta, Santa Barbara, and Carpinteria, 
as well as the unincorporated South County areas. The University of California Santa Barbara is one of 
the largest employers on the South Coast and attracts high levels of commuter activity locally and 
regionally. It also is located on the western end of the South Coast urbanized area north of Milpas. The 
large number of work commute trips on the South Coast adds to a large number of external-to-external 
pass-through trips, which are unrelated to Santa Barbara County resident activity. These phenomena 
together create congestion impacts on the east/west US 101 pinch-point north of Milpas during peak 
periods. 

US 101 is operating within the acceptable V/C range between the Hollister Avenue interchange and Clark 
Avenue during the A.M. peak period and between the Clark Avenue to the San Luis Obispo County line 
during A.M. and P.M. peak period.  

b Transit Service 

The main transit services in Santa Barbara County are Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (MTD), 
Santa Maria Area Transit (SMAT), City of Lompoc Transit (COLT), Santa Ynez Valley Transit (SYVT), and the 
Guadalupe Shuttle and Flyer. Additional fixed route services include Cuyama Transit, Clean Air Express, in 
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addition to inter-county routes serving Santa Barbara County. There have not been any substantial 
changes in transit service since the 2013 EIR. 

c Air Transportation 

Santa Barbara County has four public airports (Santa Barbara Municipal Airport, Santa Maria Public 
Airport, Lompoc Airport, and Santa Ynez Valley Airport) and one military airport (Vandenberg Air Force 
Base). The New Cuyama Airport has reopened since the adoption of the 2013 EIR, otherwise, air 
transportation has remained consistent since the 2013 EIR. 

d Marine Transportation 

Marine transportation activities along the coastal land areas of the County are related to recreation, 
commercial fishing, and oil production. There are no general cargo or passenger ship terminals in the 
County. The only general public use marine facility is the Santa Barbara Harbor. There have not been any 
substantial changes in marine service since the 2013 EIR. 

e  Rail Transportation 

Passenger rail service in the County is provided exclusively by AMTRAK. The rail freight operations in 
Santa Barbara County are conducted by Union Pacific and the Santa Maria Valley Railroad. There have 
not been any substantial changes in rail service since the 2013 EIR. 

f Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities 

Santa Barbara County is conducive to travel by bicycle and walking because the County has a relatively 
flat terrain in urbanized areas and year-round fair weather conditions. Santa Barbara County has 
approximately 350 miles of bikeways as shown on Table 38Table 38. There are several major bike routes 
traversing the County. These include the California Pacific Coast Bike Route (CPCBR) and the California 
Coastal Trail (CCT).  

g Coastal Public Access 

A pillar of the California Coastal Act is the protection and provision of public access to, and along, the 
coast. Coastal Act sections 30210 and 30212 require that maximum opportunities for public access and 
recreation be provided in new development projects, consistent with public safety, private property 
rights, and natural resource protection. Additionally, Section 30252 states that new development should 
maintain and enhance public access through such actions as facilitating transit service, providing non-
automobile options, and providing adequate parking. 
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Table 38 Santa Barbara County Bikeways 

City/Area  Mileage 

Cities 

Buellton 0.2 

Carpinteria 5.9 

Goleta 21.9 

Guadalupe 1.4 

Lompoc 18.5 

Santa Barbara 31.1 

Santa Maria 53 

Solvang 3 

Subtotal 134.9 

Unincorporated Areas 

Carpinteria Unincorporated 2.6 

Cuyama Unincorporated 0 

Guadalupe Unincorporated 12.6 

Lompoc Unincorporated 68.3 

Santa Barbara Unincorporated 76.1 

Santa Maria Unincorporated 38.1 

Solvang-Santa Ynez Unincorporated 22.9 

Subtotal 220.6 

Total 355.5 

Source: SBCAG Regional Active Transportation Plan, 2015 

4.12.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

Thresholds of significance to determine whether implementation of Fast Forward 2040 would result in 
significant traffic/circulation impacts were chosen based on parameters against which the effects of the 
RTP-SCS can be measured by available modeling tools. The thresholds of significance outlined in this 
section are derived from the policies and practices of SBCAG, as well as the performance standards 
detailed in Fast Forward 2040.  

TRAFFIC PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND THRESHOLDS 

Traffic projections for Fast Forward 2040 were generated by SBCAG’s network travel demand model. 
Regional travel demand models typically do not have sufficient network detail to allow prediction of 
intersection turning volumes and delays when estimating travel time and transportation system 
performance. A regional travel model typically only contains information on the number of lanes and link 
capacity on roadway segments and lacks information detailed enough to calculate accurate intersection 
information. Because regional demand models provide link volumes on freeways and main arterials, as 
well as the majority of collectors, these link volumes are used for computational efficiency to calculate 
freeway and roadway segment volume to capacity (V/C) ratios. As such, the analysis is primarily based on 
V/C ratios of freeway and roadway segments throughout the region.  



Environmental Impact Analysis 

Transportation and Circulation 

 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 267 

The travel demand model allows SBCAG to obtain an understanding of the transportation network’s 
performance characteristics (e.g., vehicle speeds, volume to capacity relationships, travel time, vehicle 
miles of travel, fuel consumption, and vehicle emissions) and estimate how socio-economic changes 
(e.g., population increases, land use development) will impact travel demand in the County. The regional 
model allows for comparisons of different scenarios. Furthermore, consequences of future changes or 
absence of change to the transportation system itself (e.g., building new facilities, improving existing 
facilities, or doing nothing at all) can be analyzed.  

Fast Forward 2040 established several performance indicators for the overall regional transportation 
system based on model outputs of the travel model. For this analysis, three performance indicators are 
used to determine potential impacts to the transportation system.  

The analysis addresses US 101 in particular because it is the primary freeway in the region and contains 
the largest traffic volumes in the region. In addition, US 101 currently has several existing congested 
segments that warrant detailed analysis.  

It is important to emphasize that population growth, urbanization and volume of average daily traffic 
generated in the SBCAG region will increase by 2040, with or without implementation of the Fast 
Forward 2040, as a result of a range of demographic and economic factors independent of policy and 
land use decisions by SBCAG and its member agencies. In light of this, the analysis below describes 
operational changes relative to both a year 2040 baseline scenario and a current (2010) baseline. The 
evaluation describes the full effect of the proposed Fast Forward 2040 in combination with future 
growth that would already occur, as compared to existing baseline conditions. However, impacts and 
mitigation measures for these environmental issue areas are based on the increment of physical change 
due to Fast Forward 2040, rather than the future regional growth that would occur regardless of 
whether or not the plan is adopted and implemented. 

The criteria for determining whether Fast Forward 2040 would have significant environmental impacts 
related to transportation and traffic were based in part on the environmental checklist in Appendix G of 
the State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and performance measures established by SBCAG. 
According to the State CEQA Guidelines, significant impacts to transportation and traffic would occur if 
the plan would:  

1. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including 
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit; 

2. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of 
service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; or 

3. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

In accordance with thresholds established by SBCAG, Fast Forward 2040 would have a significant impact 
if the plan would result in: 

 Any increase in vehicle miles traveled on all freeways and roadways above 2040 baseline conditions 
 Any increase in congested vehicle miles traveled on all freeways and roadways above 2040 baseline 

conditions 
 Any increase in congested lane miles traveled on the US 101 above 2040 baseline conditions  
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TRANSIT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

The four major County transit providers, Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (SBMTD), Santa 
Maria Area Transit (SMAT), City of Lompoc Transit (COLT), and Santa Ynez Valley Transit (SVYT), have 
developed transit performance standards. These service standards have been used by SBCAG to evaluate 
transit service and identify transit deficiencies in past regional transit studies. The standards that could 
be quantified, and against which existing data could be measured, were selected as transit performance 
standards for this analysis. The transit performance standards are listed below: 

SBMTD (2013-1017 Strategic Plan, MTD, 2012) 

 At least 95% of all MTD revenue trips shall depart no more than 5 minutes late. 
 At least 98% of all MTD scheduled revenue trips shall be completed. 
 The MTD system shall carry an average of not less than 36 passengers per revenue hour for any 3-

year period. 
 The MTD system shall carry an average of not less than 2.5 passengers per revenue mile for any 3-

year period. 
 The MTD system wide spare ratio (percentage of total vehicles that are not needed in peak service 

out of all the vehicles that are used in peak service) shall not exceed 20%. 
 MTD diesel-powered revenue vehicles shall travel a minimum of 8,000 miles between breakdowns. 
 The MTD shall limit annual passenger transfers to 20% of total annual ridership. 
 Passenger complaints shall average no more than 1 complaint per 10,000 MTD passenger boardings. 

SMAT (Short Range Transit Plan 2010-2015, City of Santa Maria and Perteet, Inc., 2010; Update 
2015) 

 The introduction of a new route, the expansion of an existing route, or an increase in service 
frequency should be introduced if anticipated ridership will meet the annual productivity standards 
(number of passengers carried per revenue hour). New service should be operated on a trial basis for 
up to 12 months to allow ridership to develop before any remedial action is taken.  

 Bus stops will be spaced a minimum of 1,200 feet along each route passing through a built up area. 
 Maximum passenger loads should not exceed 1.50 passengers per seat on regular SMAT fixed Route 

service and 1.0 passengers per seat on express or intercity routes operating on highways.  
 Whenever a route’s passenger load standards are routinely exceeded, service frequencies should be 

increased sufficient to relieve that chronic overcrowding. Conversely, any service reductions made in 
response to low ridership should not result in violating the minimum service frequency standards for 
the route. 

 Establish timed transfers between all SMAT scheduled routes where five or more routes meet at a 
central transfer site. 

 Where practical, avoid long one-way loops. On high-ridership routes, provide bi-directional service 
(assuming productivity standards are still attainable). 

 SMAT buses should meet all federal, state and city safety, emissions, accessibility and mechanical 
fitness requirements, and should have sufficient capacity to meet passenger load standards, conform 
to regional alternative fuel policies, and meet full service day fuel capacity requirements. 
2015 Update Primary Goals 

 Evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of existing evening service (Routes 7N, 61, and 62) through 
a detailed ridecheck and passenger survey conducted for the preparation of this update with the 
intent of improving productivity and better meeting the changing needs of existing and future 
evening riders 

 Develop a plan to improve the farebox recovery ratio and identify options and recommendations for 
a fare structure designed to increase passenger revenues, while minimizing the impact on 
passengers.  
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COLT ( Short-Range Financial Plan; North County Transit Plan, Santa Barbara, September 15, 2016) 

 Maintain a vehicle spare ratio of no less than one vehicle per service and no more than 20% of the 
total fleet. 

 Fleet age and mileage for medium-duty buses (cutaways) shall not exceed 5 years or 150,000 miles. 
Heavy-duty buses (i.e., 30 feet and over) should be replaced every ten years or 350,000 miles, 
whichever comes first. 

 Customer amenities: No less than 20% of all bus stop locations on each fixed route should have a 
bench or shelter for customer uses. 

 Operating cost per vehicle service hour: Increasing no greater than the Consumer Price Index, not 
including fuel cost. 

 Maintenance costs: Increasing no more than 10% per annum. 
 Farebox recovery: Maintain a recovery rate of no less than 20% for fixed-route and 10% for demand-

responsive. 
 Administrative cost: No more than 15% of total operating costs. 
 Passengers per revenue vehicle mile: 1.25 for fixed route and 0.30 for demand responsive. 
 Passengers per vehicle revenue hour: 16.0 for fixed-route and 3.0 for demand-responsive. 
 Percent of scheduled departures on-time: A minimum of 90 percent of all trips are on-time (0-5 

minutes late); and no trips depart scheduled stops before scheduled time. 
 Missed trips: Less than one percent of trips missed or more than 15 minutes late. 
 Average trip duration: Shall not exceed three times the equivalent auto trip during peak travel 

periods. 
 Frequency of service: Minimum 30-minute headways for in-city routes and 60-minute headways for 

county routes. 

SYVT (Short Range Transit Plan, SYVT and Moore & Associates, 2008; SRTP Update 2012) 

 11.0 passengers per revenue vehicle hour 
 1.0 passenger per revenue vehicle mile 
 20% farebox recovery ratio 
 85% of the activity centers within the Santa Ynez Valley are within ¼ mile of the fixed route system. 
 On-time performance: 95% of departures on-time (0-5 minutes late). 
 Increase availability and marketing of non-cash fare media (bus passes).  
 Improve complaint reporting procedures  
 Provide regular training of SYVT office staff and transit managers  
 Reduce the number of published time-points  
 Designate stops along Alisal Road as “on-call”  
 Designate Viborg Road stop as “on-call”  
 Investigate use of “sweeper vehicle” during peak demand times to provide more available seats  
 Increase total trip time to improve schedule adherence  
 Increase frequency of DAR system scheduling throughout the service day to ensure accurate 

scheduling as traffic and road conditions change  
 Notify customers of anticipated delays as early as possible  
 Extend service hours to match fixed-route schedule changes in order to maintain ADA compliance  
 Introduce subscription (recurring) trips  
 Conduct regular SYVT office staff training 

If transit service with implementation of Fast Forward 2040 projects meets these standards, Fast 
Forward 2040 will be considered to have no significant transit impacts. If transit service does not meet 
these standards, Fast Forward 2040 will be considered to have significant adverse impact if new or 
expanded transit facilities are required that result in a significant adverse physical change. 
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES STANDARDS 

Several cities within Santa Barbara County had adopted bicycle and/or pedestrian plans as listed in the 
2013 EIR. The City of Guadalupe adopted a Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan on February 25, 2014 with 
a goal to create and maintain a well-connected bicycle and pedestrian network between centers in 
Guadalupe and neighboring jurisdictions. Carpinteria adopted a Bicycle Mater Plan in 2013, and Goleta is 
currently working on a Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan. SBCAG adopted a Regional Active Transportation 
Plan in August of 2015. The plan was developed with four overall goals, which are the guiding principles 
and long-range vision for the region’s bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. The goals include: Enhance 
Mobility, Increase Connectivity, Promote Equity for all Users in all Communities, and Improve Safety and 
Public Health. Policies implement each goal, and support the recommendations of this plan. The 
California Coastal Act, Article 2, Public Access, states “Public access from the nearest public roadway to 
the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new development projects.” This policy is mainly 
implemented through County and local general plans requiring coastal access consistent with the Coastal 
Act. 

Fast Forward 2040 will be considered to have no significant impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities if 
it is consistent with the aforementioned adopted plans. If the 2040 RTP-SCS is inconsistent with these 
plans, the 2040 RTP-SCS will be considered to have significant adverse impacts if new or expanded 
facilities that result in a significant adverse physical change are required to ensure consistency. 

REGIONAL PLAN CONSISTENCY 

Congestion management objectives for the Santa Barbara County region are a requirement under the 
federal regulations (23 CFR 450.320(c)(2)). The objectives were based on the regional vision and goals 
outlined in SBCAG’s 2040 Regional Transportation Plan-Sustainable Communities Strategy (2040 RTP-
SCS). The CMP strives for conformance with the Fast Forward RTP-SCS goals. Therefore, regional 
congestion management objectives relate to the relevant Fast Forward RTP-SCS goal categories. Table 39 
summarizes the Regional Congestion Management Objectives and corresponding performance 
measures. 

Table 39 Congestion Management Program Goals 

Congestion Management Objective Corresponding 2040 RTP-SCS Goal 

Livability: Work to foster livable communities – areas 
where coordinated transportation, housing, and 
commercial development give people access to 
affordable and environmentally sustainable 
transportation. 

Environment: Foster patterns of growth, development and 
transportation that protect natural resources and lead to a 
healthy environment. 

Multi-Modal Access & Reliability: Implement 
congestion relief strategies where necessary to 
reduce travel times, encourage increased 
coordination amongst service providers, provide a 
healthy, safe and reliable multi-modal network, and 
increase opportunities for all users of the regional 
transportation system. 

Mobility & System Reliability: Optimize the transportation 
system to improve accessibility to jobs, schools, and services, 
allow the unimpeded movement of people and goods, and 
ensure the reliability of travel by all modes. 

Equity: Assure that the transportation and housing needs of all 
socio-economic groups are adequately served.  

Health and Safety: Improve public health and ensure the 
safety of the regional transportation system.  

Economic Vitality: Support growth in economic 
activity and maintain quality of life in the region by 
promoting the efficient movement of people and 
goods 

Prosperous Economy: Achieve economically efficient 
transportation patterns and promote regional prosperity 
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Because Fast Forward 2040 is the guiding document for improvements to the County’s transportation 
system, it must be consistent with the requirements in the CMP. 

SENATE BILL (SB) 743 

SB 743 (Steinberg, 2013) creates a process to change the way transportation impacts are analyzed under 
CEQA to provide an alternative to Level of Service (LOS), and particularly within areas served by transit, 
those alternative criteria must “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of 
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” (New Public Resources Code Section 
21099(b)(1).). It requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the CEQA 
Guidelines to provide this alternative to LOS for evaluating transportation impacts. OPR released a 
preliminary evaluation of possible metrics to replace LOS in transportation analyses in December 2013, 
an updated Discussion Draft in August of 2014, and a revised proposal in January 2016. According to 
Caltrans, it is anticipated that regulatory language changes to CEQA will be adopted in late 2017 by the 
Natural Resources Agency and that statewide implementation will occur in late 2019 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/sb743.html, March 2017). Because the regulatory language has not 
been finaled and adoption will occur after approval of this SEIR, this analysis still follows the existing 
CEQA guidelines regarding transportation impacts. 

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  

Impact T-1 VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ON FREEWAYS AND LOCAL ROADWAYS THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE 

REGION IN 2040 WOULD INCREASE WHEN COMPARED TO EXISTING (2014) BASELINE CONDITIONS. 

HOWEVER, IMPLEMENTATION OF FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD REDUCE OVERALL FREEWAY AND 

ROADWAY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED WHEN COMPARED TO 2040 CONDITIONS WITHOUT FAST FORWARD 

2040. IMPACTS RELATED TO TOTAL FREEWAY AND ROADWAY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED WOULD BE CLASS 

III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. [THRESHOLDS 1 AND 2] 

Baseline conditions and the regulatory setting have not changed in a manner that would result in a new 
or more severe impacts related to total vehicle miles traveled (VMT). In addition, the new projects added 
to the RTP project list (Table 2) have not changed the RTP-SCS in a manner that would produce a new or 
more severe impact related to total vehicle miles traveled. 

Two forecasts were generated for Fast Forward 2040: the 2040 No Project, that is without the RTP-SCS 
scenario, which accounts for future growth without implementation of Fast Forward 2040, and the Fast 
Forward 2040 ‘with project’ scenario, which accounts for future growth and all transportation projects, 
and the land use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040.  

Table 40Table 40shows total system-wide VMT in 2014 and 2040 for all freeways and roadways 
throughout the County. As indicated by Table 40Table 40, 2040 total VMT would substantially increase 
above 2014 conditions without the project. This increase is largely due to population growth that is 
anticipated throughout the region by 2040. Growth projections indicate that population in the SBCAG 
region is expected to increase by 96,165 people, an increase of approximately 23%, between 2010 and 
2040. As such, the increase in VMT is not necessarily attributed to the Fast Forward 2040 when 
compared to existing conditions. To evaluate the incremental impact of Fast Forward 2040, future 
conditions in the year 2040 were evaluated with and without Fast Forward 2040. As indicated in Table 
40Table 40, Fast Forward 2040 would result in fewer VMT when compared to Fast Forward 2040 
conditions without Fast Forward 2040. Therefore, Fast Forward 2040 would result in a substantial overall 
improvement to roadway congestion when compared to conditions without Fast Forward 2040. Impacts 
related to total freeway and roadway VMT would be less than significant (Class III).  

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/sb743.html
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Table 40 Total VMT 

2014 Total VMT1 2040 Total VMT No Project 2040 Total VMT with 2040 RTP-SCS 

10,203,022 12,362,748 9,746,622 

1 SBCAG Annual Planning data, 2017.    

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to increased VMT compared to the 
2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. No mitigation measures are required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  

Impact T-2 CONGESTED VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ON FREEWAYS AND LOCAL ROADWAYS 

THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE REGION IN 2040 WOULD INCREASE WHEN COMPARED TO EXISTING (2010) 

BASELINE CONDITIONS. HOWEVER, IMPLEMENTATION OF FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD REDUCE SYSTEM-

WIDE FREEWAY AND LOCAL ROADWAY CONGESTED VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED WHEN COMPARED TO 

2040 CONDITIONS WITHOUT FAST FORWARD 2040. IMPACTS RELATED TO SYSTEM-WIDE FREEWAY AND 

ROADWAY CONGESTED VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED WOULD BE CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

[THRESHOLDS 1 AND 2] 

Baseline conditions and the regulatory setting have not changed in a manner that would result in a new 
or more severe impacts related to congested vehicle miles traveled (CVMT). In addition, the new projects 
added to the RTP project list (Table 2) have not changed the RTP-SCS in a manner that would produce a 
new or more severe impact related to CVMT. 

Table 41shows total system-wide CVMT in 2010 and 2040 for all freeways and local roadways throughout 
the County. As indicated by Table 41, 2040 total CVMT would substantially increase above 2010 
conditions. This increase is largely due to population growth that is anticipated throughout the region by 
2040. As discussed in Impact T-1, growth projections indicate that population in the SBCAG region is 
expected to increase by 96,165 people, an increase of approximately 23%, between 2010 and 2040. As 
such, the increase in CVMT is not necessarily attributed to the 2040 RTP-SCS when compared to existing 
conditions. As indicated in Table 41, the 2040 RTP-SCS would result in fewer system-wide CVMT when 
compared to 2040 conditions without the 2040 RTP-SCS. The 2040 RTP-SCS would result in 1,474,380 
fewer CVMT on freeways and 690,049 fewer CVMT on local roadways. Therefore, the 2040 RTP-SCS 
would result in an overall improvement to freeway congestion and a substantial overall improvement to 
roadway congestion when compared to conditions without the 2040 RTP-SCS. Impacts related to system-
wide freeway and roadway CVMT would be less than significant (Class III). 

Table 41 System-Wide CVMT for Freeways and Local Roadways 

 2010* CVMT 
2040 CVMT 

without 2040 RTP-SCS 
2040 CVMT 

with 2040 RTP-SCS 

Freeways 1,145,011 3,401,204 1,926,824 

Local Roadways 171,612 1,283,717 593,668 

*SBCAG’s model is calibrated using 2010 data and there is no appreciable difference in VMT between 2010 and 2014 to justify an 
extrapolated value. 
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Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to increased CVMT compared to the 
2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. No mitigation measures are required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Impact T-3 CONGESTED VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ON LOCAL ROADWAYS IN 2040 WOULD INCREASE 

WHEN COMPARED TO EXISTING (2010) BASELINE CONDITIONS DURING THE A.M. AND P.M. PEAK 

PERIOD. HOWEVER, IMPLEMENTATION OF FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD REDUCE OVERALL ROADWAY 

CONGESTED VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED WHEN COMPARED TO THE 2040 ‘NO PROJECT’ SCENARIO. 

IMPACTS RELATED TO CONGESTED LOCAL ROADWAY MILES WOULD BE CLASS III, LESS THAN 

SIGNIFICANT. [THRESHOLDS 1 AND 2]  

Baseline conditions and the regulatory setting have not changed in a manner that would result in a new 
or more severe impacts related to congested vehicle miles traveled (CVMT) in 2040. In addition, the new 
projects added to the RTP project list (Table 2) have not changed the RTP-SCS in a manner that would 
produce a new or more severe impact related to CVMT. 

Two forecasts were generated for Fast Forward 2040 : the 2040 ‘no project’ scenario, which accounts for 
future growth without implementation of Fast Forward 2040 and the 2040 ‘with project’ scenario, which 
accounts for future growth and all transportation projects and the land use scenario envisioned by Fast 
Forward 2040.  

Table 41 shows local roadway CVMT during the A.M. and P.M. peak period in 2010 and in 2040 with and 
without Fast Forward 2040 for all roadways. As indicated by Table 42, 2040 local roadway CVMT would 
substantially increase above 2010 conditions. This increase is largely due to population growth that is 
anticipated throughout the region by 2040, as discussed above. As such, the increase in CVMT is not 
necessarily attributable to Fast Forward 2040 when compared to existing conditions. To evaluate the 
incremental impact of Fast Forward 2040, future conditions in the year 2040 were evaluated with and 
without Fast Forward 2040. As indicated in Table 42, Fast Forward 2040 would result in a total of 98,269 
fewer local roadway CVMT during the A.M. peak period and 103,721 fewer roadway CVMT during the 
P.M. peak period when compared to 2040 conditions without Fast Forward 2040. Therefore, Fast 
Forward 2040 would result in a substantial overall improvement to local roadway congestion when 
compared to conditions without Fast Forward 2040. Impacts related to roadway congestion would be 
less than significant (Class III). 

Table 42 A.M. and P.M. Peak Period CVMT on Local Roadways 

 2010 2040 without the RTP-SCS 2040 with the RTP-SCS 

A.M. (7:00 – 9:00) 25,767 189,963 91,694 

P.M. (4:00 – 6:00) 27,672 193,942 90,221 

Total 53,439 383,905 181,916 
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Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to increased CVMT compared to the 
2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. No mitigation measures are required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Impact T-4 CONGESTED VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ON FREEWAYS IN 2040 WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF 

FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD DECREASE COMPARED TO THE 2040 ‘NO PROJECT’ SCENARIO IN THE 

A.M. PEAK PERIOD. IN ADDITION, FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD REDUCE TOTAL CONGESTED LANE MILES 

ON THE US 101 WHEN COMPARED TO THE 2040 NO PROJECT SCENARIO, BUT WOULD INCREASE 

CONGESTED LANE MILES ON THE SEGMENT OF US 101 BETWEEN THE VENTURA COUNTY LINE AND THE 

HOLLISTER AVENUE INTERCHANGE. IMPACTS WOULD BE CLASS I, POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT AND 

UNAVOIDABLE. [THRESHOLD 1 AND 2] 

The new projects added to the RTP project list (Table 2) do not change the baseline conditions or 
regulatory setting, and have not changed the RTP-SCS in a manner that would produce a new or more 
severe impact related to total congested freeway vehicle miles traveled. 

FREEWAY CVMT 

Table 43 A.M. and P.M. Peak Period Freeway CVMT 

 2010 (Existing) 2040 without the RTP-SCS 2040 with Fast Forward RTP-SCS 

A.M. (7 am – 9 am) 167,166 460,405 255,845 

P.M. (4pm – 6pm) 173,658 514,617 293,096 

Total 340,824 975,022 548,941 

Table 43 shows freeway CVMT during the A.M. and P.M. peak period in 2010 and in 2040 with and 
without the 2040 RTP-SCS. As indicated by Table 43, 2040 CVMT would substantially increase above 2010 
A.M. and P.M. conditions, 65% without the RTP-SCS and 38% with the RTP-SCS. This increase is largely 
due to population growth that is anticipated throughout the region by 2040. This growth is anticipated to 
occur in the region regardless of whether Fast Forward 2040 is implemented. As such, the increase in 
CVMT is not necessarily attributed to the 2040 RTP-SCS when compared to existing conditions. As 
indicated by Table 43, CVMT would increase by approximately 65% without the RTP-SCS, which would 
outpace the increase in population by 50%. This difference is because the overall freeway lane mile 
supply would only increase 2% over that time period, while population would substantially increase, 
which would have a compounding effect on traffic congestion.  

To evaluate the incremental impact of the 2040 RTP-SCS, future conditions in the year 2040 were 
evaluated with and without the 2040 RTP-SCS. As indicated in Table 43, Fast Forward 2040 would result 
in a total of 426,081 fewer freeway peak hour CVMT when compared to 2040 conditions without the 
2040 RTP-SCS and 204,560 and 221,521 fewer CVMT during the A.M. and P.M. peak periods respectively 
when compared to 2040 conditions without Fast Forward 2040.  

It is important to note that traffic congestion in the South Coast region along US 101 is a pre-existing 
issue identified in the 101 In Motion Final Report (2006) prepared by SBCAG and not solely attributable 
to Fast Forward 2040. The 101 In Motion report identifies several possible options to improve congestion 
along the US 101; however, the improvements identified therein do not account for the land use 
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scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040. The increase in freeway CVMT from Fast Forward 2040 is 27% 
less than without the RTP-SCS preferred alternative. Therefore, impacts related to freeway CVMT would 
be less than significant (Class III). 

CONGESTED LANE MILES ON US 101 

Two forecasts were generated for the US 101; the 2040 ‘no project’ scenario, which accounts for future 
growth without implementation of the entire Fast Forward 2040 and the 2040 ‘with RTP-SCS’ scenario, 
which accounts for future growth and all transportation projects and the land use scenario envisioned by 
Fast Forward 2040. Congested lane miles are used to demonstrate the number of A.M. and P.M. peak 
period lane miles that have congested travel conditions. Table 43 shows the number of congested lane 
miles on segments of the US 101 as well as the overall number of congested lane miles on the US 101 
through Santa Barbara County.  

Table 44 Congested Lane Miles on Segments of the US 101 

 
2010 2040 without the RTP-SCS 

2040 with the 
Fast Forward RTP-SCS 

 AM PM AM PM AM PM 

Ventura County Line to Milpas Street 

Congested 5.44 4.07 0.28 10.76 2.89 25.59 

Very Congested 0 14.33 0.00 15.95 0.0 8.37 

Total  5.44 18.40 0.28 26.71 2.89 33.96 

Milpas Street to Hollister Avenue interchange 

Congested 0.72 19.06 17.94 17.92 22.26 15.54 

Very Congested 0 13.13 0.09 28.64 2.79 31.98 

Total  0.72 32.19 18.03 46.55 25.06 47.53 

Hollister Avenue Interchange to Santa Maria Area Lane Miles 

Congested 0 0 41.29 1.10 0 0 

Very Congested 0 0 0 55.73 0 0 

Total  0.00 0 41.29 56.83 0.00 0 

Santa Maria Area to San Luis Obispo County Line 

Congested 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Very Congested 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

All Lane Miles 

Congested 6.16 23.13 59.51 29.78 25.15 41.13 

Very Congested 0 27.46 0.09 100.32 2.79 40.35 

Total 6.16 50.58 59.60 130.10 27.94 81.49 

Values represent congested lane miles during the peak period for A.M. (7-9A.M.) and P.M. (4-6P.M.)Congested conditions include a 
V/C from 0.9 to 1.0. Very congested conditions include a V/C ratio greater than 1.0. 

As indicated by Table 44, 2040 congested lane miles would increase above 2010 conditions with and 
without the 2040 RTP-SCS. This increase is largely due to population growth that is anticipated 
throughout the region by 2040. This growth is anticipated to occur in the region regardless of whether 
the 2040 RTP-SCS is implemented. As such, the increase in congested lane miles is not necessarily 
attributed to the 2040 RTP-SCS when compared to existing conditions. To evaluate the incremental 
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impact of the 2040 RTP-SCS, future conditions in the year 2040 were evaluated with and without the 
2040 RTP-SCS.  

As shown in Table 44, implementation of Fast Forward 2040 would reduce the overall congested lane 
miles compared to the 2040 no project scenario. For both peak periods combined, there would be a 42% 
reduction in overall congested lane miles. However, US 101 segments between the Ventura County Line 
and Milpas Street and between Milpas Street and the Hollister Avenue interchange would experience an 
increase in congested lane miles when compared to conditions without Fast Forward 2040. During the 
A.M. peak period, the US 101 segment between the Ventura County line and Milpas Street would 
experience a 2.61-total congested (including both congested and very congested) lane mile increase, 
while the P.M. peak period would experience a 7.25-total congested lane mile increase with Fast 
Forward 2040 compared to the 2040 without RTP-SCS alternative. During the A.M. peak period, the 
Milpas Street to Hollister Avenue interchange segment would experience a 7.02-total congested lane 
mile increase, while the P.M. peak period would experience a 0.97-total congested lane mile increase. 

The increase in congested lane miles for the US 101 segment between the Ventura County Line and 
Milpas Street and between Milpas Street and the Hollister Avenue interchange during the peak periods 
would in part be due to the land use scenario envisioned by the Fast Forward2040 RTP-SCS, which 
encourages infill and TOD. This land use scenario would concentrate future population growth within 
existing urban cores and thereby result in increased traffic congestion in certain areas, particularly in the 
South Coast region near Santa Barbara. As discussed above, the 2040 scenario with the RTP-SCS accounts 
for all proposed transportation improvements identified in the 2040 RTP-SCS. The proposed future 
improvements would reduce congestion to the extent feasible; however, the number of congested lane 
miles on the segment of US 101 between the Ventura County line and Hollister Avenue Interchange 
would be worse with Fast Forward 2040 when compared to future conditions without the 2040 RTP-SCS. 
While no new or more severe effects would occur related to freeway CVMT compared to the 2040 RTP-
SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR, impacts would still remain potentially significant and unavoidable (Class 
I). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to increased future CVMT compared to 
the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. The following mitigation measure, included in the 2013 
EIR, still applies and is necessary to reduce congested lane miles along the US 101 in the South Coast 
region. 

MM T-4 

SBCAG shall consider updating the 101 In Motion Final Report (2006) to address US 101 segments north 
of Milpas Street and account for the transportation improvements and land use scenario envisioned by 
the Fast Forward 2040. The 101 In Motion report shall be reviewed, evaluated and updated where 
feasible to improve traffic congestion along the US 101 north of Milpas Street. Revisions and 
improvements could include: 

 Expanded alternative modes of transit, including expanded local and regional transit services, new 
commuter trains, expanded carpool incentives, expanded connection between local bus services and 
rail services and other regional services 

 Expanded bus priority on selected streets through signal priority 
 Expanded telecommuting and flexwork incentives 
 Expanded use of Intelligent Transportation System technology 
 Proactively work to reduce peak period traffic through aggressive demand management and 

rideshare programs  
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 Continue to monitor need for additional US 101 improvements following implementation of 
operational improvements, commuter rail, TDM and rideshare 

 Continued consideration of adding auxiliary lanes and/or additional lanes if needed, funds are 
available, and there is community support.  

MONITORING 

Current modeling indicates that this impact is expected to occur by 2040. SBCAG shall monitor 
congestion levels in subsequent updates of the RTP-SCS consistent with federal congestion management 
monitoring requirements to determine actual trend in congestion and freeway performance, especially 
following completion of the 101 HOV project, and shall consider updating the 101 In Motion plan as 
appropriate. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Mitigation measure T-4 would contribute to reducing congestion along US 101; however, it is uncertain 
whether the measure would effectively reduce congestion such that the 2040 RTP-SCS would result in a 
less than significant change in congestion when compared to conditions without the 2040 RTP-SCS. 
Therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. It should be noted that improvements that 
could be identified through an updated 101 In Motion Final Report, as described in Mitigation Measure 
T-4, would require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. A precise analysis of impacts 
associated with these improvements would be speculative because the precise location, timing, and 
features of the improvements are not known at this time. 

Impact T-5 FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD GENERALLY BE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE ALTERNATIVE 

TRANSPORTATION PLANS AND POLICIES. THIS IS A CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. 

[THRESHOLD 3] 

Baseline conditions and the regulatory setting have not changed in a manner that would result in a new 
or more severe impacts related to consistency with alternative transportation plans or policies. In 
addition, the new projects added to the RTP project list (Table 2) have not changed the RTP-SCS in a 
manner that would produce a new or more severe impact related to plan consistency. 

TRANSIT 

As mentioned in Section 4.12.2(a), the four major County transit providers, Santa Barbara Metropolitan 
Transit District (SBMTD), Santa Maria Area Transit (SMAT), City of Lompoc Transit (COLT), and Santa Ynez 
Valley Transit (SVYT) have undergone strategic planning processes and have developed transit 
performance standards. Due to the programmatic nature of Fast Forward 2040, a precise, project-level 
analysis of the potential specific conflicts with performance standards is not possible at this time. In 
general, however, Fast Forward 2040 transit projects would be consistent with applicable plans and 
policies because the transit improvements in Fast Forward 2040, including the expansion of transit 
services, are aimed primarily to support the use of alternative modes of transportation, and because 
transit authorities in the region have been consulted during preparation of the 2040 RTP-SCS. Each of the 
transit providers is currently striving to meet the transit performance standards outlined in the 
Thresholds of Significance, and the additional vehicles and facilities improvements identified in the RTP-
SCS would allow the transit operators to continue striving to meet these performance standards. As 
indicated in Table 45Table 45, the 2040 RTP-SCS would improve overall transit ridership, improve 
household transit access, and improve overall transit time when compared to 2040 conditions without 
the 2040 RTP-SCS and when compared to the 2010 baseline. These improvements would be consistent 
with the general performance standards of the various transit authorities While no new or more severe 



Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 

Fast Forward 2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 

 

278 

effects would occur related to transit compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR, 
impacts would be less than significant (Class III).  

Table 45 General Transit Performance Indictors 

 
2010 Existing 

Baseline 
2040 without 
the RTP-SCS 

2040 with the Fast 
Forward RTP-SCS 

Transit Ridership 34,414 passengers 44,403 passengers 52,242 passengers 

Household Transit Access within 0.25 Miles  69.2% 68.4% 72.6% 

Average Transit Time 106.0 minutes 102.6 minutes 98.5 minutes 

Note: Average transit time is the average time it takes to commute from one destination to another using public transit. Average 
transit time accounts for the following; 1) walking time from origin to stop, 2) waiting time at stop, 3) Transit in-vehicle travel time, 4) 
walking time from exit stop to transfer stop (if applicable), 5) waiting time at transfer stop (if applicable), 6) transfer vehicle in-vehicle 
travel time (if applicable), and 7) walking time from stop to destination.  

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 

The 2040 RTP-SCS is intended to improve the system for all modes of transit so vehicles and non-
motorized transit can use the streets simultaneously and safely. Fast Forward 2040 includes goals and 
policies to support bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects 
identified in the RTP-SCS are aimed primarily at improving bicycle and pedestrian safety and expanding 
facilities such as bike lanes. The RTP-SCS is consistent with applicable plans and policies, including the 
SBCAG Regional Bicycle plan. In addition, SBCAG consulted with member agencies during preparation of 
Fast Forward 2040 to ensure consistency with local plans. While no new or more severe effects would 
occur related to bicycle and pedestrian facilities compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 
EIR, impacts would be less than significant (Class III). 

RAIL TRANSPORTATION 

The 2040 RTP-SCS is intended to encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation, including the 
use of rail. AMTRAK is the primary passenger rail service in the County. The proposed improvements 
contained in Fast Forward 2040 pertaining to railroads have been coordinated with the applicable 
agencies, including the construction of double track for the AMTRAK Surfliner. Future train trips within 
the region are expected to minimally increase by 2040. AMTRAK currently operates an average of 6 train 
trips per day for the Surfliner, Coast Daylight and Coast Starlight trains. AMTRAK plans to increase this 
number to 8 trips per day by the year 2040. The three additional train trips may increase the number of 
vehicle trips near train stations, as commuters travel to the train station. If additional train service is 
scheduled outside of peak hours, fewer trips would be expected. It should be noted that the degree of 
potential impact would depend on current traffic conditions when additional AMTRAK service begins, the 
circulation pattern around the station, and any roadway improvements in the station area, which at this 
point is not known. The areas around the Santa Barbara station currently operate at acceptable levels. It 
is not anticipated that the additional vehicle trips that would be generated by two additional train trips 
per day would be significant. While no new or more severe effects would occur related to rail 
transportation compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR, impacts would be less than 
significant (Class III). 

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to consistency with applicable 
alternative transportation plans and policies compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. 
No mitigation measures are required. 

None required. 
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SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

Impact T-6 FAST FORWARD 2040 WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH THE SBCAG CONGESTION 

MANAGEMENT PROGRAM. THIS IS A CLASS III, LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. [THRESHOLD 2] 

SBCAG updated their Congestion Management Plan (CMP) in October 2016. As stated in the Executive 
Summary of the CMP, “This CMP update addresses changes in state law, especially the passage of SB 
743, and better aligns the CMP with SBCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan-Sustainable Communities 
Strategy. SB 743 eliminates the requirement of the use of level of service (LOS) as a measure of 
transportation impact under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and, as interpreted by the 
Office of Planning and Research, eliminates the requirement of consistency between the CEQA analysis 
of projects and the CMP.” 

Nonetheless, the 2016 Congestion Management Program contains a set of goals that is consistent with 
the Fast Forward 2040 goals, as listed in Section 2.0 Project Description. The 2016 CMP goals are listed in 
Table 39. The projects listed in the CMP Capital Improvement Program have been aligned with the 
projects of the Fast Forward 2040. While no new or more severe effects would occur related to 
consistency with the CMP, Fast Forward 2040 would remain consistent with the CMP and impacts would 
be less than significant (Class III).  

Mitigation Measures 

No new or substantially more severe effects would occur related to consistency with SBCAG’s Congestion 
Management Plan compared to the 2040 RTP-SCS as evaluated in the 2013 EIR. No mitigation measures 
are required. 

None required. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

c Induced Travel 

Induced travel is “vehicle activity resulting from new trip generation as a response to new highway 
capacity” (SBCAG, 2002). In other words, induced travel is new trips or diversion of existing trips to new, 
farther destinations, generated in response to increased highway capacity; trips that are generated by 
socioeconomic growth and trips that do not result in a net increase in trips (e.g., trips that are diverted 
from one roadway to another as a result of roadway improvements) are not induced travel. 

The theory behind induced travel and increased travel demand is that increased highway capacity (i.e., a 
new or widened roadway) reduces the “cost” of travel (i.e., travel time), thereby increasing the demand 
for travel. Induced travel, however, is only one potential component of increased travel demand. Fehr & 
Peers (2008) and Schiffer, Steinvorth, & Milam (2003) both note that travelers may respond to reduced 
travel time in several different ways: route diversion, mode change, destination change, schedule 
change, trip consolidation, and possibly new trips. 

As determined in the 2013 EIR, although lane-miles will increase from the current baseline due to already 
programmed projects, compared to the ‘no project’ scenario, the 2040 RTP-SCS will not actually increase 
lane-miles (refer to Table 45). Thus, since lane-miles would not increase, there can be no induced 
demand as a result of the 2040 RTP-SCS. 
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Table 46 Lane-Miles in Santa Barbara County 

 2010 Freeway Lane Miles 
2040 Freeway Lane Miles 

without 2040 RTP-SCS 
2040 Freeway Lane Miles 
with Fast Forward 2040  

Lane Miles 173.46 196.58 196.58 

Notes: 

These figures include only the lane-miles on the SBCAG model network. 

These figures include the following roadway classes: freeways, major arterials. 

Conclusion 

Improvements in Fast Forward 2040 make it speculative to quantify exact induced travel increases. 
However, based on the preceding analysis, there would not be a significant impact on infrastructure, 
services or congestion relating to induced travel. 

d Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts 

The projects listed in Fast Forward 2040 are not specifically capacity increasing projects, but will result in 
congestion relief. None of the projects have been determined to result in growth inducing impacts. 
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4.13 Tribal Cultural Resources 

This section analyzes the impacts of Fast Forward 2040 on tribal cultural resources. Because Assembly 
Bill (AB) 52 was enacted in 2015, an analysis of impacts to tribal cultural resources was not provided in 
the 2013 EIR. 

4.13.1 Setting 

The pre-European populations of Santa Barbara County include the Purisimeño, Cuyama, Ynezeño, and 
Barbareño Chumash Indians. In general, these Native American peoples are all associated with the same 
cultural background, but separated by the various Mission affiliations of the 1700s and 1800s and by 
language barriers. 

Geographically, the Chumash occupied the regions between San Luis Obispo (north) and Malibu Canyon 
(south), and from the islands off the coast to the western boundary of the San Joaquin Valley of Central 
California. In general, the Chumash Indians were both land and ocean exploiters, utilizing many 
environmental eco-zones and developing an extensive trade network for the exchange of the raw and 
finished resources. 

Chumash villages generally ranged between 30 and 200 people, with the largest settlements, numbering 
anywhere from 500 to 800 people (Glassow 1996:14). They also lived in temporary special-purpose 
camps throughout the year for the purpose of acquiring seasonal resources (Glassow 1996:14). 
Permanent Chumash villages included hemispherical dwellings arranged in close groups (Brown 2001). 
Each village had a formal cemetery marked by painted wooden poles (Gamble et al. 2001:191). 
Archaeological investigations have recognized separate areas within cemeteries for elites and non-elites 
(King 1969). 

The Chumash are well-known for their plank canoes, or tomolo. The tomol facilitated the procurement of 
marine resources and the trade network between the mainland and the Channel Islands. Deep sea fish 
were caught with hooks and lines, harpoons, and nets and sea mammals were hunted with harpoons 
from tomol. In addition to marine resources, the Chumash subsistence focused on acorns, pine nuts, 
Opuntia cactus, and other plant resources, and land animals such as mule deer, antelope, quail, dove, 
and other waterfowl (Brown 2001). 

Spanish explorers first arrived in the Santa Barbara Channel region in 1542. Contact had much more of an 
impact starting in 1770 with the establishment of the missions. Mission life led to severe population 
decline and culture loss (Johnson 1987). Though the Chumash languages are no longer commonly spoken 
(Timbrook 1990), many descendants of the Chumash still live in the region and a cultural revitalization 
has been ongoing since the twentieth century (Glassow et al. 2007:191). Today, the Santa Ynez Band of 
Chumash Indians, whose reservation is approximately 32 kilometers (20 miles) northwest of the study 
area, is the only federally recognized tribe. 

Existing Conditions 

As part of the general stakeholder outreach for the proposed Fast Forward 2040 RTP, Peter Imhof and 
Michael Becker of SBCAG met with Kelly Ferguson and William Wyatt of the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash 
Indians on January 13, 2016. Ms. Ferguson and Mr. Wyatt expressed concerns about roadways and 
transportation meeting the needs of the Tribe and its plans for future development and increased 
employment numbers, but did not expressly discuss concerns related to tribal cultural resources.  

Additionally, SBCAG sent AB 52 letters to the Santa Ynez Valley Band of Chumash Indians and San Gabriel 
Band of Mission Indians on January 31, 2017 to notify them of the project. As of the date of this draft no 
responses have been received.  
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Regulatory Setting 

Assembly Bill 52 

As of July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) was enacted and expands CEQA by defining 
a new resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” Assembly Bill 52 establishes that “A project with an 
effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a 
project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further states 
that the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant 
characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3). PRC Section 21074 
(a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources:  

(1) “Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe” and meets either of the following criteria: Listed or eligible for 
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

(2) A cultural resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources. The 
consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. AB 52 requires that 
lead agencies “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native American tribes to be 
included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects proposed within the jurisdiction 
of the lead agency. 

Senate Bill 18 

California Government Code §65352.3 (adopted pursuant to the requirements of SB 18) requires local 
governments to contact, refer plans to, and consult with tribal organizations prior to making a decision 
to adopt or amend a general or specific plan. The tribal organizations eligible to consult have traditional 
lands in a local government’s jurisdiction, and are identified, upon request, by the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC). As noted in the California Office of Planning and Research’s Tribal 
Consultation Guidelines (2005), “The intent of SB 18 is to provide California Native American tribes an 
opportunity to participate in local land use decisions at an early planning stage, for the purpose of 
protecting, or mitigating impacts to, cultural places.” 

Local 

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA CULTURAL RESOURCE GUIDELINES 

The Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (October 2008) includes 
Cultural Resources Guidelines, Archaeological Historical, and Ethnic Elements that provide local criteria 
for determining the significance of archaeological resources. Under County criteria, an “important 
archaeological resource” can be defined by one of several factors. A resource is considered significant for 
the purposes of CEQA if it demonstrates one or more of the following:  

 Is associated with an event or person of recognized significance in California or American history or 
recognized scientific importance in prehistory; 
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 Can provide information that is of demonstrable public interest and is useful in addressing 
scientifically consequential and reasonable research questions; 

 Has a special or particular quality such as oldest, best example, largest or last surviving example of its 
kind; 

 Is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity; or 
 Involves important research questions that historical research has shown can be answered only with 

archaeological methods. 

4.13.2 Impact Analysis 

a Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact to Tribal Cultural Resources from the 
proposed project would be significant if the project would: 

1)  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape 
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

a)  Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code 
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 

b Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

This section describes generalized impacts associated with the projects anticipated under Fast Forward 
2040. All projects under the Fast Forward 2040 RTP that are subject to CEQA must comply with AB 52 
and could result in the types of impacts discussed below. 

Impact TCR-1 IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS AND THE LAND USE 

SCENARIO ENVISIONED BY FAST FORWARD 2040 HAS THE POTENTIAL TO IMPACT TRIBAL CULTURAL 

RESOURCES. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

[THRESHOLDS 1 AND 2] 

Effects on tribal cultural resources are only knowable once a specific project has been proposed because 
the effects are highly dependent on both the individual project site conditions and the characteristics of 
the proposed ground‐disturbing activity. Impacts would be potentially significant unless mitigation is 
incorporated. 

Mitigation Measure 

Future projects would be required to comply with existing regulations relating to Native American 
resources, including California Environmental Quality Act Section 15064.5(d) and (e), Public Resources 
Code §21074 defining tribal cultural resources, and Public Resources Code §5097.98 concerning burial 
grounds, and Assembly Bill 52 for consultation with Native American tribes for development projects 
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carried out within the City. In order to provide protection of tribal cultural resources, the following 
mitigation measure would apply to all projects pursuant to Fast Forward 2040 that are subject to CEQA. 
Tribal Cultural Resources is a new impact category under CEQA (2015) and therefore was not addressed 
in the 2013 EIR. 

MM TCR-1 

In the event that archaeological resources of Native American origin are identified during the 
implementation of the requirements under Mitigation Measures CR-1(a) and CR-1(b), the qualified 
archaeologist performing the cultural resources study will consult with the project proponent to begin or 
continue Native American consultation procedures. Mitigation measures agreed upon during 
consultation shall be recommended for inclusion in future environmental documents. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Implementation of the above measures would reduce potential impacts to tribal cultural resources to a 
less than significant level. 
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4.14 Effects Found Not to Be Significant 

Section 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to briefly describe any possible significant 
effects that were determined not to be significant. The environmental factors discussed below represent 
the remainder of checklist questions as listed in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines that were not 
discussed in the other impact sections of the EIR. 

4.14.1 Agriculture and Forestry 

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Fast Forward 2040 would neither conflict with existing zoning for forest land nor result in the loss of 
forest land as no projects would occur on land designated as such. Therefore, impacts related to forest 
land would be less than significant. 

4.14.2 Biological Resources 

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

Fast Forward 2040 would not conflict with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, as there are no 
adopted habitat or natural community conservation plans in the region. Therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

4.14.3 Geology and Soils 

Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

Fast Forward 2040 does not include projects that would require the use of septic tanks or alternative 
waste water disposal systems. The only proposed project that involves wastewater is the Gaviota Safety 
Roadside and Rest Area Improvements, however this project plans to upgrade/maintain the current 
wastewater facilities designed for the existing soil and would be required to adhere to all wastewater 
regulations. Future infill and TOD development would be anticipated to connect to existing wastewater 
infrastructure. Therefore, impacts related to having soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks would be less than significant.  

4.14.4 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  

Transportation improvement projects under Fast Forward 2040 could facilitate the transport of 
hazardous materials on roadways or railways in Santa Barbara County, but would not directly result in a 
transport-related hazard. Compliance with existing laws and regulations, such as the federal Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the State Hazardous Waste Control Act, and California Vehicle 
Code, would ensure that the transport of hazardous materials, the handling of acute hazardous 
substances within close proximity to schools, and the release of hazardous materials would be 
adequately controlled such that impacts would be less than significant. With respect to hazardous 
materials sites listed under Government Code Section 65962.5, the majority of transportation 
improvements involve modification of existing facilities, rather than construction of new facilities, and 
would not occur on known hazardous sites. With regard to future projects that would develop new 
facilities, due to the programmatic nature of the project, it is not possible to determine with accuracy 
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whether future projects located on previously undisturbed land would contain hazardous materials. 
However, such projects would be required to address any on-site environmental issues, including any 
potential hazardous materials and mitigate such impacts accordingly. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Some projects under Fast Forward 2040 may be located within an airport safety zone; however, Fast 
Forward 2040 would not directly expose people or create a new airport safety hazard. 

Fast Forward 2040 would not expose people to new wildland fire hazards, as future infill and TOD 
projects would occur in existing urbanized areas, not adjacent to wildlands. Finally, Fast Forward 2040 
would have no adverse impact on adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plan; 
rather, by improving circulation in the County, it could have beneficial impact on emergency response 
and evacuation. Impacts would be less than significant.  

4.14.5 Hydrology and Water Resources 

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site? 

Fast Forward 2040 would not change the drainage pattern of an area or result in flooding due to the 
alteration of a stream or river, as Fast Forward 2040 does not propose such actions. The majority of 
projects would occur within existing rights-of-way and would not generate significant new surface water 
runoff that could exceed the capacity of stormwater infrastructure. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

4.14.6 Land Use  

Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

Fast Forward 2040 would not conflict with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, as there are no 
adopted conservation plans in the region. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

4.14.7 Mineral Resources 

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state; or  

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

Fast Forward 2040 primarily involves modifications to existing roadways, including improvements related 
to intersections, and safety, as well as alternative transportation projects such as constructed bicycle 
paths. In addition, future infill and TOD would be located within existing urbanized areas. These projects 
would not be located on sites with known mineral resources or locally important mineral resources. 

4.14.8 Noise 

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

Any future infill or TOD project under Fast Forward 2040 located within an airport land use plan zone 
and/or applicable noise contour would be subject to the policies of the Airport Land Use Commission 
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pertaining to noise exposure, which would ensure that noise attenuation features are implemented into 
the project as necessary. Impacts would be less than significant. 

4.14.9 Public Services 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: fire 
protection; police protection; schools; parks; other public facilities? 

Transportation projects under Fast Forward 2040 would not generate demand for police or fire services, 
schools, parks, or other public facilities. The majority of projects are maintenance, or pedestrian 
improvement projects that do not involve the construction of new infrastructure. Future infill and TOD 
projects may increase demand on public services such as fire and police protection, schools, parks, or 
other public facilities. However, this demand would not exceed that already anticipated by the respective 
areas in which these projects would be located. This is primarily because Fast Forward 2040 would not 
result in new population growth; rather it would improve the existing network of transportation 
facilities. In addition, local member agencies would address any public service demand issues as 
development is proposed, which may require the reallocation of resources and/or augmentation of 
service areas. It should be noted that infill and TOD may have a beneficial impact to police and fire 
protection services because the travel distance would be shorter thereby improving emergency response 
times. Impacts would be less than significant. 

4.14.10 Recreation 

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? Or 

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Transportation projects under Fast Forward 2040 would not generate demand for parkland. Future infill 
and TOD projects may increase demand on parkland. However, this demand would not exceed that 
already anticipated by the respective areas in which these projects would be located. This is primarily 
because Fast Forward 2040 would not result in new population growth; rather it would redistribute 
future populations to existing urban cores. Some of the projects are related to upgrading and introducing 
new bicycle routes and paths which would result in a positive recreational impact. Regardless, local 
member agencies would address any parkland demand issues as development is proposed. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

4.14.11 Transportation and Circulation  

Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or 
a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? Or 

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? Or 

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Fast Forward 2040 would improve the overall efficiency of the transit system. Fast Forward 2040 would 
not impact air traffic patterns, create a traffic hazard due to a design feature or result in in inadequate 
emergency access. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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4.14.12 Utilities and Service Systems 

Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?  

Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project 
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments? 

Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s 
solid waste disposal needs? 

Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Fast Forward 2040 transportation improvements would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements, 
require construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, require a determination by a 
wastewater treatment provider, or conflict with regulations pertaining to solid waste. Construction 
activities may generate temporary quantities of solid waste that would need to be disposed at local 
landfills. However, impacts would be temporary in nature and reduced by compliance with the California 
Green Building Code, which requires that construction operations recycle a minimum of 50% of waste 
generated. The expansion or construction of new stormwater drainage facilities on Fast Forward 2040 
projects are required to adhere to state and local regulations to prevent stormwater runoff from creating 
significant impacts. Future infill and TOD projects may need to connect to existing sewer services, which 
may increase demand for wastewater treatment. In addition, sewer connections may need to be 
upgraded and resized to accommodate additional flow. The necessary improvements would be 
determined by local member agencies at the time such projects are proposed. Improvements would 
generally occur within existing utility easements and would not create new environmental impacts. 
Similarly, such projects would generate solid waste, which may require landfill capacity. However, this 
demand would not exceed that already anticipated by the respective areas in which these projects would 
be located. This is primarily because Fast Forward 2040 would not result in new population growth; 
rather it would redistribute future populations to existing urban cores. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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5 Other CEQA Required Discussions 

This section analyzes the impacts of Fast Forward 2040 on growth inducing and long-term effects. A 
similar analysis was provided in the 2013 EIR prepared for the 2040 RTP-SCS; however, additional 
projects are included in Fast Forward 2040, which requires an updated analysis.  

No impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable in the 2013 EIR.  

5.1 Growth Inducing Effects 

Section 15126.2(g) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s potential to 
induce growth. Specifically, an EIR must discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster 
economic or population growth. Included in this category are projects that would remove obstacles to 
population growth. In addition, the EIR must discuss how the project may encourage and/or facilitate 
other activities that could significantly affect the environment. It must not be assumed that growth in 
any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. Economic and 
population growth does not necessarily cause significant physical changes to the environment. However, 
depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant environmental 
effects. A project’s growth-inducing potential is therefore considered significant if growth generated by 
the project could result in significant effects in one or more environmental issue areas. 

5.1.1 Employment, Household, and Population Growth 

The SBCAG Board adopted the Regional Growth Forecast 2010-2040 in December 2012. The purpose of 
the Regional Growth Forecast is to provide a consistent economic and population growth forecast to the 
year 2040 for use in long-range comprehensive planning. The forecast served as an input towards the 
development of Fast Forward 2040. SBCAG has no land use authority and cannot directly affect 
population growth. SBCAG growth forecasts are projections used to plan for public infrastructure, 
housing, and employment throughout the region. The 2040 projections indicate that population in the 
SBCAG region is expected to grow by 96,165 people, an increase of approximately 23%, between 2010 
and 2040. Employment within the region is expected to grow by 60,200 jobs, an increase of 
approximately 30%. Approximately 41,500 new households are expected by 2040, and increase of 
approximately 29%. As discussed in Section 4.9, Land Use, the proposed projects under Fast Forward 
2040 are designed and intended to accommodate anticipated growth up to the year 2040. The projects 
under Fast Forward 2040 would be phased to respond to growth as it occurs under adopted local general 
plans. As a result, Fast Forward 2040 would not induce growth beyond that anticipated by 2040; rather, 
it is intended to accommodate it. It is important to note that employment, population and household 
growth would occur within the SBCAG region regardless of whether the 2040 RTP-SCS is implemented. 
The land use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 would facilitate the development of infill and 
TOD projects within existing urbanized areas and therefore redistribute growth patterns. The location of 
infill and TOD projects would generally be on properties that have been identified as vacant or 
underutilized within applicable local jurisdictions Infill and TOD projects would not necessarily result in 
significant new population growth within these jurisdictions; rather Fast Forward 2040 would 
accommodate anticipated growth and concentrate it within existing urban cores instead of on the 
periphery of urban areas or within rural or semi-rural areas. Therefore, as determined in the 2013 EIR, 
impacts towards growth-inducing population growth impacts would remain to be less than significant. 
No new impacts regarding population growth would occur as a result of the new projects set out in Fast 
Forward 2040. 
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Implementation of Fast Forward 2040 would create short-term economic growth in the region as a result 
of construction-related job opportunities. Fast Forward 2040 implementation would also generate 
additional employment opportunities for roadway, vehicle, and landscape maintenance, and 
transportation facility clean-up. The potential employment increase may subsequently increase the 
demand for support services and utilities, which could generate secondary employment opportunities. 
This additional economic growth would likely raise the existing revenue base within the region. Although 
such growth may incrementally increase economic activity in the county, significant physical effects are 
not expected to result from economic growth generated by Fast Forward 2040. 

5.1.2 Removal of an Impediment to Growth 

The majority of Fast Forward 2040 transportation improvements are located in existing urbanized areas 
such as Lompoc, Santa Barbara, Carpinteria, Goleta, and Santa Maria; however, projects are also located 
in rural or semi-rural areas. Such transportation improvements can be perceived as removing an obstacle 
to growth by either creating additional traffic capacity (in the case of widenings) or improving access to 
undeveloped areas (in the case of road extensions). New infrastructure may also serve to accelerate or 
shift planned growth or encourage and intensify unplanned growth.  

However, these improvements would not necessarily removal any obstacles to growth. Rather, they are 
designed to fully support the transportation needs of the growing population while implementing the 
compact development approach outlined in the SCS. As a result, Fast Forward 2040 would not induce 
growth beyond that anticipated by 2040; rather, it is intended to accommodate it. The SCS is designed to 
accommodate growth by encouraging infill and TOD development. Fast Forward 2040 transportation 
improvement projects are intended and designed to support the land use patterns established in the 
SCS. Therefore, Fast Forward 2040 is consistent with projected and planned growth. Further, all 
transportation improvement projects are anticipated by the general plans of the applicable local 
jurisdictions, as all improvements have been coordinated with the applicable local jurisdiction. 

5.2 Irreversible Effects 

Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of significant irreversible 
environmental changes that would occur as a result of a proposed project. 

Fast Forward 2040 update would have an indefinite life span, assuming regular maintenance of the 
proposed improvements and long-term occupancy of infill and TOD projects. The proposed 
improvements would be located primarily in areas where transportation facilities already exist, where 
transportation facilities are already planned, or where transportation facilities are needed to support the 
new land use patterns identified in the Sustainable Communities Strategy. Therefore, most proposed 
transportation projects are not generally expected to dramatically alter development patterns in the 
County and projects would support planned future development patterns. Fast Forward 2040 would 
provide a foundation for local, regional, and State officials in making decisions aimed at achieving a 
coordinated and balanced transportation system. 

In the absence of the programmed and planned capital improvements under Fast Forward 2040, traffic 
conditions throughout the County would continue to worsen as the County’s population grows; see 
Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation. The increasing traffic may also worsen safety problems on 
some County roads. However, implementation of the project would involve certain trade-offs as it would 
create impacts in other issue areas that would not occur without the planned improvements. 

Many of the potential adverse impacts that could occur from implementation of Fast Forward 2040 are 
short-term in nature, due mostly to construction of the proposed transportation projects and infill and 
TOD projects. Typical construction-related impacts can involve the following issues: noise, air quality, 
aesthetics, and risk of upset. In addition, though such materials would not be used in a wasteful manner, 
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all construction activity would involve the use of non-renewable energy sources and building materials, 
see Section 4.5, Energy. 

Long-term environmental impacts are associated with increased paving, and the resultant loss of 
agricultural soils, biological impacts, and cultural resources (historic resources), as discussed in their 
respective sections of this EIR. In addition, Fast Forward 2040 would result in an overall increase in the 
urbanized character of the region. As mentioned earlier, although the proposed improvements would 
increase paving in some areas, a majority of the projects are primarily in areas where development 
exists, has been previously planned or is currently identified in need of support. In response to 
potentially significant areas, mitigation measures have been prescribed to minimize these impacts. 
Impacts in certain instances (aesthetics, cultural resources, biological resources, and transportation and 
circulation) could remain significant and have been discussed in their respective sections. 
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6 Alternatives 

As required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project that would attain most of its basic objectives (stated in Section 2.5 
of this EIR) but would avoid or substantially lessen any of its significant effects. 

Key objectives of the project are outlined and discussed in detail in Section 2.0, Project Description. A 
primary objective is to achieve a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system while 
reducing GHG emissions from passenger vehicles and light trucks to meet the regional GHG reduction 
targets set by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). The analysis of alternatives focuses on the 
analysis of various land use and transportation scenarios that make different assumptions regarding the 
combinations of future land uses and transportation system improvements. Fast Forward 2040 is 
specifically intended for the SBCAG region (Santa Barbara County) and therefore an alternative location 
for Fast Forward 2040 as a whole is not possible. However, within the SBCAG region, Fast Forward 2040 
considers a range of different patterns of land use and development at varying locations to 
accommodate forecast future growth and regional housing needs. 

Seven RTP-SCS alternatives/scenarios were modeled and analyzed by SBCAG staff for inclusion in Fast 
Forward 2040, and each is generally described in Chapter 4 of the 2040 RTP-SCS. These scenarios were 
developed in detail from the scenario concepts discussed with the SBCAG Joint Technical Advisory 
Committee (JTAC) and in close consultation with local cities, the County, the Metropolitan Transit District 
and Caltrans. Scenarios were selected based on performance measures that were developed by the 
SBCAG JTAC in concert with the adopted goals and objectives of Fast Forward 2040. Key performance 
measures are organized by plan goals and include, among others, total vehicle miles traveled, vehicle 
miles per capita, carbon dioxide emissions per capita, transit mode share, percent of population within 
proximity to public transit, and average travel miles. These performance measures were calculated for 
each scenario using SBCAG’s TransCAD regional travel demand model as well as the EMFAC 2014 air 
quality model. Scenarios were also selected based on their ability to meet the greenhouse gas reduction 
targets as required by SB 375.  

As discussed in Chapter 4 of Fast Forward 2040, the proposed project, Scenario 3 (Transit-oriented 
development/Infill), consists of a transit-oriented development (TOD) and an infill land use pattern plus 
an enhanced transit strategy. This alternatives analysis includes certain remaining scenarios as described 
in Chapter 4 as alternatives to the proposed 2040 RTP-SCS. Three alternatives were selected for analysis 
in this section. SCS Scenario 1: Future Baseline, was not used as a CEQA alternative due to the similarity 
of Scenario 1 and Scenario 2 and the determination that there would not be a discernable difference 
between the impacts for the two scenarios. The fourth alternative listed here (Alternative D/Scenario 7) 
is discussed under Alternatives Considered but Rejected since it is not fiscally constrained, and therefore 
not feasible and does not meet project objectives. The considered alternatives include the following: 

 Alternative A: No Project Alternative (RTP-SCS Scenario 2): Only currently programmed and funded 
transportation system improvements (the current RTP-SCS’s programmed projects list) would be 
implemented, with no changes to existing allowable land uses. This alternative also assumes the land 
use pattern described in the existing 2040 SCS.  

 Alternative B: Blended Infill & Urban Area Expansion Alternative (RTP-SCS Scenario 5): All 
programmed and planned transportation system improvements (the current RTP-SCS’s programmed 
and planned projects lists) would be implemented, with a land use scenario that is a hybrid of infill 
development and development along the expanded urban edge.  
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 Alternative C: North County-weighted Jobs, South County-weighted Housing Emphasis Alternative 
(RTP-SCS Scenario 6): All programmed and planned transportation system improvements (the 
current RTP-SCS’s programmed and planned projects lists) would be implemented, with a land use 
scenario that addresses the jobs-housing balance issues by emphasizing job growth in the North 
County and housing growth in the South County, without emphasis on TOD or infill development.  

Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

 Alternative D: TOD/Infill and Maximum Enhanced Transit. (RTP-SCS Scenario 7): All programmed and 
planned transportation system improvements (the current RTP-SCS’s programmed and planned 
projects lists), plus additional transit service, would be implemented, with a land use scenario that 
focuses on infill development within existing transit corridors. This alternative is identical to the 
proposed project, except that it includes additional transit service. This alternative is not feasible in 
that it is not fiscally constrained (costs are beyond what will be available during this funding cycle) 
and therefore is discussed under Alternatives Considered but Rejected. 

Each alternative is described and analyzed below. As required by CEQA, this section also includes a 
discussion of the “environmentally superior alternative” among those studied. 

CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR identify any alternatives that were considered, but rejected as 
infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the determination. 
During the development of the RTP-SCS scenarios, SBCAG received public comment and participation in 
developing the alternatives that are analyzed in this draft EIR. During this public comment process, all 
comments and recommendations for transportation improvements were considered and none were 
rejected based on infeasibility.  

Since the purpose of the alternatives analysis is to identify alternatives to the project that would reduce 
environmental impacts, the “Historic Commute Trend Continued” and the “Urban Area Expansion” 
scenarios described in Fast Forward 2040 are not included herein as alternatives for further discussion 
because they do not achieve the primary project objective of meeting the SB 375 emission reduction 
targets.  

6.1 Alternative A: No Project 

6.1.1 Description 

This alternative assumes that the existing RTP is not updated and that only currently funded RTP projects 
would be constructed. None of the “planned” (non-funded) projects as listed in Section 2.0 Project 
Description would be constructed. Future growth patterns would not focus on infill or transit-oriented 
development (TOD). 

6.1.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Aesthetics. Implementation of this alternative would result in lesser visual impacts as compared 
to the proposed project, because many of the proposed bridges and roadway extensions, as well as 
transit facilities would not be constructed. Nevertheless, many capital improvements would be 
constructed, and the gradual transformation toward a more urban/suburban character would occur in 
many parts of the County. Therefore, overall aesthetic impacts under implementation of this alternative 
would be less, but would result in similar types of impacts and require all mitigation measures discussed 
in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. 

b. Air Quality. Implementation of this alternative would result in reduced short-term air quality 
impacts because less overall construction activity would occur. In addition, this alternative would reduce 
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exposure to hazardous air pollutants because no infill or TOD near potential sources of toxic air 
contaminants would occur. However, overall toxic air emissions (diesel particulates) would be higher 
under this alternative when compared to Fast Forward 2040, as indicated in Table in Section 4.2 Air 
Quality. In addition, because certain congestion problems would not be alleviated with this alternative, 
long-term air quality impacts would be greater than under the proposed project. Additionally, 
transportation control measures (TCMs) included in Fast Forward 2040 (listed in Table 7Table 7 of 
Section 4.2, Air Quality) would not be readily implemented and attainment of the State 8-hour ozone 
standard could be delayed. In addition, the region’s attainment status for federal ozone standards could 
be jeopardized. Furthermore, as shown in Table 8Table 8, in Section 4.2, Air Quality, emissions of PM10, 
ROC, and NOX would be higher under this alternative than emissions that would occur with 
implementation of Fast Forward 2040. As stated in Section 4.2, Air Quality, this decrease in emissions is 
due to the transportation improvements and future land use scenario envisioned by the RTP-SCS, which 
encourages infill and TOD. The SCS is intended to increase residential and commercial land use capacity 
within existing transit corridors, shifting a greater share of future growth to these corridors, ultimately 
increasing density, improving circulation and multi-modal connections, and leading to lower average 
VMT. Since the future land use scenario envisioned by Fast Forward 2040 would not be implemented 
with this alternative, and overall VMT would be higher, potential air quality impacts under Alternative B 
would be greater when compared to Fast Forward 2040. Lastly, this alternative would not implement all 
of the Transportation Control Measures identified in the Clean Air Plan. Overall, air quality impacts would 
be greater under this alternative when compared to Fast Forward 2040. All mitigation measures 
identified in Section 4.2 Air Quality would still be required. 

c. Biological Resources. This alternative would result in less overall construction activity and ground 
disturbance, and would therefore reduce potential impacts to special status plants and animals as 
compared to Fast Forward 2040. In addition, fewer roadway extensions and creek crossings would occur 
under this alternative, which would result in incrementally fewer impacts to wetlands and/or riparian 
habitat. However, this alternative would not include infill and TOD, which would minimize impacts to 
biological resources since development would be concentrated in existing urban areas. Impacts related 
to wildlife movement would be reduced to an extent; however, programed projects under this 
alternative would similarly have the potential to impact wildlife movement. While impacts to sensitive 
plant and animal species and wetlands would be reduced under this alternative, impacts would remain 
significant, but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation measures would apply. Potential impacts 
related to wildlife movement would remain potentially significant and unavoidable and all related 
mitigation measures would apply. 

d. Cultural Resources. Implementation of this alternative would involve less ground disturbance 
than would occur under Fast Forward 2040 and would therefore reduce the potential to impact unknown 
cultural resources. However, ground disturbance would still occur and impacts related to unknown 
cultural resources would remain significant but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation measures 
would apply. Since this alternative would not include infill and TOD, potential impacts to historic 
structures from infill and TOD projects would be reduced. However, expansion of urban areas into 
undeveloped land under this alternative could also result in potential impacts to cultural resources, 
perhaps greater than the potential impacts to these resources of infill development in already disturbed 
urban areas. Overall, impacts related to cultural resources would be reduced under this alternative when 
compared to Fast Forward 2040. 

e. Energy. Because the amount of future construction activity would be less, potential impacts 
related to energy use during construction would be less than under the proposed project. However, this 
alternative would not include many of the capital improvements envisioned under the proposed Fast 
Forward 2040 that would reduce energy demand through more efficient travel patterns. As indicated in 
Table 14Table 14 in Section 4.5 Energy, future energy consumption would be less with Fast Forward 2040 
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than without Fast Forward 2040. Therefore, overall energy impacts would be greater with this 
alternative when compared to the proposed project. 

f. Environmental Justice. Since this alternative would not include certain capital improvements, it 
would result in fewer impacts on minority or low income populations related to air quality, noise and 
traffic, and impacts would remain less than significant (Class III). However, this alternative would not 
involve the implementation of transportation projects or infill and TOD projects that would improve 
mobility benefits for minority populations and communities of concerns when compared to existing 
conditions. Therefore, environmental justice impacts as related to mobility benefits would be increased 
when compared to the proposed project. 

g. Geology and Soils. Implementation of this alternative could result in both greater and lesser 
geohazard and flooding impacts as compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. Because this 
alternative does not include as many repaired bridges, roads and fixed facilities, there would be less 
exposure of new structures to hazardous conditions, including liquefaction, expansive soils, landslides, 
ground-shaking, and flooding. Conversely, if inadequate structures are not replaced, the potential for 
these existing structures and people using these structures to be harmed by geologic hazards could be 
greater than under the proposed Fast Forward 2040. Therefore, the overall impact of this alternative 
would be similar to that expected under the proposed project and impacts would remain significant, but 
mitigable (Class II). All related mitigation measures would still be required. 

h. Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change. Implementation of this alternative would result in 
fewer impacts associated with GHG emissions during construction activities as fewer projects would be 
constructed under this alternative. However, this alternative would not include the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) component of the RTP and would therefore not result in the minimum GHG 
emissions reductions as required by SB 375. As shown in Table 27Table 27, of Section 4.8, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions/Climate Change, GHG emissions without Fast Forward 2040 would be higher when 
compared to GHG emissions with Fast Forward 2040. As long-term emissions of GHGs would be higher 
under this alternative, the overall impact of this alternative would be greater than the proposed project. 

i. Hydrology and Water Resources. Because the amount of future construction activity would be 
reduced under this alternative, the amount of water needed for dust suppression activities and the 
potential for water quality impacts due to erosion would be reduced. The amount of new landscaped 
areas that require irrigation would also be reduced. Finally, under this alternative, the increase in 
impermeable, paved surfaces would be less than anticipated under Fast Forward 2040. Overall, 
incremental increases in water quality impacts and water supply impacts, as well as incremental 
reductions in groundwater recharge, would not be as great as under the proposed Fast Forward 2040 
when compared to this alternative, but would still occur to a lesser extent. As such, impacts would 
remain significant but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation measures would be required. 

j. Land Use. This alternative envisions fewer road widenings, repairs, maintenance projects and 
extensions than Fast Forward 2040, as well as no infill or TOD projects. Consequently, anticipated land 
use conflicts related to air quality, light and glare, and noise may be reduced compared to a more 
concentrated development pattern, and impacts would remain less than significant (Class III). However, 
this alternative would be inconsistent with SB 375 because it would not meet established GHG reduction 
targets. Because fewer projects would be implemented, fewer temporary disruptions to residents and 
businesses would occur, as well as fewer disruptions from temporary road or lane closures, or blockage 
of access to parking. However, these impacts would still occur to a certain extent and impacts would 
remain significant but mitigable (Class II) and related mitigation measures would still apply. This 
alternative would result in fewer impacts to agriculture and agricultural land due to direct conversion 
from transportation projects, but would result in greater impacts due to a more dispersed urban land use 
pattern compared to the proposed RTP-SCS. Impacts to agriculture would remain significant and 
unavoidable (Class I) and related mitigation measures would apply. 
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k. Noise. The reduction in overall construction activity would reduce temporary noise impacts 
throughout the County. However, construction noise would still occur and impacts would remain 
significant but mitigable and all related mitigation measures would still be required. Although the 
number of transportation projects would be substantially reduced as compared to the proposed project, 
the increase in traffic volumes resulting from regional growth would still be expected to occur, and this 
alternative would result in more overall VMT, and associated vehicle noise exposure, when compared to 
Fast Forward 2040. Because a number of rail and transit improvements planned under the RTP-SCS 
would not be implemented, the potential for increased rail and transit traffic, and associated noise 
emissions, would be reduced when compared to Fast Forward 2040. Nonetheless, this alternative would 
result in greater long-term increases in noise levels throughout the County when compared to Fast 
Forward 2040.  

l. Transportation and Circulation. This alternative would not include many of the projects envisioned 
under the proposed Fast Forward 2040, including new highway projects, new bikeway and pedestrian 
projects, new transit projects, new intelligent transportation system/transportation demand 
management projects, new State highway and regional transit projects, infill and TOD projects. Many of 
these projects are intended to address traffic congestion identified by local agencies, and in many cases 
are intended as mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts associated with planned long-term 
development. As shown in Table 40Table 40 in Section 4.12 Transportation and Circulation, overall VMT 
would increase with this alternative when compared to conditions with Fast Forward 2040. In addition to 
an increase in overall freeway and roadway VMT, fewer improvements would be implemented, which 
would further worsen traffic conditions throughout the County. However, future conditions without Fast 
Forward 2040 would result in fewer congested VMT in certain areas within the County, particularly the 
South Coast area. This is primarily because infill and TOD projects, which would place more people in 
existing urbanized areas, would not occur. As a result, there would be a slight reduction in congested 
VMT. Nonetheless, congested VMT would still significantly increase when compared to existing 
conditions primarily due to population and employment growth that is anticipated to occur throughout 
the region in any scenario. Therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  

6.2 Alternative B: Blended Infill/Expansion 

6.2.1 Description 

This alternative includes the same programmed and planned transportation projects that would be 
implemented under the proposed Fast Forward 2040. However, this alternative also assumes a change in 
the land use scenario from a focus on future infill development to a hybrid of future development 
located on infill parcels and along the urban fringe. Consequently, future development would occur 
based on increased residential and commercial land use capacity both in core urban areas along transit 
lines and along the expanded urban edge. 

6.2.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Aesthetics. Implementation of this alternative would result in similar aesthetic impacts from 
transportation projects compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040 as the same planned and 
programmed transportation projects would be implemented. As with the proposed project, many capital 
improvements would be constructed with this alternative, and the gradual transformation toward a 
more urban/suburban character would occur in the many parts of the County. However, as the land use 
scenario would be altered from a focus on infill development to a blend of infill and development on the 
urban fringe, potential impacts related to the transformation in visual character from rural to more 
urban or suburban would be increased when compared to the proposed project. The development 
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scenario envisioned by this alternative could result in an increase in the loss of scenic resources overall 
by concentrating development along the urban edge in areas of the County that could contain scenic 
resources and result in increased impacts to views of background scenic resources. Therefore, overall 
aesthetic impacts with this alternative would be greater than those of Fast Forward 2040. Impacts 
related to scenic resources would remain significant but mitigable and all related mitigation measures 
would be required. Impacts related to change in character would remain significant and unavoidable 
(Class I) and all related mitigation measures would still be required. 

b. Air Quality. Implementation of this alternative would result in short-term air quality impacts 
similar to the proposed Fast Forward 2040 because the same amount of construction activity would 
occur. The mitigation measures outlined in Impact AQ-1 of Section 4.2, Air Quality, would still be 
required to reduce potentially significant short-term emissions to a less than significant level. 
Implementation of this alternative would result in a land use scenario that is a hybrid of infill 
development and development along the urban fringe, which would result in lower density development 
and increased average VMT when compared to the proposed Fast Forward RTP-SCS. As a result, this 
alternative would result in an increase in criteria pollutant emissions, including ROG, PM10 and NOx 
emissions, compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. 

This alternative would reduce exposure to hazardous air pollutants because less infill or TOD would 
occur. However, overall toxic air emissions (diesel particulates) would be higher under this alternative 
when compared to Fast Forward 2040 due to increased total VMT, and future infill and TOD projects 
would still be exposed to such hazards. Impacts would remain significant but mitigable and all related 
mitigation measures would still be required. 

Overall, air quality impacts would be greater under this alternative when compared to Fast Forward 
2040. All mitigation measures identified in Section 4.2 Air Quality would still be required. 

c. Biological Resources. Implementation of this alternative would result in a land use scenario that 
also includes development on the urban fringe, in addition to infill development. The land use scenario 
envisioned by this alternative would increase encroachment into undisturbed habitat and associated 
impacts on sensitive plant and animal species when compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040 land 
use scenario. As implementation of this alternative would result in potential future development along 
the urban fringe of the County, which could include more development on vacant undisturbed habitat 
that could support sensitive species of plants or animals, impacts to biological resources could potentially 
be greater under this alternative. Potential impacts to wildlife movement could also be greater with 
implementation of this alternative as development along the urban fringe could result in greater impacts 
to wildlife movement. Impacts to sensitive plant and animal species and wetlands would remain 
significant but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation measures would apply. Potential impacts 
related to wildlife movement would remain significant and unavoidable and all related mitigation 
measures would apply. 

d. Cultural Resources. Potentially more ground disturbance would occur with implementation of this 
alternative due to the growth on the urban fringe, with potential impacts to archaeological resources 
increasing under this alternative when compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. This alternative 
would reduce the amount of future infill and TOD compared to that envisioned in the Fast Forward 2040. 
Since future infill and TOD could be located near or adjacent to existing historic structures, and the 
integrity of such structures could be indirectly or directly impacted, development along the urban fringe 
could result in lesser impacts to known or unknown historic resources. Nonetheless, impacts related to 
unknown cultural resources would remain significant but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation 
measures would apply. Potential impacts to historic structures from infill and TOD projects would be 
reduced, but impacts would remain potentially significant and unavoidable and all related mitigation 
measure would apply. 
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e. Energy. As discussed in Section 4.5, Energy, the proposed Fast Forward 2040 land use scenario 
emphasizes infill and TOD projects that would reduce VMT and energy use because they would locate 
people closer to existing goods and services, thereby resulting in shorter vehicle trips and/or promoting 
walking or biking. Additionally, infill and TOD projects would locate people closer to existing 
transportation hubs, thereby encouraging the use of alternative modes of transit (e.g. buses) and 
resulting in fewer vehicle trips. This alternative would result in some VMT reductions due to infill 
development, but would also include low-density development along the urban fringe that would 
increase VMT as some residents would be located further from existing goods and services, thereby 
resulting in longer vehicle trips and reduced access to alternative transportation. An increase in VMT 
would utilize more direct and indirect energy. As this alternative mixes infill and development on the 
urban fringe, overall energy impacts would be greater with this alternative when compared to the 
proposed project. 

f. Environmental Justice. Implementation of this alternative would involve a land use scenario which 
would include development along the urban fringe in addition to infill development and TOD. As such, 
implementation of this alternative would not promote a pattern of future development near existing 
transportation corridors to the extent of Fast Forward 2040 and could result in fewer mobility benefits 
for minority population and communities of concern. Therefore, environmental justice impacts would 
increase compared to the proposed project relative to mobility benefits. 

g. Geology and Soils. Implementation of this alternative would involve the same amount and types 
of transportation projects as the proposed project, but would alter the land use scenario to also include 
lower density development along the urban fringe. As the same amount of development would occur, 
potential exposure to geohazards would be similar to those of Fast Forward 2040, including liquefaction, 
expansive soils, landslides, ground-shaking, and flooding. Therefore, the overall impact of this alternative 
would be similar the same as that expected under the proposed project and impacts would remain 
significant but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation measures would still be required. 

h. Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change. Implementation of this alternative would result in a 
change in the land use scenario from a focus on future infill development to a hybrid of infill 
development and development along the urban fringe. Construction-related emissions of GHGs would be 
similar to those of the proposed project as a similar number of Fast Forward 2040 projects would be 
constructed under this alternative. As this alternative would result in a land use scenario that encourages 
both infill development, and development along the urban fringe, implementation of this alternative 
could result in increased VMT compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. Therefore, GHG emissions 
under this alternative would be higher when compared to GHG emissions under the proposed Fast 
Forward 2040. For example, as a result of Fast Forward 2040, per capita passenger vehicles CO2 
emissions would be 15.5 lbs/day in 2040. Under this alternative, per capita passenger vehicles CO2 
emissions would be roughly 15.8 lbs/day in 2040. As long-term emissions of GHGs would be higher under 
this alternative, the overall impact of this alternative would be greater than the proposed project. 
However, this alternative would meet the GHG emissions reduction requirements of SB 375. 

i. Hydrology and Water Resources. Because the amount of future construction activity would be 
similar to the proposed project, the amount of water needed for dust suppression activities and 
landscaping would also be similar. As implementation of this alternative would result in a similar amount 
of transportation projects and development, impacts related to the increase in impervious surfaces and 
associated water quality impacts would be similar to that of the proposed Fast Forward 2040. As such, all 
impacts would remain significant but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation measures would be 
required. 

j. Land Use. This alternative envisions a similar amount and type of transportation projects as the 
proposed project. The number of potential land use conflicts related to air quality, light and glare, and 
noise would be similar but would remain less than significant (Class III). 
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Because future development would include infill and TOD, as well as development on the urban fringe, 
potential impacts related to the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural production would be 
greater under this alternative. As discussed in Section 4.9, Land Use, land use development on the 
periphery of urbanized areas and adjacent to agricultural land has the potential to have significant 
impacts on agricultural productivity. As such, potential impacts to agricultural productivity would be 
greater than those of the proposed project, and would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

k. Noise. Overall construction activities would be similar and result in similar significant but mitigable 
impacts. All construction related mitigation measures would still be required. The increase in traffic 
volumes resulting from regional growth would still be expected to occur, and this alternative would 
result in more overall VMT when compared to Fast Forward 2040. As a result, this alternative would 
result in overall higher levels of long-term traffic-related noise. Consequently, impacts would remain 
significant but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation measures would still be required. 

l. Transportation and Circulation. This alternative would involve a similar amount and type of 
transportation improvement projects when compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040, including the 
new highway and intersection projects, new bikeway and pedestrian projects, new transit projects, new 
intelligent transportation system/transportation demand management projects, new State highway and 
regional transit projects. Many of these projects are intended to address traffic congestion identified by 
local agencies, and in many cases are intended as mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts 
associated with planned long-term development. Therefore, this alternative would have similar 
transportation benefits to the proposed project. However, this alternative also involves a change in land 
use patterns to focus some development on the urban fringe, which would increase VMT when 
compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. Total VMT in 2040 with this alternative would be roughly 
11,000,000 whereas total VMT in 2040 with the Fast Forward RTP-SCS would be 10,500,000. This 
alternative would also result in similar significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to congested 
VMT on freeways and congested land miles on certain segments of the U.S. 101. Since this alternative 
also involves infill and TOD development in existing urban centers, impacts with respect to delay times in 
Santa Barbara and Goleta would also be significant, though to a lesser extent than the proposed project.  

Since similar projects as identified in the proposed Fast Forward 2040 would be implemented, this 
alternative would be consistent with the CMP. In addition, similar improvements to alternative modes of 
transit would occur. As a result, these impacts would remain less than significant (Class III).  

m. Tribal Cultural Resources. This alternative has the same potential as the Fast Forward 2040 
RTP/SCS of disturbing tribal cultural resources. Effects on tribal cultural resources are only knowable 
once a specific project has been proposed because the effects are highly dependent on both the 
individual project site conditions and the characteristics of the proposed ground‐disturbing activity. As a 
result, these potential impacts would be significant but mitigable (Class II) and related mitigation 
measures would be the same as the proposed Fast Forward 2040. 

6.3 Alternative C: North County-Weighted Jobs, South 

County-Weighted Housing 

6.3.1 Description 

This alternative assumes that the same programmed and planned Fast Forward 2040 projects are 
implemented. However, this alternative directly addresses jobs-housing balance issues by emphasizing 
job growth in the North County and housing growth in the South County. The land use scenario for this 
alternative assumes growth would be consistent with existing, adopted land use designations, with no 
emphasis on transit-oriented development (TOD) or infill development. However, the scenario assumes a 
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faster rate of industrial and commercial growth in the North County and a faster rate of residential 
growth in the South County.  

6.3.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Aesthetics. Implementation of this alternative would result in similar aesthetic impacts from 
transportation projects, as a similar amount of programmed and planned transportation projects would 
be implemented when compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. However, the land use scenario 
would be altered from a focus on infill development to a continuation of existing adopted land use 
designations with no emphasis on infill or TOD. Therefore, aesthetic impacts related to the 
transformation of existing urbanized areas to a more dense development pattern resulting from infill 
development would be reduced compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. However, aesthetic 
impacts related to a more dispersed development pattern would be increased when compared to the 
proposed Fast Forward 2040. Therefore, overall aesthetic impacts under implementation of this 
alternative would have trade-offs when compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. However, impacts 
related to scenic resources would remain significant but mitigable and all related mitigation measures 
would be required. Impacts related to change in character would remain significant and unavoidable 
(Class I) and all related mitigation measures would still be required. 

b. Air Quality. Implementation of this alternative would result in similar short-term air quality 
impacts because a similar amount of construction activity would occur. The mitigation measures outlined 
in Impact AQ-1 of Section 4.2, Air Quality, would still be required to reduce potentially significant short-
term emissions to a less than significant level. Implementation of this alternative would result in a land 
use scenario that continues existing land use patterns and emphasizes job growth in the North County 
and housing growth in the South County. Because this alternative would not emphasize infill 
development, it would result in lower density development and increased average VMT when compared 
to the proposed Fast Forward RTP-SCS (approximately 10,800,000 for this alternative compared to 
approximately 10,500,000 for the proposed Fast Forward RTP-SCS). As a result, this alternative would 
result in an increase in criteria pollutant emissions, including ROG, PM10 and NOx emissions. Impacts to 
air quality would be greater under this alternative. 

This alternative would reduce exposure to hazardous air pollutants because less infill and TOD would 
occur near potential sources of toxic air contaminants. However, overall toxic air emissions (diesel 
particulates) would be higher under this alternative when compared to Fast Forward 2040 due to the 
increase in overall VMT. Impacts would remain significant but mitigable and all related mitigation 
measures would still be required.  

Overall, air quality impacts would be greater under this alternative when compared to Fast Forward 
2040. All mitigation measures identified in Section 4.2 Air Quality would still be required. 

c. Biological Resources. Implementation of this alternative would result in a land use scenario that 
encourages job growth in the North County, housing growth in the South County and a continuation of 
existing land use patterns. As implementation of this alternative would not emphasize infill 
development, it could include more development on vacant undisturbed habitat that could support 
sensitive species of plants or animals, and impacts to biological resources could potentially be greater 
under this alternative. Potential impacts to wildlife movement could also be greater with 
implementation of this alternative as development in undeveloped areas could result in greater impacts 
to wildlife movement. Impacts to sensitive plant and animal species and wetlands would remain 
significant but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation measures would apply. Potential impacts 
related to wildlife movement would remain significant and unavoidable and all related mitigation 
measures would apply. 
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d. Cultural Resources. Impacts related to the ground disturbance from the proposed transportation 
improvement projects envisioned by the proposed Fast Forward 2040 would be the same under this 
alternative because the same planned and programmed transportation projects would occur. With this 
alternative, development in areas that are currently undeveloped could potentially increase the 
likelihood for impacting known or unknown cultural resources. However, this alternative would result in 
lesser impacts to known or unknown historic resources as development would occur in areas that are 
less likely to be currently developed with structures that could be or are considered historic. Because this 
alternative does not emphasize infill development, impacts to historic resources would be reduced. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in cultural resources impacts that are both better and worse than 
the proposed Fast Forward 2040. Impacts related to unknown cultural resources would remain 
significant but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation measures would apply. Potential impacts to 
historic structures from infill and TOD projects would be reduced, but impacts would remain potentially 
significant and unavoidable (Class I) and all related mitigation measure would be required. 

e. Energy. As this alternative, like the proposed project, emphasizes job growth in the North County 
and housing growth in the South County to address the jobs-housing imbalance, this alternative would 
reduce the number of North County to South County commuters, which would decrease VMT compared 
to the future baseline. Overall, however, this alternative would slightly increase total VMT in 2040 
compared to the proposed RTP-SCS (approximately 10,800,000 VMT for this alternative compared to 
approximately 10,500,000 for the proposed Fast Forward RTP-SCS). An increase in VMT would utilize 
more direct and indirect energy so overall energy impacts would be slightly greater with this alternative 
when compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. 

f. Environmental Justice. Implementation of this alternative, like the proposed project, would 
address the jobs-housing imbalance by emphasizing job growth in the North County and housing growth 
in the South County. As such, implementation of this alternative would locate jobs and housing closer 
together than under the future baseline scenario, which could result in mobility benefits for minority 
populations and communities of concern. This alternative would include the same transportation 
improvements as the proposed Fast Forward 2040, and therefore would result in similar impacts on 
communities of concern. 

g. Geology and Soils. Implementation of this alternative would involve the same amount of 
transportation projects as the proposed Fast Forward 2040. As the same amount of development would 
occur, potential exposure to geohazards would be similar to those of the proposed project, including 
liquefaction, expansive soils, landslides, ground-shaking, and flooding. Therefore, the overall impact of 
this alternative would be the same as that expected under the proposed project and impacts would 
remain significant but mitigable (Class II). All related mitigation measures would still be required.  

h. Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change. Implementation of this alternative would result in a 
change in the land use scenario from a focus on future infill development to a continuation of existing 
land use patterns with an emphasis on job growth in the North County and housing growth in the South 
County. Construction-related emissions of GHGs would be similar to those of the proposed Fast Forward 
2040 as the same number of planned and programmed RTP-SCS projects would be constructed under 
this alternative. The land use scenario identified in the proposed Fast Forward RTP-SCS is designed to 
align transportation and land use planning to reduce VMT and transportation-related GHG emissions. As 
this alternative does not emphasize infill development, it would result in a slight increase in VMT 
compared to the proposed Fast Forward 2040. Therefore, GHG emissions under this alternative would be 
slightly higher when compared to GHG emissions under the proposed 2040 RTP-SCS. For example, as a 
result of the Fast Forward 2040, per capita passenger vehicles CO2 emissions would be 15.5 lbs/day in 
2040. Under this alternative, per capita passenger vehicles CO2 emissions would be roughly 15.7 lbs/day 
in 2040. As long-term emissions of GHGs would be slightly higher under this alternative, the overall 
impact of this alternative would be greater than the proposed project. 
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i. Hydrology and Water Resources. Because the amount of future construction activity would be 
similar to the proposed project, the amount of water needed for dust suppression activities and 
landscaping would also be similar. As implementation of this alternative would result in the same 
amount of transportation projects and development, impacts related to the increase in impervious 
surfaces and associated water quality impacts would be similar to that of the proposed project. As such, 
all impacts would remain significant but mitigable (Class II) and all related mitigation measures would be 
required.  

j. Land Use. This alternative envisions the same number of transportation projects as the proposed 
project. Consequently, the magnitude of anticipated land use conflicts would likely be similar to the 
proposed project. With a continuation of current land use patterns, potential impacts related to the 
conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural production would be greater under this alternative. 
Similar temporary disruptions to residents and businesses would occur, including disruptions from 
temporary road or lane closures, or blockage of access to parking since the same number of 
transportation projects would occur. These impacts would remain significant but mitigable (Class II) and 
related mitigation measures would still apply. Impacts to agriculture would remain significant and 
unavoidable (Class I) and related mitigation measures would apply. 

k. Noise. Overall construction activities would be similar and result in similar significant but mitigable 
short-term noise impacts. All construction-related mitigation measures would still be required. The 
increase in traffic volumes resulting from regional growth would still be expected to occur, and this 
alternative would result in more overall VMT when compared to Fast Forward 2040. As a result, this 
alternative would result in overall higher levels of long-term traffic related noise. Land use compatibility 
as it relates to noise would be both better and worse than for the proposed Fast Forward 2040, because 
fewer infill and TOD projects would be implemented. This would reduce exposure of future residents in 
infill and TOD settings to land use compatibility conflicts from traffic noise, but may increase noise in 
settings with lower existing noise levels, resulting in a more appreciable noise level change. Impacts 
would remain significant but mitigable and all related mitigation measures would still be required.  

l. Transportation and Circulation. This alternative would involve the same transportation 
improvement projects under the proposed Fast Forward 2040, including the new highway and 
intersection projects, new bikeway and pedestrian projects, new transit projects, new intelligent 
transportation system/transportation demand management projects, new State highway and regional 
transit projects. Many of these projects are intended to address traffic congestion identified by local 
agencies, and in many cases were intended as mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts 
associated with planned long-term development. Therefore, this alternative would have similar 
transportation and circulation benefits as the proposed project. However, this alternative also involves 
continuation of existing land use patterns, with less infill and TOD development than the proposed Fast 
Forward 2040, which would increase overall freeway and roadway VMT. Total VMT in 2040 with this 
alternative would be approximately 10,800,000, whereas total VMT in 2040 with Fast Forward 2040 
would be approximately 10,500,000. This alternative would also result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts with respect to congested VMT on freeways and congested lane miles on certain segments of 
the U.S. 101.  

Since all projects as identified in Fast Forward 2040 would be implemented, this alternative would be 
consistent with the CMP. In addition, similar improvements to alternative modes of transit would occur. 
As a result, these impacts would remain less than significant (Class III).  

m. Tribal Cultural Resources. This alternative has the same potential as the Fast Forward 2040 
RTP/SCS of disturbing tribal cultural resources. Effects on tribal cultural resources are only knowable 
once a specific project has been proposed because the effects are highly dependent on both the 
individual project site conditions and the characteristics of the proposed ground‐disturbing activity. As a 
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result, these potential impacts would be significant but mitigable (Class II) and related mitigation 
measures would be the same as the proposed Fast Forward 2040. 

6.4 Alternatives Considered but Rejected  

6.4.1 Alternative D: TOD/Infill and Maximum Enhanced Transit 

6.4.2 Description 

Under this alternative, all programmed and planned transportation system improvements (the current 
RTP-SCS’s programmed and planned projects lists), plus specific, additional transit service, would be 
implemented, with a land use scenario that focuses on infill development within existing transit 
corridors. This alternative is identical to Fast Forward 2040, except that it includes specific, additional 
transit service, whereas the proposed project includes a more flexible enhanced transit strategy that sets 
criteria for additional future transit enhancements when new funding sources become available. This 
alternative however is not fiscally constrained and is therefore not eligible to be selected as the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy or as a feasible alternative under CEQA. The scenario does meet 
SBCAG’s SB 375 greenhouse gas emission targets. 

6.4.3 Impact Analysis 

This alternative would largely result in the same impacts as those described throughout the SEIR for most 
environmental issue areas. Impacts related to aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, 
environmental justice, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and land use would be the same 
as those described in the SEIR. Because this alternative would include additional alternative modes of 
transportation through enhanced transit, this alternative would result in slightly less overall VMT when 
compared to the Fast Forward 2040. This alternative would result in 8,963,219 VMT, whereas the 2040 
RTP-SCS would result in 8,966,910 VMT. As a result, this alternative would result in similar impacts 
related ozone precursor and particulate matter emissions, GHG emissions, energy consumption, noise, 
and traffic congestion. This alternative would result in similar ROG, NOx and PM10 emissions as well. 
However, additional bus trips related to additional public transit may result in slightly increased diesel 
particulate matter emissions when compared to Fast Forward 2040. Nonetheless, with this alternative, 
all impact classifications for the environmental issue areas included in the SEIR would remain the same 
as for the proposed Fast Forward 2040, and all mitigation measures would still be required. 

6.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

CEQA Section 15126.6 requires the selection of an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed 
project. This section compares the impacts of the three alternatives under consideration to those of the 
proposed project. Table 47 shows whether each alternative is environmentally superior to, similar to, or 
inferior to the proposed project for each of the issue areas studied in this EIR. 

The environmental analysis contained in this SEIR determined that the proposed project would result in 
five significant and unavoidable impacts and several potentially significant but mitigable environmental 
impacts. The No Project Alternative (Alternative A) could be considered environmentally superior overall, 
as it would entail the fewest projects and therefore result in the fewest construction-related impacts and 
ground disturbance-related impacts. However, this alternative would not result in several transportation 
improvements and the infill and TOD projects envisioned in Fast Forward 2040, which are primarily 
intended to reduce overall traffic congestion, improve air quality, reduce energy consumption, and 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As shown in Table 47, this alternative would result in greater air 
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quality, greenhouse gas, energy and transportation-related impacts, which are the primary 
environmental issue areas intended to be addressed by Fast Forward 2040. 

Table 47 Impact Comparison of Alternatives 

Issue 

Proposed 
Project Impact 
Classification 

Alternative A: 
No Project 

Alternative B: 
Blended 
Infill/Expansion 

Alternative C: North 
County Weighted Jobs/ 
South County Weighted 
Housing  

Aesthetics II, I =* -* +*  

Air Quality II, III, II, III - - -  

Biological Resources II, II, I +* -* -*  

Cultural Resources II & I, II, II +* +/-* +/-*  

Energy III, III - - -  

Environmental Justice III, III - - -  

Geology and Soils II, II = = =  

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions/Climate 
Change II, III, III, III 

- - -  

Water/Hydrology II, II, II + = =  

Land Use II, III, I, II +* -* =*  

Noise II, II, II + - -  

Traffic and Circulation III, III, III, I, III -* -* -*  

Tribal Cultural 
Resources III + = =  

+ Superior to the proposed project 

- Inferior to the proposed project 

+/- Both better and worse than the proposed project 

= Similar impact to the proposed project 

*   Indicates a potentially significant and unavoidable impact.  

The proposed project is the environmentally superior project, but in comparison of just the alternatives, 
the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative. Therefore, the EIR must identify 
an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  

Although neither Alternative B or Alternative C would be considered environmentally superior to the 
proposed project, Alternative C would result in one less significant impact in the area of Land Use 
compared to Alternative B and therefore is considered environmentally superior compared to all feasible 
alternatives. Both of these alternatives, B and C, would result in greater air quality, biological resources, 
energy, GHG emissions, noise, and transportation impacts than the proposed project. Based on this 
analysis and the analyses conducted for this SEIR, no feasible alternatives have been identified that 
would reduce the significant effects of the project and meet the basic project objectives compared to the 
proposed project, therefore, the proposed project ultimately is environmentally superior to any of the 
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analyzed Alternatives. However, for the purposes of the SEIR, Alternative C is considered the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative.  
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