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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project, as well as the project’s 
environmental impacts and recommended mitigation measures. 
 
PROJECT SYNOPSIS 
 
Project Applicant 
 
The project applicant is the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments. 
 
Project Description 
 
The 2008 Santa Barbara County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is an update of the RTP, 
originally adopted by SBCAG in 1975. This update reflects changes in legislative requirements, 
local land use policies, and resource constraints. 
 
The RTP must comply with the state’s planning regulations as defined in the 2007 California 
Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines by the California Transportation Commission 
(September 2007). The state’s RTP Guidelines (page 16 of the above mentioned document) set 
forth the purpose of the RTP as follows: 
 

• Providing an assessment of the current modes of transportation and the potential of new 
travel options within the region; 

• Projecting/estimating the future needs for travel and goods movement; 
• Identification and documentation of specific actions necessary to address the regions 

mobility and accessibility needs; 
• Identification of guidance and documentation of public policy decisions by local, 

regional, State and Federal officials regarding transportation expenditures and 
financing; 

•  Identification of needed transportation improvements, in sufficient detail, to serve as a 
foundation for the: (a) Development of the Federal Transportation Improvement 
Program (FTIP), and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), (b) 
Facilitation of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)/404 integration 
process and (c) Identification of project purpose and need. 

• Employing performance measures that demonstrate the effectiveness of the 
transportation improvement projects in meeting the intended goals. 

• Promotion of consistency between the California Transportation Plan, the regional 
transportation plan and other plans developed by cities, counties, districts, Native 
American Tribal Governments, and State and Federal agencies in responding to 
Statewide and interregional transportation issues and needs; 

• Providing a forum for; (1) participation and cooperation and (2) to facilitate partnerships 
that reconcile transportation issues which transcend regional boundaries; and,  

• Involving community-based organizations as part of the public, Federal, State and local 
agencies, Native American Tribal Governments, as well as local elected officials, early in 
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the transportation planning process so as to include them in discussions and decisions 
on the social, economic, air quality and environmental issues related to transportation. 

 
The RTP must also comply with requirements specified in the federal transportation planning 
regulations in SAFETEA-LU and other federal regulations. Under SAFETEA-LU, the RTP 
planning process must consider seven factors, all of which were considered during 
development of the 2008 RTP. Other federal requirements include consistency with the 1990 
Clean Air Act Amendments and consistency with the Federal Transportation Improvement 
Program (FTIP). Specific requirements of these two programs are described in the 2008 RTP, 
which is available for review at SBCAG. 
 
Agencies and personnel consulted pursuant to SAFETEA-LU included the Santa Barbara Air 
Pollution Control District; California Department of Fish & Game; the California Environmental 
Protection Agency; Michelle Messinger with the California Office of Historic Preservation (July 
10, 2008); the Santa Barbara Agricultural Commissioner’s Office; the Santa Barbara County 
Planning and Development Department; Santa Barbara County Resource Management 
Department; the United States Department of Agriculture; and the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency. 
 
The local objective of the Santa Barbara County RTP 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. 
 
The RTP includes general policy direction for countywide transportation as well as a listing of 
specific actions to be undertaken to meet the policy directives. Actions include various 
improvements to roadways and bikeways, improvements to transit, rail, and airport service, 
transportation demand management (TDM), intelligent transportation system (ITS), and 
alternative fuel projects. Specific actions to be undertaken under each of these major categories 
are listed in Tables 2-1 through 2-9 of Section 2.0, Project Description. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 
This EIR examines three alternatives to the proposed RTP (the “Proposed Project”), which 
includes all projects in the Program and Plan lists: (1) the “Program Project” alternative; under 
which only currently funded improvements would be undertaken (projects in the Program list 
only); (2) the multi-modal and systems management, or the “Modified Project” alternative, 
which would prioritize funding for projects and include only those projects that do not have 
potentially significant and unavoidable impacts; and (3) the “No Project” alternative; under 
which no new regionally significant transportation improvements would be undertaken after 
2008. 
 
The No Project alternative would have the fewest environmental impacts because it involves no 
additional construction activity after 2008. Among the other scenarios, both the Program Project 
alternative and the Modified Project alternative would reduce impacts as compared to the 
Proposed Project in five issue areas. The Program Project alternative would have less overall 
impact than the Modified Project alternative in most areas because it involves fewer overall 
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capital improvement projects. On the other hand, the Modified Project alternative would avoid 
the potentially unavoidable impact with regard to agricultural resources (land use). A 
determination of which of these two is superior depends upon the relative importance one 
places upon the various issue areas. 
 
It should be noted that none of the alternative scenarios would address countywide traffic 
congestion and safety issues to the degree that the proposed RTP (“Proposed Project”) would. 
Consequently, though the Proposed Project is not identified as environmentally superior 
overall, it is the superior alternative from the standpoint of addressing countywide traffic, and 
traffic safety issues. 
 
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. Specific RTP 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). 
 
Impacts are categorized by classes. 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 impacts. 
 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions are not included in the impacts summary due to the current 
lack of established state or local thresholds.  Accordingly, GHG impacts can only be considered 
“cumulatively considerable” and cannot be classified as discussed in the previous paragraph.  
See Section 4.3, Air Quality, and Section 4.12, Energy, for a discussion of GHG. 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, 
Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 
Mitigation 

TRANSPORTATION and CIRCULATION 

Impact T-1 Proposed roadway 
projects under the RTP update 
would not fully address potential 
traffic congestion on existing 
roadways.  This is a Class II, 
significant but mitigable impact. 

T-1(a)  The Regional Transportation Plan shall be 
amended to identify deficient (LOS E or worse) state 
highways and intersections and the need for level of 
service improvements at the following locations: 
 
State Highway Segments * 
U.S. 101 NB 
• Milpas St. to Route 217/Patterson 
• Hollister Ave. to Las Cruces, Rte. 1 
• Clark Ave. to Santa Maria Way 

 
U.S. 101 SB 
• Sheffield Dr. to San Ysidro Rd. 
• Carrillo St. to Route 217/Patterson 

 
State Route 1 
• Las Cruces Rd. to Rte. 246 
• Rte. 135 to SB-SLO County line 

 
State Route 154 
• North U.S. 101 to Stagecoach Rd. 
• San Marcos Pass Summit to Jct. Rte. 192 

 
State Route 166 
• State Rte. 1 to Blosser Rd.  

 
State Route 246 
• East Rte. 1 to Domingos Rd. 

* These facilities are forecast to operate at LOS E or worse 
under the 2030 Planned scenario. 
 
Intersections * 
• Blosser Road / Main Street-SR 166 (0.99 / LOS 

E) 
• Miller Street / Main Street-SR 166 (1.02 / LOS 

F) 
• Central Avenue / H Street-SR 1 (1.16 / LOS F) 
• Hollister Avenue / Storke Road (0.95 / LOS E) 
• Fairview Avenue / U.S. 101 NB Ramps (0.94 / 

LOS E) 
• Hollister Avenue / Patterson Road (0.94 / LOS 

E) 
• Fairview Avenue / Calle Real (0.98 / LOS E) 
• Mission Street / U.S. 101 SB Ramps (1.19 / 

LOS F) 
• Castillo Street / Montecito Street (0.92 / LOS E) 
• Castillo Street / U.S. 101 NB On-Haley Street 

(1.01 / LOS F) 
• Castillo Street / U.S. 101 SB Ramps (0.92 / LOS 

E) 
• Garden Street / U.S. 101 NB Ramps (0.97 / 

LOS E)  
* These facilities are forecast to operate at LOS E or worse 
under the 2030 Planned scenario. 

Class III, less than 
significant 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, 
Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 
Mitigation 

 
T-1(b)  Because each of the locations listed in 
mitigation measure T-1(a) is located on the adopted 
CMP system for the region, the jurisdiction in which 
a forecasted impacted area is located shall be 
responsible for monitoring the level of service at that 
location and preparing a Deficiency Plan pursuant to 
the adopted Congestion Management Program.  As 
roadway improvements and other transportation 
improvements are identified, the jurisdiction shall be 
responsible for submitting these projects for 
inclusion in future Regional Transportation Plan 
updates. 

LAND USE 

Impact LU-I Some RTP projects 
may create land use conflicts with 
existing sensitive land uses, 
including residential development. 
This is considered a Class II, 
significant but mitigable impact. 

LU-1(a) Setbacks, fences, or other appropriate 
means shall be used to separate transportation 
facilities with the potential to generate land use 
conflicts from adjacent sensitive land uses. Roadways 
shall be designed to minimize potential impacts to 
pedestrians and bicyclists, particularly those living in 
adjacent residential areas, or attending nearby 
schools. Adequate striping, signs and signalization 
shall be installed to slow traffic where appropriate, and 
to reduce safety and noise impacts. The jurisdiction 
through which the proposed impacting roadway 
traverses would be responsible for implementing this 
measure, which may in part be based on project-
specific noise and safety studies required by the local 
agency. 
 
LU-1(b) Street lighting, where necessary, shall be 
minimized to the extent possible in areas adjacent to 
sensitive land uses. Street lights shall be shielded, 
and oriented away from residential development. No 
street light shall exceed the minimum height 
requirement as dictated by Caltrans or local 
ordinance, as applicable. 

Implementation of 
recommended 
mitigation measures 
would be expected to 
reduce land use 
conflicts to a less than 
significant level; 
however, it should be 
noted that impacts will 
need to be assessed 
and, if necessary, 
mitigated on a case-
by-case basis. 

Impact LU-2  Some RTP projects 
could displace or disrupt existing 
homes and businesses. This is 
considered a Class II, significant 
but mitigable impact. 
 

LU-2(a) The local jurisdiction in which an RTP project 
with the potential to displace residences or 
businesses (as indicated in Table 4.2-1) is located 
shall assure that project-specific environmental 
reviews consider alternative alignments that avoid or 
minimize impacts to nearby residences and 
businesses. 
 
LU-2(b) Where project-specific reviews identify 
displacement or relocation impacts that are 
unavoidable, the local jurisdiction in which the project 
is located 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. 
 

Implementation of 
recommended 
measures would 
mitigate impacts 
relating to temporary 
disturbance and long-
term displacement. 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, 
Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 
Mitigation 

LU-2(c) For all transportation projects that could 
result in temporary lane closures or access blockage 
during construction, 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. 

Impact LU-3  Although some RTP 
projects could redistribute 
residential and commercial 
development, RTP projects that 
are included in local General Plans 
would not significantly induce 
growth beyond that envisioned in 
those plans. The primary purpose 
of proposed improvements is to 
accommodate projected growth. 
This is a Class III, less than 
significant, impact. 

No mitigation measures are required. 
 

Impacts would be less 
than significant. 
 
 

Impact LU-4  Some RTP projects 
could convert agricultural lands to 
transportation infrastructure. 
Although the actual level of impact 
from individual projects is not 
known at this time, the overall 
impact to agriculture is assumed to 
be Class I, significant and 
unavoidable. 

LU-4(a) When new roadway extensions are planned, 
the local jurisdiction in which the RTP project is 
located shall assure that project-specific 
environmental reviews consider alternative alignments 
that reduce or avoid impacts to agricultural lands. 
 
LU-4(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-4(c) When new roadway extensions are planned 
in areas that contain sensitive farmland, the local 
jurisdiction in which the RTP project is located shall 
assure that project-specific environmental reviews 
consider the use of agricultural conservation 
easements on land of at least equal quality and size 
as compensation for the loss of agricultural land.  
Agricultural conservation easements could be 
implemented by directly purchasing easements or 
donating mitigation fees to a local, regional, or 
statewide organization or agency whose purpose 
includes the acquisition and stewardship of 
agricultural conservation easements.  
 
Mitigation measure LU-1 (a) above, which calls for 
appropriate setbacks and fencing, would also 
minimize trespassing and vandalism impacts. 

Although the above 
measures would 
reduce impacts to 
agriculture to the 
degree feasible, such 
impacts cannot be fully 
mitigated due to the 
potential conversion of 
agricultural lands in 
Goleta, Santa Maria-
Guadalupe, and the 
Santa Ynez and 
Lompoc Valleys. 
Impacts from individual 
projects will need to be 
addressed on a case-
by-case basis; 
however, because 
impacts to individual 
agricultural properties 
cannot be assumed to 
be insignificant, 
agricultural impacts are 
considered potentially 
significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impact LU-5  The RTP includes 
policies that guide proposed 
development under the plan. 
Proposed RTP policies are 
consistent with other regional and 
local transportation policies. 

None required. The project is 
considered consistent 
with applicable plans 
and policies. 
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Impacts would be Class III, less 
than significant. 

AIR QUALITY 

Impact AQ-1  Development under 
the 2008 RTP would have the 
potential to result in construction 
related air quality impacts.  These 
impacts would have an adverse 
effect on air pollution in Santa 
Barbara County. However, with the 
incorporation of mitigation 
measures, impacts would be Class 
II, Significant but Mitigable. 

AQ-1(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular 
RTP project is located shall ensure that Santa 
Barbara County APCD’s standard dust control 
measures are implemented.  These measures are 
included in the Appendix.  The measures shall be 
noted on all construction plans and the local 
jurisdiction shall perform periodic site inspections. 
 
AQ-1(b) The local jurisdiction in which a particular 
RTP project is located shall ensure that any haul 
trucks associated with the project are covered during 
the transportation of fill material.  This requirement 
shall be noted on all construction plans and the local 
jurisdiction shall perform periodic site inspections. 
 
AQ-1(c) The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP 
project is located 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 local jurisdiction of 
the construction schedule submitted in association 
with the project’s environmental review. 
 
AQ-1(d) The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP 
project is located shall ensure that the Best Available 
Control Technology is implemented to reduce short-
term NOx  emissions.  BACT measures shall include 2 
degree timing retard, high pressure fuel injectors and 
reformulated diesel fuel, if available.  These measures 
shall be noted on all construction plans and the local 
jurisdiction shall perform periodic site inspections. 
 
AQ-1(e) The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP 
project is located shall ensure that the removal of 
underground storage tanks is a permitted activity in 
accordance with SBCAPCD rules and regulations.  
This shall be accomplished through the submittal of 
SBCAPCD permits to the local jurisdiction prior to 
issuance of a grading permit. 

With the 
implementation of the 
above mitigation, 
impacts related to 
short-term construction 
emissions would be 
less than significant. 
 

Impact AQ-2  Implementation of 
the 2008 RTP would reduce 
emissions of ozone precursors as 
compared to implementation of the 
no project scenario.  Although 
implementation of the 2008 RTP 
would increase PM10 emissions as 
compared to existing levels, 
emissions would be less than the 
no project scenario.  .  Therefore, 
long-term operational impacts 
would be Class III, Less than 
Significant. 

None Required. 
 

The operational 
impacts of the RTP on 
the attainment of state 
and federal air quality 
standards are less 
than significant. 
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Impact AQ-3  The proposed 
regional transportation projects 
included in the RTP would have 
the potential to add diesel fueled 
vehicles, which would result in the 
release of increased toxics into the 
air.  However, the release of such 
toxics associated with RTP project 
would be below the levels 
forecasted by the 2007 CAP.  
Therefore, impacts would be Class 
III, Less than Significant. 

None required. Class III, Less than 
significant. 

Impact AQ-4  Re-entrained dust 
has the potential for increasing the 
PM10 amounts in Santa Barbara 
County.  The increase in growth 
expected through the RTP lifespan 
would likely result in additional 
vehicles adding to the PM10 and 
PM2.5 levels in the area.  With 
implementation of planned Santa 
Barbara County control measures 
to reduce such emissions, impacts 
would be Class III, Less than 
Significant. 

None required. Class III, Less than 
significant. 

Impact AQ-5  The proposed RTP 
forecast horizon is not consistent 
with the 2007 CAP.  However, 
since the RTP and CAP socio-
economic, vehicle activity growth 
assumptions and associated 
emissions estimates are identical, 
and the RTP implements the on-
road mobile source emission 
control strategy of the CAP, 
impacts would be Class III, Less 
than Significant. 

None required The RTP is considered 
consistent with the 
CAP. 

NOISE 

Impact N-1  Construction activity 
associated with road, bike, rail, and 
airport projects would create 
temporary noise level increases in 
discreet locations throughout the 
county over the life of the RTP. 
This is considered a Class II, 
significant but mitigable impact. 

N-1(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular 
RTP project is located shall ensure that, where 
residences or other noise sensitive uses are located 
within 1,600 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 1,600 feet of 
sensitive receptors requires pile driving, 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 

With implementation of 
local noise control 
requirements and 
proposed mitigation, 
impacts would be 
reduced to less than 
significant levels. 
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individual environmental review. 
Impact N-2 Various RTP projects 
could potentially expose sensitive 
receptors to noise in excess of 
normally acceptable levels. This is 
considered a Class II, significant 
but mitigable impact. 

N-2(a) If an RTP project is located within 1,000 feet 
of sensitive uses, the local jurisdiction in which the 
project is located shall ensure that a noise survey is 
conducted to determine 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) Various sound attenuation techniques shall 
be considered where new or expanded roadways are 
found to expose receptors to noise exceeding 
normally acceptable levels. 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. 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. 
 
N-2(c) 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. 

Implementation of the 
recommended 
programmatic 
measures would 
reduce potential 
impacts to a less than 
significant level.  
However, it should be 
noted that the 
construction of sound 
attenuation devices 
may create aesthetic 
impacts that may be 
undesirable.  To 
mitigate this potential 
secondary impact to 
the degree feasible, 
measure N-2(c) is 
recommended: 
 

AESTHETICS 

Impact AES-1 The design of some 
of the proposed transportation 
projects may affect public views 
along designated scenic corridors, 
adjacent landscaping, and other 
highways considered to have high 
scenic qualities. This is considered 
a Class II, significant but mitigable 
impact. 
 

AES-1(a)  Where a particular RTP improvement 
affects adjacent landforms, the local jurisdiction in 
which the project is located shall ensure that 
recontouring provides a smooth and gradual transition 
between modified landforms and existing grade. This 
requirement can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local 
jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 
 
AES-1(b)  The local jurisdiction in which a particular 
RTP project is located shall ensure that associated 
landscape materials and design enhance landform 
variation, provide erosion control and blend with the 
natural setting. This requirement can be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on the project by 
the local jurisdiction during individual environmental 
review. To ensure compliance with approved 
landscape plans, the implementing agency shall 

With proposed 
mitigation measures, 
impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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provide a performance security equal to the value of 
the landscaping/irrigation installation. 
 
AES-1(c)  The local jurisdiction or lead agency of a 
particular RTP project 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. This requirement shall be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on the project 
design by the lead agency during the project specific 
environmental review and by ensuring that specific 
design considerations to achieve this mitigation are 
enacted at each stage of design by the lead agency, 
local jurisdictions and SBCAG personnel. 
 
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, as described in 
Mitigation Measure N-2(c). 

Impact AES-2  Development of 
proposed roadway projects would 
contribute to the alteration of the 
county’s character from a rural (or 
semi-rural) to a somewhat more 
suburban condition. This is 
considered Class I, significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

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 1:1 basis and incorporated into the 
landscaping design for the roadway (note: the oak 
tree replacement rate may be higher than 1:1 in some 
jurisdictions, including the County of Santa Barbara). 
 
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. 
 
AES-2(c)  Bus shelters and other ancillary facilities 
constructed under the RTP shall be designed in 
accordance with the architectural review requirements 
of the local jurisdiction in which the project is 
proposed. Bus shelters shall incorporate colors and 
wood materials complementary of the natural 
surroundings. 

Implementation of the 
above mitigation 
measures would 
reduce project-specific 
impacts to the extent 
feasible. Nevertheless, 
the incremental 
alteration of the area’s 
current rural or semi-
rural character to a 
more suburban 
environment is 
considered a 
significant and 
unavoidable (Class I) 
impact. 
 

WATER RESOURCES 

Impact W-1  Construction and 
maintenance of RTP projects 
would incrementally increase 
countywide water demand. Such 
impacts would be Class II, 
significant but mitigable. 

W-2(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular 
RTP project is located 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.  This shall be accomplished 

Implementation of the 
above measures would 
reduce potential 
impacts to a less than 
significant level. 
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through the placement of conditions on the project by 
the local jurisdiction during individual environmental 
review. 
 
W-2(b)  The local jurisdiction in which an RTP road 
widening or roadway extension project is located 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. This shall be 
accomplished through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. 
 
W-2(c) For roadway projects that would disturb at 
least one acre, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (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. 

GEOLOGIC PROCESSES and FLOODING 

Impact G-1  Some projects 
proposed in the RTP may be 
located on potential unstable soils, 
or in areas of high liquefaction 
potential.  This is considered a 
Class II, significant but mitigable 
impact. 

G-1(a) In areas subject to tsunami/seiche effects, 
the local jurisdiction shall ensure that RTP projects 
involving the construction of new roadways or other 
structures are elevated above the 10-foot elevation by 
an appropriate margin. This requirement can be 
accomplished through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. In addition, the local jurisdiction 
shall ensure that early warning systems and 
evacuation plans for tsunami/ seiche events are 
developed and implemented. 
 
G-1(b) If a particular RTP bridge, airport facility, or 
passenger station project is located in an area of 
moderate to high liquefaction potential, the local 
jurisdiction in which this project is located shall ensure 
that these structures are designed based upon 
appropriate geology, soils and earthquake 
engineering studies. Possible design measures 
include deep foundations, removal of liquifiable 
materials and dewatering. This requirement can be 
accomplished through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. 
 
G-1(c) If a particular RTP road widening or bridge 
project involves cut slopes over 20 feet in height or is 
located in areas of bedded or jointed bedrock, the 
local jurisdiction in which the project is located shall 
ensure that specific slope stabilization studies are 

Implementation of the 
above measures would 
reduce potential 
impacts to a less than 
significant level. 
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conducted. Possible stabilization methods include 
buttresses, retaining walls and soldier piles. This 
requirement can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local 
jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 
 
G-1(d) If a particular RTP bridge, airport facility, or 
passenger station project is located in an area of 
highly expansive, collapsible or compressible soils, 
the local jurisdiction in which the project is located 
shall ensure that a specific investigation and 
appropriate design factors are implemented. This 
requirement can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local 
jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 
 
G-1(e) If a particular RTP roadway, runway or fixed 
facility project involving deep foundations or 
underground areas is located in an area of high 
groundwater potential, the local jurisdiction in which 
the project is located shall ensure that appropriate 
construction techniques (such as de-watering, special 
water proofing, and deeper foundations) are included. 
This requirement can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local 
jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 

Impact G-2  Some proposed RTP 
projects could be subject to 
seismic hazards, including fault 
rupture and groundshaking. This is 
considered a Class II, significant 
but mitigable impact. 
 

G-2(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular 
RTP bridge, airport facility, or passenger station 
project is located 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 
to exceed the code for high groundshaking zones. 
This can be accomplished through the placement of 
conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. 
 
G-2(b) The local jurisdiction in which a particular 
RTP bridge, airport facility, or passenger station 
project is located shall ensure that these structures 
are placed in areas outside of fault rupture zones. 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. 
This requirement can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local 
jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 

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

Impact G-3  Some RTP projects 
could be subject to high flood 
hazard. Impacts are considered 
Class II, significant but mitigable. 
 

G-3(a) If a particular RTP roadway, airport facility, 
bikeway or bridge project is located in an area with 
high flooding potential, the local jurisdiction in which 
the project is located 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. This requirement can be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on the project by 

Implementation of the 
above measure would, 
reduce potential 
impacts to a less than 
significant level. 
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the local jurisdiction during individual environmental 
review. 

FACILITY MAINTENANCE 

Impact FM-1  New RTP roadway 
and bikeway facilities would require 
increased maintenance. Because 
of uncertainties about the 
adequacy of maintenance staffing 
and equipment, this impact is 
considered Class II, significant but 
mitigable. 

FM-1(a) The local jurisdiction or airport district in 
which a particular RTP project is located shall ensure 
that adequate funds are budgeted to maintain the 
proposed transportation facility as well as existing 
facilities. This can be accomplished during the 
project’s individual environmental review phase, at 
which time an assessment of the facility’s specific 
maintenance needs and budget requirements can be 
made. 

With implementation of 
the proposed measure, 
impacts would be 
reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact CR-1  Proposed 
development under the RTP could 
disturb known and previously 
undiscovered cultural resources. 
Such impacts would be Class II, 
significant but mitigable. 

CR-1(a) The local jurisdiction in which an RTP project 
involving earth disturbance, the installation of pole 
signage or lighting, or construction of permanent 
above ground structures or roadways is located shall 
ensure that the following elements are included in the 
RTP project’s individual environmental review: 
 

1. A map defining the Area of Potential Effects 
(APE) shall be prepared for RTP improvements 
which involve earth disturbance, the installation 
of pole signage or lighting, or construction of 
permanent above ground structures. This map 
will indicate the areas of primary and secondary 
disturbance associated with construction and 
operation of the facility and will help in 
determining whether known cultural resources 
are located within the impact zone. 
 

2. A preliminary study of each project area, as 
defined in the APE, shall be completed to 
determine whether or not the project area has 
been studied under an earlier investigation, and 
to determine the impacts of the previous 
project. 
 

3. If the results of the preliminary studies indicate 
additional studies are necessary; development 
of field studies and/or other documentary 
research shall be developed and completed 
(Phase I studies). Negative results would result 
in no additional studies for the project area. 
 

4. Based on positive results of the Phase I 
studies, an evaluation of identified resources 
shall be completed to determine the potential 
eligibility/ significance of the resources (Phase 
II studies). 
 

5. Phase III mitigation studies shall be coordinated 
with the Office of Historic Preservation, as the 
research design will require review and 
approval from the OHP. In the case of 

Implementation of the 
above measures would 
reduce potential 
impacts to a less than 
significant level. 
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prehistoric or Native American related 
resources, the Native American Heritage 
Commission and/or local representatives of the 
Native American population shall be contacted 
and permitted to respond to the 
testing/mitigation programs. 

 
CR-1(b) If development of the proposed improvement 
requires the presence of an archaeological monitor, 
the local jurisdiction shall ensure that a certified 
archaeologist/paleontologist monitors the grading 
and/or other 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 environmental 
review. 
 
CR-1(c) The local jurisdiction 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 
environmental review. 
 
CR-1(d) Local jurisdictions 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 environmental review. 
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RISK of UPSET 

Impact RU-1  The extension of 
new roadways and widening of 
existing facilities would facilitate 
improved emergency response. 
However, short-term lane and road 
closures during project 
construction could temporarily 
disrupt emergency response. This 
is a Class II, significant but 
mitigable impact. 

RU-1  For road construction projects involving 
temporary lane or road closures, the responsible 
agency shall post advance warning signs indicating 
when disruption would occur, and provide marked 
detours. In no case shall a major critical facility (state 
or federal highways) be disrupted without first 
coordinating with the Santa Barbara County Office of 
Emergency Preparedness. In that case, provisions to 
allow the passage of emergency vehicles, even during 
construction, shall be addressed in the construction 
plans for projects on these roadways. 

With the proposed 
mitigation measure, 
impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Impact RU-2  Roadway 
construction could involve the use 
or exposure of hazardous 
materials. Impacts would be 
adverse, but less than 
significant (Class III). 

If standard state and local construction site 
requirements are followed, no additional mitigation 
measures would be required. 

Impacts would be less 
than significant. 
 

Impact RU-3  New or expanded 
facilities would generally improve 
roadway safety for hazardous 
materials transport. However, 
roadway design should maximize 
safety with respect to the transport 
of hazardous materials. Potential 
impacts are Class II, significant but 
mitigable. 

RU-3  For RTP improvements proposed along a 
designated hazardous materials transfer route, the 
local jurisdiction in which the project is located shall 
ensure that the project is designed to allow for safe 
traveling, merging and passing of hazardous materials 
haul trucks. Design considerations should include: 
wider “slow” lanes, longer approach ramps and 
merger lanes and more gradually inclined 
interchanges. This can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local 
jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 

The implementation of 
the above mitigation 
measure would reduce 
impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

BIOLOGY 

Impact B-1  Construction activity 
associated with some 
transportation projects may 
temporarily disturb riparian habitats 
and other biological resources. 
However, compliance with existing 
regulations pertaining to 
construction activities would be 
expected to reduce this impact to a 
level considered less than 
significant (Class III). 

For all projects with potential construction-related 
impacts, the lead agency should investigate the 
applicability of various federal, state, and local permit 
requirements and obtain all required permits prior to 
construction. Additional mitigation beyond compliance 
with the requirements of existing regulations 
pertaining to biological resources is not required. 

Compliance with 
existing construction 
regulations would 
reduce construction 
impacts to a level 
considered less than 
significant. 

Impact B-2  Some proposed 
transportation projects could 
permanently alter natural habitat 
areas, wildlife corridors, and 
special status plant and animal 
species.  Impacts of many 
individual projects can likely be 
mitigated to a less than significant 
level.  However, because the 
feasibility of mitigation cannot be 
determined at this time, the 
cumulative effect of RTP 
implementation is considered 

B-2  The local jurisdiction in which an RTP project 
with potentially significant long-term effects to 
biological resources is located shall assure that 
project-specific environmental reviews consider 
specific mitigation measures and/or alternative 
alignments that avoid or minimize impacts to 
biological resources. 

Compliance with 
existing regulations, in 
combination with 
careful site planning 
and development of 
specific mitigation 
measures on a case-
by-case basis, would 
likely reduce impacts 
to a less than 
significant level for 
many capital 
improvement projects. 
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Class I, significant and 
unavoidable. 

However, because the 
actual magnitude of 
impacts and feasibility 
of mitigation for 
individual projects 
cannot be determined 
at this time, the 
cumulative biological 
resource effect of RTP 
implementation is 
considered potentially 
significant and 
unavoidable. 

ENERGY 

Impact E-1  The 2008 Santa 
Barbara County RTP (the “project”) 
would consume less energy than 
the No Build and Programmed 
scenarios (the “future no project 
conditions”) when accounting for 
both direct and indirect energy use.  
Because 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, impacts 
would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

E-1(a) New facilities shall 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. Other improvements with longer 
payback periods should be considered. 
 
E-1(b)   All lighting shall be energy efficient and 
designed to use the least amount of energy to serve 
the purpose of the lighting.  Lighting shall utilize solar 
energy wherever feasible.  
 
E-1 (c) New landscaping design and irrigation 
systems shall be water efficient.   
 
E-1(d) Use alternatively fueled construction 
equipment, where feasible, such as natural gas 
(CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), or biodiesel. 
 
E-1(e) Recycled construction materials shall be 
used whenever feasible. 
 
E-1(f) Waste materials from construction or 
demolition shall be recycled whenever feasible. 
Materials that can be recycled include but are not 
limited to asphalt, concrete, brick, lumber, gypsum 
wallboard (drywall), cardboard and other packaging, 
roofing material, ceramic tile, carpeting, plastic pipe 
and steel.  Asphalt removed from roads and paved 
structures shall be recycled. 

Impacts would be less 
than significant without 
mitigation, as the 
proposed project (the 
2008 RTP or the 2030 
Planned scenario) 
would reduce energy 
consumption 
compared to future no 
project conditions 
(2030 No Build and 
2030 Programmed 
scenarios).  
Implementation of the 
above measures would 
further reduce 
countywide direct and 
indirect energy 
consumption. 

Impact E-2  RTP projects may 
have an impact on the 
transportation of energy resources 
within the county. This impact is 
considered Class III, less than 
significant. 

None required Impacts are less than 
significant. 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Executive Summary   
 
 

  SBCAG 
ES-17 

Table ES-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, 
Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation 

 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After 
Mitigation 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Impact EJ-1  Implementation of 
the 2008 RTP may cause adverse 
effects on a minority or low-income 
population; however, these 
potential impacts are not 
disproportionately high as per E.O. 
12898 regarding environmental 
justice.  Such impacts are 
considered Class III, less than 
significant. 

Impacts are less than significant and mitigation is not 
required. 

Impacts would remain 
less than significant. 

 

 
PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT SUMMARY 
 
The following table presents a list of contemplated 2008 RTP projects and the anticipated 
impacts for each project for each issue area.  These impacts were determined through review of 
project concepts and locations relative to identified environmental resources based on field 
review, literature review, and consultation with local, state, and federal resource agencies.  The 
RTP Capital Improvement Projects were evaluated in relation to the plans, maps, management 
plans, and inventories of applicable resource protection agencies, including: the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB), 
Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants 
and Natural Communities, and California State Wildlife Action Plan; United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) sensitive species lists; the State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), 
National Register of Historic Places, and California State Landmarks; the Santa Barbara 
Countywide Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP); the Santa Barbara County 
Air Pollution Control District (APCD) Clean Air Plan; and the County of Santa Barbara.  
Mitigation measures were developed based on consultation with these agencies. 
 
It should be noted that several impacts related to many or all of the contemplated projects are 
not listed in Table ES-2 for individual projects.  The impacts that would relate to many or all of 
the contemplated RTP projects are briefly described in the paragraphs below.  It should be 
noted that impacts related to cultural resources and energy are not discussed because they are 
common to all projects.  It should be further noted that transit projects that replaced buses were 
not included in the table because need is already present and the replacement would not result 
in adverse impacts. 
 
Impacts Common to All or Many RTP Projects 
 

T-1 Proposed roadway projects under the RTP update would not fully address potential 
traffic congestion on existing roadways.  This is a Class II, significant but mitigable 
impact. 
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T-3  Proposed projects under the 2008 RTP would implement the CMP and CAP, and 
would therefore be consistent with these plans.  Impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

 
AQ-1 Development under the 2008 RTP would have the potential to result in construction 

related air quality impacts.  These impacts would have an adverse effect on air 
pollution in Santa Barbara County. However, with the incorporation of mitigation 
measures, impacts would be Class II, Significant but Mitigable. 

 
AQ-2 Implementation of the 2008 RTP would reduce emissions of ozone precursors as 

compared to implementation of the no project scenario.  Although implementation 
of the 2008 RTP would increase PM10 emissions as compared to implementation of 
the no project scenario, the increase would not exceed threshold levels.  Therefore, 
long-term operational impacts would be Class III, Less than Significant.  

 
AQ-3 The proposed regional transportation projects included in the RTP would have the 

potential to add diesel fueled vehicles, which would result in the release of increased 
toxics into the air.  However, the release of such toxics associated with RTP project 
would be below the levels forecasted by the 2007 CAP.  Therefore, impacts would be 
Class III, Less than Significant. 

 
AQ-4 Re-entrained dust has the potential for increasing the PM10 amounts in Santa Barbara 

County.  The increase in growth expected through the RTP lifespan would likely 
result in additional vehicles adding to the PM10 and PM2.5 levels in the area.  With 
implementation of planned Santa Barbara County control measures to reduce such 
emissions, impacts would be Class III, Less than Significant. 

 
AQ-5 The proposed RTP forecast horizon is not consistent with the 2007 CAP.  However, 

since the RTP and CAP socio-economic, vehicle activity growth assumptions and 
associated emissions estimates are identical, and the RTP implements the on-road 
mobile source emission control strategy of the CAP, impacts would be Class III, Less 
than Significant. 

 
N-1 Construction activity associated with road, bike, rail, and airport projects would 

create temporary noise level increases in discreet locations throughout the county 
over the life of the RTP. This is considered a Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
W-1 Construction and maintenance of RTP projects would incrementally increase 

countywide water demand. Such impacts would be Class II, significant but mitigable. 
 
W-2  Construction of, and vehicular operations on, proposed transportation facilities 

could result in erosion and contaminants in runoff, which could degrade surface and 
ground water quality. This impact is considered Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
G-2 Some proposed RTP projects could be subject to seismic hazards, including fault 

rupture and groundshaking. This is considered a Class II, significant but mitigable 
impact. 
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 CR-1 Proposed development under the RTP could disturb known and previously 

undiscovered cultural resources.  Such impacts would be Class II, significant but 
mitigable. 

 
RU-1 The extension of new roadways and widening of existing facilities would facilitate 

improved emergency response.  However, short-term lane and road closures during 
project construction could temporarily disrupt emergency response.  This is a Class 
II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
RU-2 Roadway construction could involve the use or exposure of hazardous materials.  

Impacts would be adverse, but less than significant (Class III). 
 
RU-3 New or expanded facilities would generally improve roadway safety for hazardous 

materials transport. However, roadway design should maximize safety with respect 
to the transport of hazardous materials. Potential impacts are Class II, significant but 
mitigable. 

 
E-1   The 2008 Santa Barbara County RTP (the “project”) would consume less energy than 

the No Build and Programmed scenarios (the “future no project conditions”) when 
accounting for both direct and indirect energy use.  Because 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, impacts would be 
Class III, less than significant. 

 
E-2   RTP projects may have an impact on the transportation of energy resources within 

the county. This impact is considered Class III, less than significant. 
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Table ES-2.  Summary of 2008 RTP Project Impacts 
 

Project # Project Location Project Description 
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ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS 
PROGRAM 
CT-1 Hwy 101, between Santa 

Maria Way to Rte 135 & 
Highway 101 sep. 

Widen Highway 101  
 X  X X   X X X    

CT-2 Hwy 101; Coast Village 
Rd./Old Coast Hwy./Hot 
Springs Rd. 

Widen Highway 101 to three lanes between 
Milpas Street. and Cabrillo/Hot Springs 
 
Add new Milpas Avenue. southbound loop 
off-ram; construct Cacique Street. 
undercrossing; construction soundwalls; 
 
Replace bridge at Sycamore Creek; 
Construct auxiliary lane between 
Cabrillo/Hot Springs to Salinas and Salinas 
to Milpas; revise existing Highway 101 
interchange at Cabrillo/Hot Springs; 
 
Construct pedestrian/bike facilities; 
 
Construct roundabout at Coast Village 
Road/Old Coast Highway./Hot Springs Road 

 X  X X  X X X X  X  

CT-3 Hwy 101 at Carrillo Street 
on-ramp (PM 14.7 – 15.3) 

101 - Widen Carrillo Street northbound on-
ramp to two lanes.  Install Ramp Metering 
with Closed Circuit Television and taper 
northbound on-ramp to one lane before 
merge. 

    X   X X X  

 

 

CT-4 Hwy 101 at Linden and 
Casitas Pass interchanges in 
Carpinteria 

Reconstruct existing Interchanges - Extend 
Via Real to connect between Bailard Avenue 
and Linden Avenue. 

   X     X X  
 

 

CT-5 Hwy 101 at Hollister Avenue 
interchange 

Relocate existing interchange and OH to join 
extension of Cathedral Oaks Rd to Highway 
101, add Class II bike lanes and sidewalks.  

 X  X   X X X X  
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Table ES-2.  Summary of 2008 RTP Project Impacts 
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Includes Ellwood Overhead. 
CT-6 SR-192 at Arroyo Creek 

Bridge in Carpinteria 
Replace Arroyo Parida Creek bridge and 
increase sight distance by raising slope of 
road approaching bridge 

      X   X  
 

 

CT-7 Hwy 101 at Union Valley 
Parkway interchange 

Construct full interchange on Highway 101 
at Union Valley Parkway  X  X X   X X     

CT-8 Hwy 101 between Mobile 
Pier Road in Ventura County 
to south of Casitas Pass Rd. 
in Santa Barbara County 

Widen Highway 101 with High Occupancy 
Vehicle lanes  X  X    X X X  

 

 

CT-9 SR-192 from Alamar Ave to 
Mission Canyon Rd. 

Widen shoulder and construct underground 
pipe drainage system  X  X X   X  X    

GO-1 Ekwill and Fowler Roads Local road improvements and interchange 
modifications          X    

GO-2 Hollister Ave.  Modify left turn channelization and raised 
medians in Old Town area  X        X    

GO-4 Hwy 101 and Los Carneros 
Interchange 

Widen approach to southbound ramp and 
replace Rail Road bridge       X X X     

Gu-2 SR 1 in Guadalupe Street and sidewalk improvements along SR 
1    X          

SB-1 SR 225 at Las Positas and 
Cliff Dr.  

Improve intersection capacity  X  X      X    

SM-1 Union Valley Parkway Construction of two-lane road with Class II 
bikelane  X  X X   X  X    

SM-2 Blosser Rd: Donovan Rd to 
Taylor St, Cook St to 
Donovan Rd. 

Improvements 
 X  X      X  

 
 

SM-3 Miller St. Widen Miller Street  X  X    X      
SM-4 SR 135 at Union Parkway Construct at-grade intersection (in 

conjunction with Santa Maria projects 1 and 
CT-7) 

 X  X X   X X X  
 

 

SM-5 Betteravia Rd between Hwy Purchase Right of Way, widen to 6 lanes,  X  X X   X    X  
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Table ES-2.  Summary of 2008 RTP Project Impacts 
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101 and SR 135 signalize intersections 
SM-9 Intersection of Cook and 

McClellan 
Civic Center Entry improvements        X      

SBC-1 Evans Ave and Ortega Hill 
Rd (Lillie – Coville) 

Operational improvements              

SBC-2 El Colegio Rd Reconstruct Road          X X   
SBC-3 Tepusquet Rd between 

Foxen Cyn Rd and Santa 
Maria Mesa Rd 

Construction of new all weather bridge 
 X  X X  X X  X  X  

SBC-4 Hwy 101 at Evans Dr., 
Coville and Greenwell 

On ramp to Evans; Green well to on-ramp 
improvements  X  X X   X X X    

SBC-5 Hummel Dr between Union 
Valley Parkway and 
Mooncrest Ln 

Construct missing segment of roadway 
 X  X X   X    X  

SBC-6 Union Valley Parkway at 
Bradley Rd 

Add turn lanes and signalize intersections    X    X      

SBCAG-1 SR 154 State Route 154 Operational Improvements:  
PM28.4: Construct e/bound scenic turnout   
PM 225: Construct e/bound left turn lane 
and w/bound right turn lane on State Route 
154 into Vista Point (west of Cold Springs 
Bridge)  PM 21.6: Construct w/bound right 
turn lane from SR 154 to Paradise Road   
PM 8.3-10: Construct w/bound passing lane 
between Santa Ynez River Bridge & State 
Route 154/State Route 246 junction  PM 
8.1: Extend left turn lane from State Route 
154 to State Route 246.   

      X X  X  X  

SHOPP1 Countywide Bridge Preservation Projects              
SHOPP2 Countywide Collision Reduction Projects              
SHOPP3 Countywide Roadway Preservation Projects              
SHOPP4 Countywide Roadside Preservation Projects              
SHOPP5 Countywide Mobility Projects              
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Table ES-2.  Summary of 2008 RTP Project Impacts 
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SHOPP6 Countywide Emergency Response Program              
SHOPP7 Countywide Mandates              
Local (HBP) 
(CT14) 

Countywide Highway Bridge Replacement and 
Rehabilitation and Seismic Projects       X       

Local (HES) Countywide Local  projects that reduce the severity of 
accidents              

Local (HSIP) Countywide Reduce the frequency and severity of 
collisions on all public roads.              

PLAN 
CT-PL-1 SR 166/Santa Maria to 

Guadalupe 
Move ditches out of clear recovery zone          X    

CT-PL-2 Hwy 101 at Santa Maria 
Bridge 

Widen Highway 101 bridge over Santa 
Maria River, and additional lane each 
direction 

   X X   X X X  
 

 

CT-PL-3 Hwy 101 between 0.44 miles 
south of Carpinteria Creek 
Bridge and Sycamore Creek 
Bridge 

Widen Highway 101 with High Occupancy 
Vehicle lanes   X  X    X X X  

 

 

CT-PL-4 SR 246 (PM 11.8  to 20.9) Passing lanes on SR 246  X  X   X X X X    
CT-PL-5 SR 246 from Hwy 101 to SR 

154 
Safety improvements  X            

CT-PL-6 SR 166 from Santa Maria to 
Guadalupe 

Safety improvements  X            

CT-PL-7 Hwy 101 northbound 
between Las Positas and 
Mission St. 

Construct auxiliary lane, operational 
improvements  X   X   X X X  

 
 

CT-PL-8 Hwy 101 from Fairview Ave 
to Storke Rd 

Widen to six lanes  X  X X   X X X    

CT-PL-9 SR 166 from Santa Maria to 
Kern Co. Line 

Passing lanes at three locations; turnouts, 
shoulder widening        X X X    

CT-PL-10 Hwy 101 at Arroyo Quemado 
Canyon Bridge, south on 

Realign south bound lanes into existing 
median and bypass bridges with wider       X X X X    
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Table ES-2.  Summary of 2008 RTP Project Impacts 
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Gaviota pass facility 
CT-PL-11 SR 192 from Alamar Rd to 

Sycamore Canyon Rd 
Widen State Route 192, construct Class II 
bikelanes and sidewalks  X  X   X X  X    

CT-PL-12 SR 1 from Las Cruces to 
Lompoc 

Construct spot widening and curve 
realignment, replace bridges     X  X X  X    

CT-PL-13 Hwy 101 at Gaviota rest stop Move and replace or expand existing 
roadside rest area  X  X X  X X X X  X  

CT-PL-15 SR246 between Buellflat Rd 
and 5th St 

Phase I: re-stripe to continue center turn 
lane 
Phase II: widen, one lane in each direction 

   X    X X   
 

 

CT-PL-34 Hwy 166 East Eastside rest area    X X   X  X  X  
CT-PL-35 Hwy 246/Purisima Rd 

intersection 
Intersection Improvements  X      X      

B-Pl-1 Hwy 101, southbound 
offramp (Jonata/Ave of 
Flags) 

Improve transition from highway speed  to 
city street speed, lengthen southbound off 
ramp; realign with Jonata Road/Avenue of 
Flags intersection 

       X X   

 

 

B-PL-2 SR 246 at McMurray Rd Align intersections from two successive 
intersections to one (McMurray Road/State 
Route 246 off ramp); provide additional 
lanes on approaches 

 X  X     X   

 

 

B-PL-3 Hwy 101; Damassa Rd 
Interchange 

Provide over-crossing and modify 
interchange to increase capacity and 
accommodate projected traffic flow at City 
build-out 

      X  X X  

 

 

B-PL-4 SR 246 at Industrial Way, 
Lata Dr, Sycamore Dr 

Traffic Signals, turn lanes         X     

B-PL-5 SR 246 Pedestrian Safety Improve safety of pedestrians         X     
C-PL-1 Santa Ynez overcrossing Reconstruction of Santa Ynez overcrossing       X   X    
C-PL-2 Holly Ave to Carpinteria Ave Extend Holly Avenue (two lanes) to 

Carpinteria Avenue, construct at grade Rail 
Road crossing 

 X  X    X  X  X  
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Table ES-2.  Summary of 2008 RTP Project Impacts 
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C-PL-3 Santa Ynez Ave and Via 
Real; Carpinteria Ave and 
Palm Ave; Linden Ave and 
7th St; Santa Monica Rd and 
Via Real 

Channelize and signalize intersections 

           

 

 

C-PL-4 Via Real at Santa Monica 
Creek bridge and Via Real 
between Santa Ynez Ave 
and Santa Monica Rd 

Widen to four lanes 

 X  X   X X  X  

 

 

C-PL-5 Hwy 101 at Bailard Widen overcrossing  X  X    X  X    
C-PL-6 Hwy 101/150 Modification project to provide direct access 

to Via Real         X     

C-PL-19 Carpinteria Ave Bridge Reconstruct Bridge       X       
Go-PL-1 Storke Rd from Whittier to 

City Limits 
Widen roadway  X  X X   X      

Go-PL-3 Phelps Rd, Los Carneros to 
Storke 

Circulation improvements for 
Storke/Hollister, El Colegio/Los Carneros, 
Los Carneros/Hollister intersections 

           
 

 

Go-PL-4 La Patera Rd; Calle Real to 
Railroad 

Construct roadway over-crossing  X  X    X  X    

Go-PL-5 Fairview Ave, Hollister Rd to 
Fowler Rd 

Construct Class II bikelanes, landscaped 
raised medians and vehicle capacity 
modifications 

       X    
 

 

Go-PL-6 Ellwood Station Rd Ellwood Station Road overcrossing  X  X X   X  X    
Go-PL-9 Overpass Road to Hollister 

Avenue 
Construct a two-lane road to extend the 
terminus of the existing Overpass Road to 
Hollister Avenue 

 X  X     X X  
 

 

GU-PL-1 SR 1 through Guadalupe Reconstruction, widen to four lanes, bring up 
to standard  X  X X   X X X    

GU-PL-2 Guadalupe Add/improve Rail Road crossing        X      
LOM-PL-1 SR 246 to Lompoc (Central 

Ave Extension) 
Central Ave extension; improve State 
Route246 connection to Lompoc  X  X X   X X X    
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LOM-PL-2 Hwy 1, North H St. Widen from Central to Purisima Junction  X  X X   X X     
SB-PL-1 Hwy 101 between Mission 

St./Las Positas St. 
Access improvements  X  X X   X X X    

SM-PL-1 Hwy 101 & SR 135 
interchanges 

Reconstruct Interchange and extend 
Broadway East, revise northbound ramps, 
widen overcrossing, add Park and Ride 

 X  X X   X X   
 

 

SM-PL-2 Hwy 101 at McCoy Lane Construction southbound off ramps; 
construction full interchange        X X     

SM-Pl-3 Hwy 101 at Betteravia Modify northbound ramps, construct 
northbound auxiliary lane in future.  X   X   X X     

SM-PL-4 Miller St between Robles St 
and Cook St 

Widen arterials to City standard  X  X    X  X    

SM-PL-5 Alvin Ave between Curryer 
St and Miller St 

Modify to secondary arterial standards with 
Class II bikelanes        X   X   

SM-PL-6 Intersection of Railroad 
Depot and Fester 

Construct round-about  X  X    X  X X   

SM-PL-7 Stowell Rd at College Dr Lengthen Eastbound left turn lane    X    X      
SM-PL-8 Hwy 101 at Main St Add capacity to approaches and on/off 

ramps   X  X    X X     

SM-PL-9 Betteravia Rd, Blosser, and 
SR 135 

Purchase Right of Way, widen to 6 lanes, 
signalize intersections  X  X    X X X    

SM-PL-10 College Dr between Battle 
Rd to Betteravia Rd 

Improve north/south circulation  X  X   X       

SM-PL-11 A St between McCoy Lane 
and Stowell Rd 

Modify to secondary arterial standard  X  X    X      

SM-PL-12 Miller St between Barcelius 
to Stowell Rd 

Widen to four lanes with channelization and 
Class II bikelanes  X  X    X  X    

SM-PL-13 McCoy Ln between A St and 
Mahoney Rd 

Construct to secondary arterial standards   X  X    X      

SM-PL-14 Foster Rd between SR 135 
and Blosser Rd 

Widen to four lanes and construct Class II 
bikelane  X  X X   X  X    

SM-PL-15 E Street Acquire Right of Way and construction four  X  X    X  X    
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lane arterial from Fairway to Betteravia 
Sol-Pl-1 Highway 246/Alamo Pintado 

Rd. intersection 
Widen highway, install roundabout or 
signals, and widen Alamo Pintado Bridge. 
Construct bicycle/pedestrian bridge at 
Alamo Pintado Creek to extend existing 
bikeway along Hwy 246 from Santa Ynez to 
Solvang. 

       X    X  

SBC-PL-1 Hollister Ave between San 
Antonio Rd and Hwy 101 

Widen to four lanes with channelization and 
bike lanes; reconstruct Union Pacific Rail 
Road overcrossing 

 X  X   X X  X  
 

 

SBC-PL-2 La Purisima Rd between 
Hwy 101 and SR 246  

Widen La Purisima Road to include standard 
lane widths, shoulders and Class II 
bikelanes 

 X  X X  X X  X  
 

 

SBC-PL-4 Clark and Bradley Rd Widen intersection to provide additional left 
and right turn lanes  X  X    X      

SBC-PL-5 Clark Ave and Hwy 101 Relocate on and off ramps and install 
signals  X  X X    X   X  

SBC-PL-6 Bradley Rd and Santa Maria 
Way 

Widen intersection, add eastbound and 
westbound right turn lanes on Santa Maria 
Way 

 X  X    X    
 

 

SBC-PL-10 Los Carneros Widen from El Colegio to Goleta City limits  X   X   X  X X   
BIKEWAYS & PEDESTRIAN 
PROGRAM 
C-1 Via Real at Sandy Land Reef 

Motel 
Widen Via Real to accommodate Class II 
bikelane and construct Class I bike bridge 
eastbound at Carpinteria Creek south side of 
Via Real 

 X  X    X    

 

 

C-2 South of Carpinteria Ave 
from Carpinteria City Hall to 
Hwy 101 interchange 

Carpinteria Bluffs Trail 
      X X  X  X  

Go-3 Along Creek north of Calle 
Real to Hollister Rd. 

Construct Class I Bike Path (San Jose 
Bikeway)        X  X  X  

Go-5 Along Creek from Hollister to Construct Class I Bike Path (San Jose        X  X  X  
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the Atascadero Creek 
Bikeway 

Bikeway) 

L-1 SR 1 to Allan Hancock 
College 

Construct Allan Hancock Bikeway  X   X  X X  X  X  

SB-2 Los Banos Municipal 
Pool/Cabrillo Bikeway to 
Santa Barbara City College 
Bluffs bike path 

Construct Class I bike path 

      X X  X  

 

 

SB-3 Loma Alta between Canon 
Perdido and Coronel Place 

Construction of pedestrian walkway        X      

SB-4 Mission St, Hwy 101 Widen bikeway, widen Mission Street, install 
bikelanes under Highway 101        X      

SB-5 Cliff Dr-San Andreas Construction pedestrian walkway        X      
SM-6 Santa Maria Valley RR: 

McCoy to Main St 
Construct bikeway         X      

SM-10 Hwy 101 along Jones and 
SMVRR, west to Railroad 
Ave Bikeway 

Construct multi-purpose trail 
       X    

 
 

Sol-1 SR 246 from Buellflat to fifth 
st 

Regional bikeway improvements        X X     

SBC-7 Along Creek from Cathedral 
Oaks to south end of Merida 
Dr 

Construct Class I Bike Path (San Jose 
Bikeway)    X    X  X  

 
X  

SBC-8 Along San Pedro Creek 
between Fowler and 
Atascadero 

Construct Class I bike path 
    X  X X  X  

 
 

PLAN 
CT-PL-14 SR 1 and H St/Harris Grade 

to Constellation Rd 
Construct Class II bike lanes              

CT-PL-16 Hwy 101 at Anapamu St Replace pedestrian overcrossing        X      
CT-PL-22 SR 246 through Buellton and 

Solvang 
Improvements including signal 
synchronization, advanced crosswalks              
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C-PL-7 7th and 4th Streets Construct Class I bike path and Rail Road 
crossing        X      

C-PL-8 Linden Ave (El Carro to Hwy 
101); Palm Ave (Carpinteria 
Ave to Sandyland Ave); 
Casitas Pass (Hwy 192 to El 
Carro Lane) 

Construct Class II bike lanes 

           

 

 

Go-PL-2 Goleta Old Town Calle Real Construct new pedestrian overcrossing        X      
Go-PL-7 La Patera (RR to Hollister 

Ave; Hollister Ave (Kellogg to 
Maria Ignacio); Patterson 
Ave (Hollister Ave to 
Atascadero Creek); 
Patterson Ave (Pacific Oaks) 

Construct Class I and II bike paths and 
lanes 

       X    

 

 

Go-PL-8 Hollister from Pacific Oaks to 
Ellwood Elementary 

Construct Class I bikepath        X      

GU-PL-3 Guadalupe St to Coastal 
Area along Santa Maria 
River 

Construct multi-use levee/walkway 
       X    

 
 

LOM-PL-3 South of Santa Ynez River 
from Lompoc Airport to 
Riverbend Park 

Construct Class I bike path 
 X   X   X    X  

LOM-PL-4 A Street (Cypress Ave to 
Central Avenue; North Ave 
(A St to Riverside Dr); 
Floradale Rd/Santa Lucia 
Canyon Road, adjacent to 
Federal Correctional 
Institution; O Street from 
Laurel Avenue to Northpoint 
Place; Chestnut Avenue from 
7th Street to O Street 

Construct Class I bike path and other 
improvements  

       X    

 

 

SB-PL-2 Carrillo St from San Andreas Construct pedestrian path on both sides of        X      
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St to Cliff Dr Carrillo Street 
SB-PL-3 Las Positas; Modoc Rd from 

Cliff Dr/Loma Alta; Canon 
Perdido to Coronel Place 

Construct pedestrian path on both sides of 
Las Positas and one side of Loma Alta        X    

 
 

SB-PL-4 Cabrillo Blvd Construct Class II bikelanes and pedestrian 
pathways        X      

SB-PL-5 Montecito St between Cliff Dr 
and Las Positas; Calle Real 
between Las Positas and La 
Cumbre and Cabrillo Blvd 

Construct Class II bike lane and pedestrian 
pathways        X    

 

 

SB-PL-6 Various locations within City 
of Santa Barbara 

Construct Class II bike lanes and pedestrian 
pathways        X      

SB-PL-7 SR 225/Las Positas Rd from 
Modoc Rd to Cliff Dr 

Construct a pathway for bicycles and 
pedestrian uses        X      

SB-PL-8 Outer State St at Hwy 101 
overchange and Calle Real 

Connect Class II bike lanes              

SM-PL-16 Union Valley Parkway, 
Bradley Channel, Jones, 
Trail, Blosser Trail and from 
levee to La Brea 

Construct commuter bikeway  

       X    

 

 

Sol-PL-2 SR 246/Mission Dr from 
Hans Christian Anderson 
Park to western city limit 

Construction Class I bike path from Hans 
Christian Andersen Park to west city limits        X    

 
 

Sol-PL-3 Alisal Rd south of Santa 
Ynez River Bridge 

Construct two miles of Class II bike lane       X X  X    

Sol-PL-4 SR246 from Nyborg to 
eastern city limit 

Construct Class I bike path, Class II bike 
lane on south side of State Route 246        X      

SBC-PL-3 Refugio Rd between Roblar 
Ave and Samantha Dr and 
Roblar Ave between Grand 
Ave and Refugio Rd 

Extend Class II bike lane 

           

 

 

SBC-PL-7 Harris Grade Rd from SR 1 
to Burton Mesa 

Widen road shoulders and construct Class II 
bike lanes.  Provide connectivity to Regional  X  X    X      
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Bikeway System 
SBC-PL-8 West Main St to Guadalupe 

Dunes County Park 
Construct Class II bike lane              

SBC-PL-9 Central to northern city limits Stripe for Class II bike lanes              
SBC-PL-11 Along Santa Maria levee, 

Santa Maria to Guadalupe 
Construct Class I multi-purpose bikeway        X  X    

SBC-PL-12 CA Coastal Trail/Bacara 
Resort to El Capitan Cyn Rd; 
Refugio State Beach to 
Canada San Onofre 

Trail  feasibility study 

           

 

 

RAILROAD 
PROGRAM 
CT-14 UPRR in Santa Barbara and 

Ventura Counties. 
Create new double track/sidings    X    X      

CT-15 Santa Barbara County Improve sidings        X  X    
CT-16 Goleta Rail Station Improvements X X  X X   X      
SBCAG-5 Santa Barbara County Rail improvements X X  X    X      
PLAN 
CT-PL-25 All rail stations in Santa 

Barbara County 
Upgrade all rail stations to include bike 
lockers, electronic message signs and 
automatic ticket vending machines 

       X    
 

 

CT-PL-26 Goleta Station Expand parking facilities X    X   X      
CT-PL-27 Goleta Station Rehabilitate and expand lay-over facilities     X   X      
CT-PL-28 Carpinteria to Santa Barbara Construct new siding and switches        X      
CT-PL-29 Surf(Lompoc) to Guadalupe Installation of new siding        X      
CT-PL-30 Ventura and Santa Barbara Installation of new siding        X      
CT-PL-31 Los Angeles and Goleta Implement additional service – 3 roundtrips X   X    X      
CT-PL-32 Los Angeles to San 

Francisco 
Implement additional train for Coast Daylight X   X    X      

CT-PL-33 Goleta to San Luis Obispo Implement additional service – two 
roundtrips X   X    X      

SBCAG- South Coast, Ventura Commuter Friendly Intercity Rail Pilot              
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PL-1 Program 
TRANSIT 
PROGRAM 
SMAT-1 Santa Maria Construction of Santa Maria Area Transit 

Center X X  X X   X    X  

MTD-2 South Coast Purchase eleven replacement diesel buses, 
three expansion diesel buses, nine 
expansion electric buses, shelters, furniture, 
and lights 

             

SLORTA-1 San Luis Obispo to Santa 
Maria 

Two additional Route 10 bus runs              

PLAN 
C-PL-9 Hwy 101 at Bailard 

intersection 
Construct a Park and Ride lot X   X X   X  X  X  

Gu-PL-4 Guadalupe Bus replacement and expansion, one bus 
every 5 years              

COLT-PL-2 Lompoc Valley Purchase 2 buses every five years        X      
COLT-PL-3 Lompoc Valley Construct a permanent  centrally located 

Downtown Transit Transfer Center X X  X X   X    X  

COLT-PL-4 Lompoc Valley Purchase, lease, or construct new transit 
operations center X X  X X   X    X  

SMAT-PL-1 Santa Maria Valley Purchase 5 urban buses for limited stop 
express service              

SMAT-PL-3 Santa Maria Valley Operate limited stop express service              
SMAT-PL-9 Santa Maria Valley Design and construct existing property 

adjacent to current maintenance and 
operating facility to increase bus staging 
capacity. 

X X      X    

 

 

SMAT-PL-11 Santa Maria Valley Purchase 20 urban transit buses for 
enhanced peak period local service              

SMAT-PL-13 Santa Maria Valley Operate enhanced peak period local service              
SYVT-PL-2 Santa Ynez Valley Add new vehicle for service every 5 years        X      
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IC-PL-3 North County Expand Regional Transit Services        X      
IC-PL-4 North County Expand Regional Transit Services         X      
IC-PL-7 South Coast Expand Regional Transit Services        X      
IC-PL-8 South Coast Expand Regional Transit Services        X      
MTD-PL-6 South Coast Enhance service efficiency (Upper State 

Street Transit Hub)              

MTD-PL-13 South Coast Connecting bus service with rail services 
(capital)              

MTD-PL-14 South Coast Connecting bus service with rail services 
(operating)        X      

MTD-PL-17 South Coast Purchase buses for expanded service              
MTD-PL-18 South Coast New services and expansion        X      
MTD-PL-22 South Coast New Downtown transit station X X  X X   X    X  
E-PL-2 South Coast Vehicle expansion              
E-PL-3 South Coast Fare subsidy              
SMOOTH-PL-1 Santa Maria Valley Vehicle expansion        X      
SMOOTH-PL-3 Santa Maria Valley Fare subsidy              
ITS/TDM SERVICES 
PROGRAM 
CT-11 Hwy 101/154 (north and 

south) 
Install Changeable Message Signs (CMS)      X   X      

CT-12 Hwy 101 – Ventura County 
Line to Garden Street (PM 0 
to 13.5) 

Install TMS Field Elements (Microwave 
Vehicle Detection System in conjunction 
with Vehicle Sensor Nodes and CCTV) 

       X    
 

 

CT-13 Hwy 101 – Garden Street to 
Winchester Canyon (PM 
13.5 to 27.5) 

Install TMS Field Elements (Microwave 
Vehicle Detection System in conjunction 
with Vehicle Sensor Nodes and CCTV) 

    X   X    
 

 

SBCAG-2 Hwy 101 Traffic monitoring, traveler information 
services        X      

SBCAG-TS1 Countywide Reverse Van-Pool        X      
SBCAG-TS2 Countywide TDM Programs: van & car pools, rider 

rebates, flex work, bicycle outreach,              
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employer, employee outreach 
PLAN 
CT-PL-17 Hwy 101 between Santa 

Maria and San Luis Obispo 
Install Traffic Surveillance Stations, 
Changeable Message Signs, ramp meters, 
Closed Circuit Television and Highway 
Advisory Radio 

    X   X    

 

 

CT-PL-18 Hwy 246 between Buellton 
and Lompoc 

Traffic Surveillance Stations, Changeable 
Message Signs, Traveler Information     X   X      

CT-Pl-19 Hwy 1/101 junction and Hwy 
1/135 junction 

Install CMS, operation improvements, 
traveler information     X   X      

CT-PL-20 Hwy 101 at Gaviota Tunnel Install “bike in tunnel” flashing beacon        X      
CT-Pl-21 Countywide Install 511 traveler information hotline              
SMAT-PL-10 Santa Maria Valley Purchase and installation of an APTS with 

global positioning system location, automatic 
voice enunciation, real time arrival displays 
at major bus stops and transfer locations, 
automatic passenger counters, real-time 
maintenance interface, phone and web-
based customer interface, dispatching 
management module, etc. 

           

 

 

SBC-PL-13 South Coast Construct a Traffic Management Center  X  X X   X  X  X  
SBC-PL-14 Hwy 101/Clark Park and ride lot X    X   X    X  
SBCAG-PL-2 South Coast Traffic Solutions Programs              
SBCAG-PL-3 North County Traffic Solutions Programs              
AIRPORT PROJECTS (PLAN) 
SYA-1 Santa Ynez Airport Construct far east apron and connecting 

taxiway X   X X   X      

SYA-2 Santa Ynez Airport Heliport Development X   X X   X      
SYA-3 Santa Ynez Airport Construct parallel taxiway and east ramp 

extension X   X X   X      

LOMA-1 Lompoc Airport Runway/Taxiway Overlay Extension: 
Overlay runway and taxiways to 22,000lbs X   X X   X      



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Executive Summary   
 
 

  SBCAG 
ES-35 

Table ES-2.  Summary of 2008 RTP Project Impacts 
 

Project # Project Location Project Description 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 

La
nd

 U
se

 

A
ir 

Q
ua

lit
y 

N
oi

se
 

A
es

th
et

ic
s 

W
at

er
 R

es
ou

rc
es

 

G
eo

lo
gy

 a
nd

 F
lo

od
in

g 

Fa
ci

lit
y 

M
ai

nt
en

an
ce

 

R
is

k 
of

 U
ps

et
 

B
io

lo
gi

ca
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l J
us

tic
e 

C
ul

tu
ra

l R
es

ou
rc

es
 

En
er

gy
 

per wheel and extend runway and taxiways 
256 ft to final length of 4,856 ft 

LOMA-2 Lompoc Airport Construct 20 new hangars to accommodate 
new aircraft X X  X X   X      

SBA-1 Santa Barbara Airport Expansion and remodel of existing terminal; 
Airside improvements X   X X   X      

SBA-2 Santa Barbara Airport Implementation of Master Plan Update; shift 
Runway 7-25 ft by 800 feet and construct 
safety areas and extend Taxiway A safety 
areas 

X   X    X    

 

 

SBA-3 Santa Barbara Airport Construction of 24 nested t-hangars X   X    X      
SBA-4 Santa Barbara Airport New Taxiway M X       X      
SBA-5 Santa Barbara Airport Taxiway B Realignment X       X      
SMA-1 Santa Maria Airport Modify passenger terminal, expand 

Holdroom and Baggage area X       X      

SMA-2 Santa Maria Airport Improve infield access              
SMA-3 Santa Maria Airport Develop new air cargo facility, access road, 

building, and aircraft parking apron X X  X    X      

SMA-4 Santa Maria Airport Air Cargo Expansion, Phase 2 X X  X    X      
SMA-5 Santa Maria Airport Extend Taxiway A X       X      
SMA-6 Santa Maria Airport Extend Taxiway G X       X      
SMA-7 Santa Maria Airport Construct Taxiway N X       X      
SMA-8 Santa Maria Airport Extend Taxiway D X       X      
SMA-9 Santa Maria Airport Develop new hangars X X  X X   X      
SMA-10 Santa Maria Airport Improve Infield Road and Taxiway Access        X      
SMA-11 Santa Maria Airport Improve Infield Road and Taxiway Access, 

Phase 2        X      

SMA-12 Santa Maria Airport Extend Main Runway X   X    X      
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
 
This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) identifies and describes potential environmental 
impacts associated with implementation of the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
proposed by the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG). 
 
Section 21000 of the California Government Code, commonly referred to as the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), requires the evaluation of environmental impacts 
associated with all planning programs or development projects proposed.  As such, this EIR 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 of the 
proposed RTP. 
 
1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
The original RTP was adopted by SBCAG in 1975. The most recent updates to the RTP occurred 
in 1999, 2001 and 2004.  A comprehensive program environmental impact report (EIR) was 
prepared for the 1999 RTP update. 
 
The 1999 RTP update listed 52 state and 113 local roadway projects to improve the 
transportation system during the 2000-2020 planning period.  Among these were 60 bikeway 
projects. Programmed or planned capital improvements also included 37 aviation projects, 9 rail 
projects, and 91 transit projects.  As discussed in Chapter 4 of the 2008 RTP, a number of 
projects in the 1999 RTP were completed.  Those projects yet to be completed have been 
incorporated into the 2008 RTP. 
 
In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15063), SBCAG, as the Lead Agency 
responsible for the RTP, solicited preliminary public agency comments on the project through 
distribution of a Notice of Preparation (Appendix A) and receipt of public comments during 
two scoping meetings held on December 2, 2004.  The comments received in response to the 
Notice of Preparation determined that the currently proposed RTP could create additional 
significant environmental impacts and form the basis of the technical focus of the 2008 Santa 
Barbara County RTP EIR.  
 
The Draft 2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR was circulated for public review from July 18, 
2008 to September 2, 2008.  A Final EIR, including Responses to Comments, was certified on 
September 18, 2008 by SBCAG.  On October 15, 2008, Sustainable Transportation Advocates of 
Santa Barbara filed a lawsuit against SBCAG challenging the adequacy of the 2008 Final EIR.  
The lawsuit was heard by the Santa Barbara Superior Court and a Final Ruling was provided on 
June 30, 2009.  The court’s ruling required that SBCAG decertify the 2008 Santa Barbara County 
RTP Final EIR and vacate its September 18, 2008 approval of the 2008 RTP Update.  An 
Amended EIR was prepared to comply with the court’s direction regarding the 2008 Final EIR.  
The Draft Amended EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on July 21, 
2009 and concluded on September 4, 2009.  The Amended EIR included the following three 
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sections from the September 2008 Final EIR that were supplemented or revised in accordance 
with the court’s direction: 

 
• Induced Travel (Section 4.1.3), consisting of a new discussion of the potential for 

impacts related to induced travel as a result of 2008 RTP improvements.  This 
analysis was an addition to Section 4.1, Transportation and Circulation, and 
supplemented Section 4.1 from the 2008 Final EIR. 

 
• Energy (Section 4.12), consisting of a replacement energy section from the 2008 Final 

EIR.  This updated section included additional description and quantification of 
current countywide energy use, supplementary regulatory setting, and 
quantification of impacts.  Because changes to the original energy analysis were 
made throughout the section, the energy analysis included in the Amended EIR 
replaced Section 4.12, Energy, of the 2008 Final EIR.   
 

• References and Preparers, consisting of references made in Sections 4.1.3 and 4.12 of 
the Draft Amended EIR.  These references supplemented Section 7.0 References and 
Preparers from the 2008 Final EIR. 

 
This Final EIR comprises the content of the September 18, 2008 Final EIR, as revised and 
supplemented by the Amended EIR.   
 
1.3 TYPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT 
 
This document is a program EIR. Section 15168(a) of the 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.” 
 
Section 15151 of the California Environmental Quality Act provides the following standards 
related to the adequacy of an Environmental Impact Report: 
 

“An Environmental Impact Report should be prepared with a sufficient degree of 
analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a 
decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An 
evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, 
but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. 
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should 
summarize the main points of disagreement among experts. The courts have looked not 
for perfection; but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full 
disclosure.” 
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1.4 EIR CONTENT and FORMAT 
 
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), significant but mitigable (Class II), adverse but less than significant (Class 
III), and beneficial (Class IV).  It proposes mitigation measures, where feasible, for identified 
significant environmental impacts. 
 
The CEQA Guidelines also require the analysis of the cumulative effects of a project in 
combination with other foreseeable development in the area.  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. However, this document is a Program EIR that analyzes the effects of cumulative 
buildout of the Santa Barbara County RTP. The proposed RTP considers the past, present, and 
future projects described in method 1 above and proposes a range of specific projects designed 
to meet current and projected future needs. The project also constitutes the cumulative scenario 
described in method 2. Therefore, the cumulative effects of all circulation system improvements 
in the county are included in the analysis of the proposed project’s impacts. The analysis of 
project impacts contained in this “first tier” environmental review document will form the basis 
for the cumulative analysis contained in any subsequent environmental documentation for 
specific projects proposed under the 2008 RTP. 
 
This EIR has been organized into seven sections. These include: 
 

1.0 Introduction - Provides the Statement of Purpose and Summary of Environmental 
Impacts for this document. 

 

2.0 Project Description - Identifies the project applicant, presents and discusses the project 
objectives, project location and specific project characteristics. 

 

3.0 Environmental Setting - Provides a description of the existing physical setting of the 
project area and an overview of the progress in implementing the 2004 RTP. 

 

4.0 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 to insignificant 
levels, are proposed where feasible. Impacts that cannot be eliminated or mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels are also identified. 

 

5.0 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 that may narrow beneficial uses and significant 
irreversible environmental changes. 
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6.0 Alternatives - Presents and assesses the potential environmental impacts of three 
alternatives analyzed in addition to implementation of the proposed Regional 
Transportation Plan. These additional alternatives are: (1) the “Program Project” 
alternative; under which only currently funded improvements (projects in the 
Program list) would be undertaken; (2) the “Modified Project” alternative, which 
would prioritize funding for projects and include only those projects that do not have 
potentially significant and unavoidable impacts; and (3) the “No Project” alternative; 
under which no new regionally significant transportation improvements would be 
undertaken after 2008. 

 

7.0 References/Preparers — Lists all published materials, federal, state, and local 
agencies, community groups, and other organizations and individuals consulted 
during the preparation of this EIR. It also lists the EIR preparers. 
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2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
2.1  PROJECT APPLICANT 
 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
(Regional Transportation Planning Agency) 
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, California  93110 
 
2.2  PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
Legislative Requirements 
 
State and federal laws require regional transportation planning agencies to prepare and adopt a 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and to adopt RTP updates every 5 years.  The state's RTP 
Guidelines (California Transportation Commission, 2007) set forth the purpose of the RTP as 
follows: 
 

• Providing an assessment of the current modes of transportation and the potential of new 
travel options within the region; 

• Projecting/estimating the future needs for travel and goods movement; 
• Identification and documentation of specific actions necessary to address the regions 

mobility and accessibility needs; 
• Identification of guidance and documentation of public policy decisions by local, 

regional, State and Federal officials regarding transportation expenditures and 
financing; 

• Identification of needed transportation improvements, in sufficient detail, to serve as a 
foundation for the: (a) Development of the Federal Transportation Improvement 
Program (FTIP), and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), (b) 
Facilitation of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)/404 integration 
process and (c) Identification of project purpose and need. 

• Employing performance measures that demonstrate the effectiveness of the 
transportation improvement projects in meeting the intended goals. 

• Promotion of consistency between the California Transportation Plan, the regional 
transportation plan and other plans developed by cities, counties, districts, Native 
American Tribal Governments, and State and Federal agencies in responding to 
Statewide and interregional transportation issues and needs; 

• Providing a forum for; (1) participation and cooperation and (2) to facilitate partnerships 
that reconcile transportation issues which transcend regional boundaries; and,  

• Involving community-based organizations as part of the public, Federal, State and local 
agencies, Native American Tribal Governments, as well as local elected officials, early in 
the transportation planning process so as to include them in discussions and decisions 
on the social, economic, air quality and environmental issues related to transportation. 

 
An RTP must include a long-term (20-year) horizon that reflects regional needs, a ten-year 
highway improvement plan, and short-term improvements.  Regional issues and problems are to 
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be identified and alternative solutions incorporating all modes of travel are to be developed and 
evaluated.  Finally, the RTP must recommend a comprehensive solution that provides direction for 
programming decisions that meet identified regional transportation needs. 
 
Local Objective 
 
The objective of the Santa Barbara County RTP 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. 
 
2.3  PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The 2008 RTP Update 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 2-1).  Capital improvement projects 
identified in the RTP are located on state highways, county roads and locally owned streets, as well 
as on airport property, transit district property and public utility lands. 
 
2.4  PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The original RTP was adopted by SBCAG in 1975.  This 2008 update reflects changes in legislative 
requirements, local land use policies, and resource constraints.  The plan is organized into six 
chapters: 
 
1. Introduction and Transportation System Description – includes an overview of the region, an 

explanation of the planning process, and a description of the existing transportation facilities in 
Santa Barbara County including roads, bicycle routes, transit and rail service, aviation facilities, 
and marine facilities.  

2. Needs and Issues Assessment – addresses regional issues affecting regional transportation, 
evaluates the existing travel conditions, issues, and needs on all transportation modes in Santa 
Barbara County, and discusses travel forecasts and assumptions used in developing the RTP. 

3. Policy Element – identifies transportation goals and policies designed to meet the needs of the 
region. 

4. Action Element – describes the progress toward implementing the 2004 MTP; includes an 
overview of regional transportation programs; and delineates a short range (10-year) and long 
range (10- to 20-year) program of highway, roadway, bikeway, pedestrian, transit, intelligent 
transportation system, passenger rail, aviation, and marine facility projects. 

5. Financial Element – describes expected revenue sources and estimated project costs, as well as 
the assumptions used to develop the estimates. 

6. Performance Element – includes a table of objective performance measures, describes the 2030 
travel forecast under both the Program and Plan scenarios, and evaluates environmental 
justice. 

 
Of these six chapters of the RTP, the Policy Element and the Action Element are the two that 
include provisions with the potential to create physical changes to the environment.  
Consequently, these two elements are described in more detail below: 
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Policy Element 
 
The Policy Element of the 2008 RTP Update has been broadened to include both a regional policy 
section and a local policy section.  The regional policy section includes specific policies for various 
topical issues and transportation modes (highways and roadways, bicycle, transit, etc.).   
The following program policies have been developed to guide the transportation system decision-
making process: 
 
• Goal I. Provide for a comprehensive, coordinated, and balanced multi-modal transportation 

system that is safe, cost-effective, and environmentally sound, and that meets the mobility 
needs of individuals and business, while being consistent with the social, economic, and 
land use goals of the region. 
 

• Goal II. Preserve and maintain the existing transportation system, emphasizing safety, 
system security, mobility, and congestion relief. 
 

• Goal III. Promote alternative forms of transportation to reduce traffic congestion and air 
pollution and provide adequate choices for transportation alternatives. 
 

• Goal IV. Utilize limited transportation funds efficiently and effectively. 
 

• Goal V. Promote an integrated multi-modal freight movement system with enhanced 
services and mobility within Santa Barbara County and the surrounding region. 
 

• Goal VI. Encourage local land use decisions that shape demand for transportation services 
such that the services support community vitality and environmental sensitivity for current 
and future generations. 

 
In addition, the 2008 RTP Update includes a range of policies relating to specific transportation 
issues.  These are summarized as follows: 
 
• Systems Integration Policies. The RTP includes policies that emphasize a coordinated multi-

modal transportation system, and promote transportation systems efficiency and improved 
mobility.  Land use policies emphasize the need for local agencies to make land use 
decisions that adequately address regional transportation issues. The RTP also encourages 
the use of alternative fuels, and transportation modes that reduce air quality impacts. 

 
• Highways and Roadways Policies.  The RTP assigns the highest priority to upgrading 

existing roadways and eliminating high accident situations rather than building new 
roadways. Alternative modes of transportation are to be considered as a means of reducing 
traffic congestion. Projects to increase the capacity of the region’s freeway/arterial system 
are to be considered only when the existing facility is projected in the near term to provide 
an unacceptable level of service (LOS E or F). In general, these policies would discourage the 
construction or expansion of roadways before they become necessary. 
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• Bicycle Policies. The RTP heavily emphasizes bicycling as a means of decreasing auto use, 
and the result air pollution and traffic congestion caused by autos. Specifically, it promotes 
the development of a regional bikeway system, and encourages local agency cooperation 
toward implementing such a system. Many of the proposed facility improvements in the 
RTP are bicycle-oriented. 

 
• Transit Policies. The RTP promotes the expansion of public transit services within the 

county, and includes projects in the RTP to implement this policy. Further, it encourages the 
adoption of transit-oriented standards to be used by local agencies in their land use 
approval process. Finally, the RTP addresses funding sources and policies for implementing 
transit projects in the county. 

 
• Rail Policies. The RTP supports rail transportation as an important part of the region’s 

multi-modal system. The expansion of passenger service is encouraged.  
 
• Airport Policies. The RTP supports air transportation as an important part of the region’s 

multi-modal system.  RTP airport policies support the development of and access to airports 
according to airport classifications and within the context of regional service.  The region’s 
airports are encouraged to remain limited to serving short and medium range flights, as 
well as private general aviation needs. 

 
• Pedestrian Facility Policies. RTP policies encourage the construction of pedestrian facilities 

in new road construction, consistent with ADA standards.  
 
Action Element 
 
The Action Element of the RTP delineates the current program of highway, streets and roadways, 
transit, bikeway, aviation, and passenger rail projects.  Included are both “program” projects for 
which funding is already earmarked and “plan” projects for which a specific funding source has 
not yet been identified.  Improvements included in the RTP have been proposed by the various 
jurisdictions that comprise SBCAG along with the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans).   
 
Many of the programmed and planned transportation improvement projects carry over from the 
1999 RTP (the last RTP with an accompanying EIR).  However, the 2008 RTP Update also includes 
a number of new projects.  Tables 2-1 through 2-6 list the proposed new projects, grouped by 
transportation mode and jurisdiction.  A complete listing of all RTP projects, both new projects and 
carryovers from the 2001 RTP EIR Addendum, is included in Table ES-2 in the Executive 
Summary.  
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Table 2-1.  New Program and Plan Highway and Intersection Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action 
Year 

PROGRAM 
CT-1 Hwy 101, between Santa 

Maria Way to Rte 135 & 
Highway 101 sep. 

Widen Highway 101  
 

2007 

CT-2 Hwy 101; Coast Village 
Rd./Old Coast Hwy./Hot 
Springs Rd. 

Widen Highway 101 to three lanes between Milpas St. 
and Cabrillo/Hot Springs 
 
Add new Milpas Ave. southbound loop off-ramp; 
construct Cacique St. undercrossing; construction 
soundwalls; 
 
Replace bridge at Sycamore Creek; Construct 
auxiliary lane between Cabrillo/Hot Springs to Salinas 
and Salinas to Milpas; revise existing Hwy 101 
interchange at Cabrillo/Hot Springs; 
 
Construct pedestrian/bike facilities; 
 
Construct roundabout at Coast Village Rd./Old Coast 
Hwy./Hot Springs Rd. 

2008 

CT-3 Hwy 101 at Carrillo Street 
on-ramp (PM 14.7 – 15.3) 
 

101 - Widen Carrillo St. northbound on-ramp to two 
lanes.  Install Ramp Metering w/CCTV and taper 
northbound on-ramp to one lane before merge. 

2008 

CT-4 Hwy 101 at Linden and 
Casitas Pass interchanges 
in Carpinteria 

Reconstruct existing Interchanges - Extend Via Real to 
connect between Bailard Ave and Linden Avenue. 

2011 

CT-5 Hwy 101 at Hollister 
Avenue interchange 

Interchange at Hollister Avenue on Hwy 101: Relocate 
existing interchange and OH to join extension of 
Cathedral Oaks Rd to Highway 101, add Class II bike 
lanes and sidewalks.  Includes Ellwood Overhead. 

2009-12 

CT-6 SR-192 at Arroyo Creek 
Bridge in Carpinteria 

Replace Arroyo Parida Creek bridge and increase 
sight distance by raising slope of road approaching 
bridge 

2010 

CT-7 Hwy 101 at Union Valley 
Parkway interchange 

Construct full interchange on Hwy 101 at Union Valley 
Parkway 

2012 

CT-8 Hwy 101 between Mobile 
Pier Road in Ventura 
County to south of Casitas 
Pass Rd. in Santa Barbara 
County 

Widen Hwy 101 with HOV lanes 
 

2011 

CT-9 
 
 

SR-192 from Alamar Ave to 
Mission Canyon Rd. 

Widen shoulder and construct underground pipe 
drainage system 

2008 

Go-1 Ekwill and Fowler Roads Local road improvements and interchange 
modifications 

2011 

Go-2 Hollister Ave.  Modify left turn channelization and raised medians in 
Old Town area 

2010 

GO-4 Hwy 101 and Los Carneros 
Interchange 

Widen approach to southbound ramp and replace R.R. 
bridge 

2010 

Gu-2 SR 1 in Guadalupe Street and sidewalk improvements along SR 1 2010 
SB-1 SR 225 at Las Positas and 

Cliff Dr.  
Improve intersection capacity 2012 

SM-1 Union Valley Parkway Construction of two-lane road with Class II bikelane A & B in 
FY 2008  
C & D in 
FY 2009 
(A, B and 
C in 1999 
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Table 2-1.  New Program and Plan Highway and Intersection Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action 
Year 

& 2002 
RTIP) 

SM-2 Blosser Rd: Donovan Rd to 
Taylor St, Cook St to 
Donovan Rd. 

Improvements 2008/2009 

SM-3 Miller St. Widen Miller St 2010 
SM-4 SR 135 at Union Parkway Construct at-grade intersection (in conjunction with 

Santa Maria projects 1 and CT-7) 
2010 

SM-5 Betteravia Rd between Hwy 
101 and SR 135 

Purchase ROW, widen to 6 lanes, signalize 
intersections 

2008 

SM-9 Santa Maria Civic Center Cook & McClelland Intersection Enhancements 2011 
SBC-1 Evans Ave and Ortega Hill 

Rd (Lillie – Coville) 
Operational improvements 2007 

SBC-2 El Colegio Rd Reconstruct Rd 2008 
SBC-3 Tepusquet Rd between 

Foxen Cyn Rd and Santa 
Maria Mesa Rd 

Construction of new all weather bridge 2010 

SBC-4 Hwy 101 at Evans Dr., 
Coville and Greenwell 

On ramp to Evans; Green well to on-ramp 
improvements 

2009 

SBC-5 Hummel Dr between Union 
Valley Parkway and 
Mooncrest Ln 

Construct missing segment of roadway 2008 

SBC-6 Union Valley Parkway at 
Bradley Rd 

Add turn lanes and signalize intersections 2007 

SBCAG-1 SR 154 SR 154 Operational Improvements:  PM28.4: 
Construct e/bound scenic turnout   PM 225: Construct 
e/bound left turn lane and w/bound right turn lane on 
SR 154 into Vista Point (west of Cold Springs Bridge)  
PM 21.6: Construct w/bound right turn lane from SR 
154 to Paradise Rd   PM 8.3-10: Construct w/bound 
passing lane between Santa Ynez River Bridge & SR 
154/SR 246 junction  PM 8.1: Extend left turn lane 
from SR 154 to SR 246.   

2009 

SHOPP1 Countywide Bridge Preservation Projects On-going 
SHOPP2 Countywide Collision Reduction Projects On-going 
SHOPP3 Countywide Roadway Preservation Projects On-going 
SHOPP4 Countywide Roadside Preservation Projects On-going 
SHOPP5 Countywide Mobility Projects On-going 
SHOPP6 Countywide Emergency Response Program On-going 
SHOPP7 Countywide Mandates On-going 
Local (HBP) 
(CT14) 

Countywide HBRR and Seismic Projects On-going 

Local (HES) Countywide Local  projects that reduce the severity of accidents On-going 
Local 
(HSIP) 

Countywide Reduce the frequency and severity of collisions on all 
public roads 

On-going 

PLAN 
CT-PL-1 SR 166/Santa Maria to 

Guadalupe 
Move ditches out of clear recovery zone 2010 

CT-PL-2 Hwy 101 at Santa Maria 
Bridge 

Widen Hwy 101 bridge over Santa Maria River, and 
additional lane each direction 

2010 

CT-PL-3 Hwy 101 between 0.44 
miles south of Carpinteria 
Creek Bridge and 
Sycamore Creek Bridge 

Widen Hwy 101 with HOV lanes  2020 

CT-PL-4 SR 246; Purisima 
intersection 

SR 246 Operational Improvements (PM 11.8-20.9)  - 
Passing lanes 

2011 

CT-PL-5 SR 246 from Hwy 101 to Safety improvements 2015 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 2.0  Project Description   
 
 

SBCAG 
2-8 

Table 2-1.  New Program and Plan Highway and Intersection Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action 
Year 

SR 154 
CT-PL-6 SR 166 from Santa Maria to 

Guadalupe 
Safety improvements 2015 

CT-PL-7 Hwy 101 northbound 
between Las Positas and 
Mission St. 

Construct auxiliary lane, operational improvements 2025 

CT-PL-8 Hwy 101 from Fairview Ave 
to Storke Rd 

Widen to six lanes 2020 

CT-PL-9 SR 166 from Santa Maria to 
Kern Co. Line 

Passing lanes at three locations; turnouts, shoulder 
widening 

2025 

CT-PL-10 Hwy 101 at Arroyo 
Quemado Canyon Bridge, 
south on Gaviota pass 

Realign south bound lanes into existing median and 
bypass bridges with wider facility 

2015 

CT-PL-11 SR 192 from Alamar Rd to 
Sycamore Canyon Rd 

Widen SR 192, construct Class II bikelanes and 
sidewalks 

2015 

CT-PL-12 SR 1 from Las Cruces to 
Lompoc 

Construct spot widening and curve realignment, 
replace bridges 

2020 

CT-PL-13 Hwy 101 at Gaviota rest 
stop 

Move and replace or expand existing roadside rest 
area 

2015 

CT-PL-15 SR246 between Buellflat 
Rd and 5th St 

Phase I: re-stripe to continue center turn lane 
Phase II: widen, one lane in each direction 

2011 

CT-PL-34 Hwy 166 East Eastside rest area 2015 
CT-PL-35 Hwy 246/Purisima Road Intersection improvements 2011 
B-Pl-1 Hwy 101, southbound 

offramp (Jonata/Ave of 
Flags) 

Improve transition from highway speed  to city street 
speed, lengthen southbound off ramp; realign with 
Jonata Rd/Ave of Flags intersection 

2020 

B-PL-2 SR 246 at McMurray Rd Align intersections from two successive intersections 
to one (McMurray Rd/SR 246 off ramp); provide 
additional lanes on approaches 

2015 

B-PL-3 Hwy 101; Damassa Rd 
Interchange  

Provide over-crossing and modify interchange to 
increase capacity and accommodate projected traffic 
flow at City build-out  

2015 

B-PL-4 SR 246 at Industrial Way, 
Lata Dr, Sycamore Dr 

Traffic Signals, turn lanes 2015 

B-PL-5 SR 246 Pedestrian safety improvements  
C-PL-1 Santa Ynez overcrossing Reconstruction of Santa Ynez overcrossing 2025 
C-PL-2 Holly Ave to Caprinteria 

Ave 
Extend Holly Ave (two lanes) to Carpinteria Ave, 
construct at grade RR crossing 

2015 

C-PL-3 Santa Ynez Ave and Via 
Real; Carpinteria Ave and 
Palm Ave; Linden Ave and 
7th St; Santa Monica Rd 
and Via Real 

Channelize and signalize intersections 2015 

C-PL-4 Via Real at Santa Monica 
Creek bridge and Via Real 
between Santa Ynez Ave 
and Santa Monica Rd 

Widen to four lanes 2015 

C-PL-5 Hwy 101 at Bailard Widen overcrossing 2020 
C-PL-6 Hwy 101/150 Modification project to provide direct access to Via 

Real 
2007 

C-PL-19 Carpinteria Ave Bridge Reconstruct Bridge 2020 
Go-PL-1 Storke Rd from Whittier to 

City Limits 
Widen roadway 2015 

Go-PL-3 Phelps Rd, Los Carneros to 
Storke 

Circulation improvements for Storke/Hollister, El 
Colegio/Los Carneros, Los Carneros/Hollister 
intersections 

2025 

Go-PL-4 La Patera Rd; Calle Real to Construct roadway over-crossing 2020 
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Table 2-1.  New Program and Plan Highway and Intersection Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action 
Year 

Railroad 
Go-PL-5 Fairview Ave, Hollister Rd 

to Fowler Rd 
Construct Class II bikelanes, landscaped raised 
medians and vehicle capacity modifications 

2010 

Go-PL-6 Ellwood Station Rd Ellwood Station Rd overcrossing 2020 
Go-PL-9 Overpass Road to Hollister 

Avenue 
Construct a two-land road to extend the terminus of 
the existing Overpass Road to Hollister Avenue 

2015 

Gu-PL-1 SR 1 through Guadalupe Reconstruction, widen to four lanes, bring up to 
standard 

2015 

Gu-PL-2 Guadalupe Add/improve RR crossing 2030 
LOM-PL-1 SR 246 to Lompoc (Central 

Ave Extension) 
Central Ave extension; improve SR246 connection to 
Lompoc 

2020 

LOM-PL-2 Hwy 1, North H St. Improvements to reduce congestion and improve 
safety 

2020 

SB-PL-1 Hwy 101 between Mission 
St./Las Positas St. 

Access improvements 2020 

SM-PL-1 Hwy 101 & SR 135 
interchanges 

Reconstruct Interchange and extend Broadway East, 
revise N/B ramps, widen overcrossing, add Park and 
Ride 

2010 

SM-PL-2 Hwy 101 at McCoy Lane Construction southbound off ramps; construction full 
interchange 

2010 

SM-Pl-3 Hwy 101 at Betteravia Modify northbound ramps, construct NB auxiliary lane 
in future. 

2010 

SM-PL-4 Miller St between Robles St 
and Cook St 

Widen arterials to City standard 2015 

SM-PL-5 Alvin Ave between Curryer 
St and Miller St 

Modify to secondary arterial standards with Class II 
bikelanes 

2010 

SM-PL-6 Intersection of Railroad 
Depot and Fester 

Construct round-about 2010 

SM-PL-7 Stowell Rd at College Dr Lengthen Eastbound left turn lane 2010 
SM-PL-8 Hwy 101 at Main St Add capacity to approaches and on/off ramps  2020 
SM-PL-9 Betteravia Rd, Blosser, and 

SR 135 
Purchase ROW, widen to 6 lanes, signalize 
intersections 

2010 

SM-PL-10 College Dr between Battle 
Rd to Betteravia Rd 

Improve north/south circulation 2010 

SM-PL-11 A St between McCoy Lane 
and Stowell Rd 

Modify to secondary arterial standard 2015 

SM-PL-12 Miller St between Barcelius 
to Stowell Rd 

Widen to four lanes with channelization and Class II 
bikelanes 

2015 

SM-PL-13 McCoy Ln between A St 
and Mahoney Rd 

Construct to secondary arterial standards  2015 

SM-PL-14 Foster Rd between SR 135 
and Blosser Rd 

Widen to four lanes and construct Class II bikelane 2015 

SM-PL-15 E Street Acquire ROW and construction four lane arterial from 
Fairway to Betteravia 

2015 

Sol-Pl-1 Highway 246/Alamo 
Pintado Rd. intersection 

Widen highway, install roundabout or signals, and 
widen Alamo Pintado Bridge. Construct 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge at Alamo Pintado Creek to 
extend existing bikeway along Hwy 246 from Santa 
Ynez to Solvang. 

2013 

SBC-PL-1 Hollister Ave between San 
Antonio Rd and Hwy 101 

Widen to four lanes with channelization and bike 
lanes; reconstruct UPRR overcrossing 

2011 

SBC-PL-2 La Purisima Rd between 
Hwy 101 and SR 246  

Widen La Purisima Rd to include standard lane widths, 
shoulders and Class II bikelanes 

2020 

SBC-PL-4 Clark and Bradley Rd Widen intersection to provide additional left and right 
turn lanes 

2010 

SBC-PL-5 Clark Ave and Hwy 101 Relocate on and off ramps and install signals 2010 
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Table 2-1.  New Program and Plan Highway and Intersection Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action 
Year 

SBC-PL-6 Bradley Rd and Santa 
Maria Way 

Widen intersection, add eastbound and westbound 
right turn lanes on Santa Maria Way 

2008 

SBC-PL-10 Los Carneros Widen from El Colegio to Goleta City limits 2010 
 
 

Table 2-2.  New Program and Plan Bikeway and Pedestrian Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action 
Year 

PROGRAM 
C-1 Via Real at Sandy Land Reef 

Motel 
Widen Via Real at Sandy Land Reef Motel to 
accommodate Class II bike lanes and construct 
Class I bike bridge east bound at Carpinteria 
Creek south side of Via Real. 

2008 

C-2 South of Carpinteria Ave from 
Carpinteria City Hall to Hwy 
101 interchange 

Carpinteria Bluffs Trail 2009 

Go-3 From north of Calle Real to 
Hollister   

Construct class I bike path (San Jose Creek 
Bikeway )  

2010 

Go-5 From Hollister to the 
Atascadero Creek Bikeway 

Construct class I bike path (San Jose Creek 
Bikeway - South segment) 

2010 

L-1 SR 1 to Allan Hancock College Construct Allan Hancock Bikeway 2011 
SB-2 Los Banos Municipal 

Pool/Cabrillo Bikeway to Santa 
Barbara City College Bluffs 
bike path 

Construct Class I bike path 2007 

SB-3 Loma Alta between Canon 
Perdido and Coronel Place 

Construction of pedestrian walkway 2009 

SB-4 Mission St, Hwy 101 Widen bikeway, widen Mission St, install bikelanes 
under Hwy 101 

2007 

SB-5 Cliff Dr-San Andreas Construction pedestrian walkway 2011 
SM-6 Santa Maria Valley RR: McCoy 

to Main St 
Construct bikeway  2009 

SM-10 From Hwy 101, along Jones 
and SMVRR, west to Railroad 
Ave Bikeway 

Multipurpose trail 2009 

Sol-1 SR 246 from Buellflat to fifth st Regional bikeway improvements 2007 
SBC-7 From Cathedral Oaks to south 

end Merida Drive 
Construct class I bike path (San Jose Creek 
Bikeway - North segment) 

2010 

SBC-8 Along San Pedro Creek 
between Fowler and 
Atascadero 

Construct Class I bike path 2008/09 

PLAN 
CT-PL-14 SR 1 and H St/Harris Grade to 

Constellation Rd 
Construct Class II bike lanes 2015 

CT-PL-16 Hwy 101 at Anapamu St Replace pedestrian overcrossing 2020 
CT-PL-22 SR 246 through Buellton and 

Solvang 
Improvements including signal synchronization, 
advanced crosswalks 

2025 

C-PL-7 7th and 4th Streets Construct Class I bike path and RR crossing 2010 
C-PL-8 Linden Ave (El Carro to Hwy 

101); Palm Ave (Carpinteria 
Ave to Sandyland Ave); 
Casitas Pass (Hwy 192 to El 
Carro Lane) 

Construct Class II bike lanes 2015 

Go-PL-2 Goleta Old Town Calle Real Construct new pedestrian overcrossing 2015 
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Table 2-2.  New Program and Plan Bikeway and Pedestrian Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action 
Year 

Go-PL-7 La Patera (RR to Hollister Ave; 
Hollister Ave (Kellogg to Maria 
Ignacio); Patterson Ave 
(Hollister Ave to Atascadero 
Creek); Patterson Ave (Pacific 
Oaks) 

Construct Class I and II bike paths and lanes 2011 

Go-PL-8 Hollister from Pacific Oaks to 
Ellwood Elementary 

Construct Class I bikepath 2012 

Gu-PL-3 Guadalupe St to Coastal Area 
along Santa Maria River 

Construct multi-use levee/walkway 2010 

LOM-PL-3 South of Santa Ynez River 
from Lompoc Airport to 
Riverbend Park 

Construct Class I bike path 2015 

LOM-PL-4 B) A Street, Cypress Ave to 
Central Ave; C) North Ave, H 
Street to Riverside Drive, D) 
Floradale Road/Santa Lucia 
Canyon Road, adjacent to 
Federal Correctional 
Institution, F) O Street from 
Laurel Ave to Northpoint Place, 
G) Chestnut Ave from 7th 
Street to O Street 

Construct Class II Bike paths.  B/C/F/G: 
Completion of missing segment of Regional 
Bikeway System. D: Access for employees. 

2015 

SB-PL-2 Carrillo St from San Andreas 
St to Cliff Dr 

Construct pedestrian path on both sides of Carrillo 
St 

2010 

SB-PL-3 Las Positas; Modoc Rd from 
Cliff Dr/Loma Alta; Canon 
Perdido to Coronel Place 

Construct pedestrian path on both sides of Las 
Positas and one side of Loma Alta 

2015 

SB-PL-4 Cabrillo Blvd Construct Class II bikelanes and pedestrian 
pathways 

2015 

SB-PL-5 Montecito St between Cliff Dr 
and Las Positas; Calle Real 
between Las Positas and La 
Cumbre and Cabrillo Blvd 

Construct Class II bike lane and pedestrian 
pathways 

2015 

SB-PL-6 Various locations within City of 
Santa Barbara 

Construct Class II bike lanes and pedestrian 
pathways 

2015 

SB-PL-7 SR 225/Las Positas Rd from 
Modoc Rd to Cliff Dr 

Construct a pathway for bicycles and pedestrian 
uses 

2020 

SB-PL-8 Outer State St at Hwy 101 
overchange and Calle Real 

Connect Class II bike lanes 2015 

SM-PL-16 Union Valley Parkway, Bradley 
Channel, Jones, Trail, Blosser 
Trail and from levee to La Brea 

Construct commuter bikeway  2011 

Sol-PL-2 SR 246/Mission Dr from Hans 
Christian Anderson Park to 
western city limit 

Construction Class I bike path from HCA Park to 
west city limits 

2015 

Sol-PL-3 Alisal Rd south of Santa Ynez 
River Bridge 

Construct two miles of Class II bike lane 2010 

Sol-PL-4 SR246 from Nyborg to eastern 
city limit 

Construct Class I bike path, Class II bike lane on 
south side of SR 246 

2010 

SBC-PL-3 Refugio Rd between Roblar 
Ave and Samantha Dr and 
Roblar Ave between Grand 
Ave and Refugio Rd 

Extend Class II bike lane 2010 

SBC-PL-7 Harris Grade Rd from SR 1 to 
Burton Mesa 

Widen road shoulders and construct Class II bike 
lanes 

2015 

SBC-PL-8 West Main St to Guadalupe 
Dunes County Park 

Construct Class II bike lane 2015 
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Table 2-2.  New Program and Plan Bikeway and Pedestrian Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action 
Year 

SBC-PL-9 Central to northern city limits Stripe for Class II bike lanes 2015 
SBC-PL-11 Along Santa Maria levee, 

Santa Maria to Guadalupe 
Construct Class I multi-purpose bikeway 2010 

SBC-PL-12 CA Coastal Trail/Bacara 
Resort to El Capitan Cyn Rd; 
Refugio State Beach to 
Canada San Onofre 

Trail  feasibility study 2020 

 
 

Table 2-3.  New Program and Plan Railroad Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action 
Year 

PROGRAM 
CT-14 UPRR  Create new double track/sidings in SB and Ventura 

Co. 
2012 

CT-15 SB Co. Improve sidings 2013 
CT-16 Goleta Rail Station Improvements 2011 
SBCAG-5 Santa Barbara County Rail improvements 2010 
PLAN 
CT-PL-25 All rail stations in Santa 

Barbara County 
Upgrade all rail stations to include bike lockers, 
electronic message signs and automatic ticket 
vending machines, parking as needed 

2009/10 

CT-PL-26 Goleta Station Expand parking facilities 2010 
CT-PL-27 Goleta Station Rehabilitate and expand lay-over facilities 2020 
CT-PL-28 Carpinteria to Santa Barbara Construct new siding and switches 2015 
CT-PL-29 Surf(Lompoc) to Guadalupe Installation of new siding 2020 
CT-PL-30 Ventura and Santa Barbara Installation of new siding 2025 
CT-PL-31 Los Angeles and Goleta Implement additional service – 3 roundtrips 2025 
CT-PL-32 Los Angeles to San 

Franscisco 
Implement additional train for Coast Daylight 2020 

CT-PL-33 Goleta to San Luis Obispo Implement additional service – two roundtrips 2030 
SBCAG-PL-
1 

South Coast, Ventura Commuter friendly intercity rail pilot program 2010 

                          
 

Table 2-4.  New Program and Plan Transit Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action Year 

PROGRAM 
Gu-3 Guadalupe Operating Expenses-Guadalupe Transit (2007-

2009) 
2009 

COLT-1 Lompoc Valley Operating Expenses-COLT (2007-2009) 2009 
SMAT-1 Santa Maria Construction of SMAT Transit Center 2008 
SMAT-2 North County Breeze Bus Service 2004/07 
SMAT-3 Santa Maria Valley Nighttime transit service Ongoing 
SMAT-4 Santa Maria Valley Operating Expenses-SMAT (2007-2009) 2009 
SMAT-5 Santa Maria Valley Transit bus procurement for fixed route and ADA 

services 
2010 

SLORTA 1 Santa Maria Operating Assistance for two additional Route 10 
bus runs from San Luis Obispo to Santa Maria. 

2009 

SYVT-1 Santa Ynez Valley Operating Expenses-SYVT (2007-2009) 2009 
SBC-9 Santa Barbara County Operating Expenses-Cuyama Transit (2007-2009) 2009 
SBCAG-3 Ventura County/Santa 

Barbara 
Commuter transit service from Ventura County to 
South Coast 

2010 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 2.0  Project Description   
 
 

SBCAG 
2-13 

Table 2-4.  New Program and Plan Transit Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action Year 

SBCAG-4 Countywide Commuter transit service from North County to 
South County 

2007 

MTD-2 South Coast Eleven replacement diesel buses, three 
expansion diesel buses, three expansion hybrid 
buses, four replacement electric buses, four 
expansion electric buses, shelters, furniture, and 
lights. 

2007 

MTD-3 Santa Ynez Valley and 
South Coast 

Operations support for Valley Express commuter 
transit service between Santa Ynez Valley and 
South Coast, and one additional Clean Air 
Express trip from Lompoc to the South Coast 

2009 

MTD-4 South Coast Operating Assistance for South Coast transit 
Priorities 

2007 

MTD-5 South Coast SBMTD Operations 2009 
EL-1 South Coast Operating Expenses-Easy Lift (2007-2009) 2009 
SMOOTH-1 Santa Maria Valley Operating Expenses-SMOOTH (2007-2009) 2009 
SMOOTH-2 Santa Maria Valley Operating Expenses-Los Alamos Shuttle (2007-

2009) 
2009 

PLAN 
C-PL-9 Hwy 101 at Bailard 

intersection 
Construct a Park and Ride lot 2020 

Gu-PL-4 Guadalupe Bus replacement and expansion, one bus every 5 
years 

Every 5 
years 

Gu-PL-5 Guadalupe Operating Expenses-Guadalupe Transit (2010-
2030) 

2010-2030 

COLT-PL-1 Lompoc Valley Purchase replacement buses 2 vehicles 
every year 

COLT-PL-2 Lompoc Valley Purchase 2 buses every five years 2 vehicles 
every 5 
years 

COLT-PL-3 Lompoc Valley Construct a permanent  centrally located 
Downtown Transit Transfer Center 

2010 

COLT-PL-4 Lompoc Valley Purchase, lease, or construct new transit 
operations center 

2012 

COLT-PL-5 Lompoc Valley Operating Expenses-COLT (2010-2030) 2010-2030 
SMAT-PL-1 Santa Maria Valley Purchase 5 urban buses for limited stop express 

service 
2010 

SMAT-PL-2 Santa Maria Valley Replace urban buses for limited stop express 
service 

Replace 5 
buses every 

12 years 
SMAT-PL-3 Santa Maria Valley Operate limited stop express service 2011 and 

ongoing 
SMAT-PL-7 Santa Maria Valley 

 
Replace 8 urban buses 2010 and 

every 12 
years 

SMAT-PL-8 Santa Maria Valley 
 

Replace 12 transit vans for complementary transit 
service 

2009 and 
every 7 
years 

SMAT-PL-9 Santa Maria Valley 
 

Bus staging expansion 2015 

SMAT-PL-11 Santa Maria Valley 
 

Purchase 20 urban transit buses for enhanced 
peak period local service 

2010 

SMAT-PL-12 Santa Maria Valley 
 

Replace urban transit buses Replace 20 
buses every 

12 years 
SMAT-PL-13 Santa Maria Valley 

 
Operate enhanced peak period local service 2011 and 

ongoing 
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Table 2-4.  New Program and Plan Transit Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action Year 

SMAT-PL-14 Santa Maria Valley Operating Expenses-SMAT (2010-2030) 2010-2030 
SYVT-PL-1 Santa Ynez Valley Vehicle replacement, replace one vehicle every 

three years 
Every 3 
years 

SYVT-PL-2 Santa Ynez Valley Add new vehicle for service every 5 years Every 3 
years 

SYVT-PL-3 Santa Ynez Valley Operating Expenses-SYVT (2010-2030) 2010-2030 
SBC-PL-15 Santa Barbara County Operating Expenses-Cuyama Transit (2010-2030) 2010-2030 
IC-PL-1 North County Maintain NC Regional Transit (Breeze, CAE, 

Valley) (Capital) 
Ongoing 

IC-PL-2 North County Maintain NC Regional Transit (Breeze, CAE, 
Valley) (Operating0 

Ongoing 

IC-PL-3 North County Expand NC Regional Transit (Breeze, CAE, 
Valley) (Operating0 

2015 

IC-PL-4 North County Expand Transit Services  2015 
IC-PL-5 South Coast Maintain SC Reg. Transit (CE, Valley, CAE) 

(capital) 
Ongoing 

IC-PL-6 South Coast Maintain SC Reg. Transit (CE, Valley, CAE) 
(operating) 

Ongoing 

IC-PL-7 South Coast Expand SC Reg. Transit (CE, Valley, CAE) 
(capital) 

2015 

IC-PL-8 South Coast Expand SC Reg. Transit (CE, Valley, CAE) 
(operating) 

2015 

MTD-PL-4 South Coast Automated Vehicle Location (AVL) 2010 
MTD-Pl-6 South Coast Upper State Street transit hub 2020 
MTD-PL-8 South Coast 22’ Electric Shuttle (8 & 11) capital replacement 2013 
MTD-PL-9 South Coast 22’ Electric Shuttle (12-21) capital replacement 2013 
MTD-PL-10 South Coast 40’ Nova Diesel capital replacement 2013 
MTD-PL-11 South Coast 40’ Nova Diesel capital replacement 2013 
MTD-PL-13 South Coast Connecting local bus service, capital FY 2015 
MTD-Pl-14 South Coast Connecting bus service with rail services FY 2015 
MTD-Pl-17 South Coast Purchase buses for expanded service FY 2015 
MTD-PL-18 South Coast New services and expansion FY 2015 
MTD-PL-20 South Coast 40' Flexible Diesel 2009 
MTD-PL-22 South Coast New Downtown transit station 2020 
MTD-PL-23 South Coast 22' Electric Shuttle (12 - 21) 2025 
MTD-PL-24 South Coast 40’ Gillig Hybrid capital replacement 2025 
MTD-PL-25 South Coast 40’ Gillig Hybrid capital replacement FY 2021 
MTD-PL-26 South Coast 29’ Gillig Hybrid capital replacement FY 2021 
MTD-PL-27 South Coast 22' Electric Shuttle (1,2,3,4,5,6,8,10,11,22) 2025 
MTD-PL-28 South Coast Operating Expenses-SBMTD (2010-2030) 2010-2030 
EL-PL-1 South Coast Easy Lift – Purchase two vehicles biennially  Two 

replacement 
vehicles 
every 2 
years 

EL-PL-2 South Coast Easy Lift – Purchase one vehicle One new 
vehicle 
every 2 
years 

EL-PL-3 South Coast Easy Lift – Fair subsidy 2010-2030 
EL-PL-4 South Coast Operating Expenses-Easy Lift (2010-2030) 2010-2030 
SMOOTH-PL-1 Santa Maria Valley Vehicle expansion One new 

vehicle 
every two 

years 
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Table 2-4.  New Program and Plan Transit Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action Year 

SMOOTH-PL-2 Santa Maria Valley Purchase two replacement vehicles biennially Two 
replacement 

vehicles 
every 2 
years 

SMOOTH-Pl-3 Santa Maria Valley Reduced fairs for seniors or disabled 2010 
SMOOTH-Pl-4 Santa Maria Valley Operating Expenses-SMOOTH (2010-2030) 2010-2030 
SMOOTH-Pl-5 Santa Maria Valley Operating Expenses-Los Alamos Shuttle (2010-

2030) 
2010-2030 

 
 

Table 2-5.  New Program and Plan ITS/TDM Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action Year 

PROGRAM 
CT-11 Hwy 101/154 (north and 

south) 
Install Changeable Message Sign (CMS) 2008 

CT-12 Highway 101 (PM 0 to 13.5) Operational Service Improvements: A. PM 0 to 
13.5 - Install TMS Field Elements VCL to Garden 
St. (Microwave Vehicle Detection System in 
conjunction with Vehicle Sensor Nodes and 
CCTV) 
(part B is CT 13) 

2010 

CT-13 Highway 101 (PM 13.5 to 
27.5) 

Operational Service Improvements: B. PM 13.5 
to 27.5 Install TMS field Elements Garden St. to 
Winchester Canyon (Microwave Vehicle 
Detection System in conjunction with Vehicle 
Sensor Nodes and CCTV) 

2010 

SBCAG-2 Hwy 101 Traffic monitoring, traveler information services 2007/08 
SBCAG-TS1 Countywide Reverse Van-Pool 2008 
SBCAG-TS2 Countywide Implement the following programs: van and car 

pools, rider rebates, flex work, bicycle outreach, 
employer/employee outreach 

On-going 

PLAN 
CT-PL-17 Hwy 101 between Santa Maria 

and San Luis Obispo 
Install Traffic Surveillance Stations, CMS, ramp 
meters, CCTV and Highway Advisory Radio 

2015 

CT-PL-18 Hwy 246 between Buellton 
and Lompoc 

Traffic Surveillance Stations, CMS, Traveler 
Information 

2015 

CT-Pl-19 Hwy 1/101 junction and Hwy 
1/135 junction 

Install CMS, operation improvements, traveler 
information 

2020 

CT-PL-20 Hwy 101 at Gaviota Tunnel Install “bike in tunnel” flashing beacon 2020 
CT-Pl-21 Countywide Install 511 traveler information hotline 2020 
CT-PL-23 Countywide Highway advisory radio, internet highway 

advisories 
2015 

CT-PL-24 Hwy 101 Install ramp metering 2015 
SMAT-PL-10 Santa Maria Valley Advanced Public Transportation System (APTS) 2015 
SBC-PL-13 South Coast Construct a Traffic Management Center 2020 
SBC-PL-14 Santa Maria – Lompoc Promote ridesharing at Hwy 101/Clark 2010 
SBCAG-PL-2 South Coast Traffic Solutions Programs Ongoing 
SBCAG-Pl-3 South Coast Traffic Solutions Programs Ongoing 
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Table 2-6.  New Plan Airport Projects 
 

Project # Location Project Description Action Year 

SYA-1 Santa Ynez Airport Construct far east apron and connecting taxiway 2009 
SYA-2 Santa Ynez Airport Heliport Development 2010 
SYA-3 Santa Ynez Airport Construct parallel taxiway and east ramp 

extension 
2011 

LOMA-1 Lompoc Airport Runway/Taxiway Overlay Extension: Overlay 
runway and taxiways to 22,000lbs per wheel and 
extend runway and taxiways 256 ft to final length 
of 4,856 ft 

FY 2011/12 

LOMA-2 Lompoc Airport Ramp Overlay, Navigation Lighting, and Security 
Fencing 

FY 2010/11 

SBA-1 Santa Barbara Airport Expansion and remodel of existing terminal; 
Airside improvements 

FY 2010 

SBA-2 Santa Barbara Airport Implementation of Master Plan Update; shift 
Runway 7-25 ft by 800 feet and construct safety 
areas and extend Taxiway A safety areas 

FY 2007 

SBA-3 Santa Barbara Airport Construction of 24 nested t-hangars FY 2006 
SBA-4 Santa Barbara Airport New Taxiway M 2006 
SBA-5 Santa Barbara Airport Taxiway B Realignment 2007 
SMA-1 Santa Maria Airport Modify passenger terminal, expand Holdroom 

and Baggage area 
2006 

SMA-2 Santa Maria Airport Improve infield access 2006 
SMA-3 Santa Maria Airport Develop new air cargo facility, access road, 

building, and aircraft parking apron 
2006 

SMA-4 Santa Maria Airport Air Cargo Expansion, Phase 2 2010 
SMA-5 Santa Maria Airport Extend Taxiway A 2007 
SMA-6 Santa Maria Airport Extend Taxiway G 2010 
SMA-7 Santa Maria Airport Construct Taxiway N 2010 
SMA-8 Santa Maria Airport Extend Taxiway D 2010 
SMA-9 Santa Maria Airport Develop new hangars 2010 
SMA-10 Santa Maria Airport Improve Infield Road and Taxiway Access 2010 
SMA-11 Santa Maria Airport Improve Infield Road and Taxiway Access, Phase 

2 
2015 

SMA-12 Santa Maria Airport Extend Main Runway 2015 

 
It should be noted that several of the program and plan RTP projects would be funded in whole or 
in part by the renewal of Measure A (Measure A is the successor to Measure D and is scheduled 
for voter consideration in November 2008).  The projects within Measure A are also contained 
within the 2008 RTP.  Therefore, the Measure A program, including all related funding 
mechanisms, is considered part of the proposed project for environmental review purposes.  
Table 2-7 shows Measure A project details and Figures 2-10 and 2-11 illustrate project locations.  
Measure D was originally passed by the voters of Santa Barbara County in November of 1989 to 
improve transportation infrastructure in the county. Measure D provides for a one-half cent 
sales tax increase over a period of twenty years and dedicates these revenues solely to fund 
transportation projects and programs. Sales tax revenues will continue to be collected until the 
program sunset date in April 2010.   
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Table 2-7.  Measure A Project Details 
 

Project Cost RTP Projects 

Highway 101 Widening: Carpinteria to Santa Barbara $140 million CT-PL-3 
North County 
Hwy 101/Union Valley Parkway Interchange: Orcutt $10 million CT-7 
Hwy 101/Santa Maria River Bridge: Santa Maria $10 million CT-PL-2 
Hwy 101/135 (Broadway) Interchange: Santa Maria $10 million SM-PL-1 
Hwy 101/Betteravia Interchange: Santa Maria $2 million SM-PL-3 
Hwy 101/McCoy Interchange: Santa Maria  $10 million SM-PL-2 
Hwy 246/Passing Lanes: Lompoc-Buellton $20 million CT-PL-4, 5 
Hwy 246/Santa Ynez River Bridge: Lompoc $8 million LOM-PL-1 
Hwy 166 Safety Improvements: Guadalupe-Cuyama $3 million CT-PL-6, 9 
Solvang Circulation Improvements $3 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (1) 
Buellton Circulation Improvements $3 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (1) 
Guadalupe Circulation Improvements $3 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (1) 
Specialized Transit, Seniors-Disabled $4.5 million SMOOTH-PL-3 
Safe Routes to School, Bicycle and Pedestrian $3 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (2) 
Carpool and Vanpool Program $2 million SBCAG-PL-3 
Interregional Transit $22.5 million IC-PL-1, 2, 3, 4 
Local Street and Transportation Improvements $341 million 
(allocated as follows with a minimum of $43 million for Safe Routes to School transit services, bicycle, pedestrian and 
other alternative modes 
Buellton               $9.9 million      Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3)   
Guadalupe           $12.5 million    Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3) 
Lompoc                $65.4 million    Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3)   
Santa Maria         $137.2 million  Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3) 
Solvang               $11.2 million    Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3) 
County/Unincorp  $104.6 million  Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3) 
Total $455 million 
South Coast 
Safe Routes to School $13 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (2) 
Bike and Pedestrian Program $13 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (2) 
South Coast Transit Operations Program $58 million MTD-PL-4, 6, 14, 18, 22 
South Coast Transit Capital Program $27 million MTD-PL-8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 17, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 
Interregional Transit $25.35 million IC-PL-5, 6, 7, 8 
Specialized Transit, Seniors-Disabled $6 million EL-PL-3 
Carpool and Vanpool Program $7 million SBCAG-PL-2 
Commuter/Passenger Rail $25 million SBCAG-PL-1 
Carpinteria Circulation Improvements $1 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (1) 
Goleta Overpass Improvements $7 million Go-PL-4, 6 
Local Street and Transportation Improvements $272.7 million  
(allocated as follows) 
Carpinteria            $22.76 million    Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3)   
Goleta                   $42.91 million    Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3)   
Santa Barbara       $104.05 million  Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3)   
County/Unincorp   $102.91 million  Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3) 
Total $455 million 
Some Measure A projects will not be defined until the measure passes and funds are awarded by SBCAG through a competitive call for 
projects (Safe Routes, Bicycle, Pedestrian programs) or until the projects are selected by a city council or the board of supervisors 
(Circulation Improvements, Local Street and Transportation Improvements).  These projects therefore cannot be itemized in the RTP, 
but they are consistent with and implement goals and policies of the RTP. 
 

(1)  RTP Plan Goal II, p. 3-1; Policy 1.1, p.3-2; Goal 2, p.3-4; Policy 2.1, p. 3-4 
(2)  RTP Plan Goal I, p. 3-1; Policy 1.1, p.3-2; Goal 3, p.3-5; Goal 7, p.3-6; Policy 7.1, p.3-6; Policy 7.2, p.3-6 
(3)  RTP Plan Goal II, p. 3-1; Policy 1.1, p.3-2; Goal 2, p.3-4; Policy 2.1, p.3-4 
 

Source: Measure A 2008.  Transportation Investment Plan.   Available: 
http://www.measurea.org/PDF/Measure%20A%20Investment%20Plan%20for%20November%20Ballot.pdf 
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Similarly, several of the program and plan RTP projects include the “101 in Motion” project, a 
community-based effort to address current congestion throughout the 101 corridor, which 
includes an action plan to relieve the increasing congestion levels expected over the next 25 
years.  Many of these projects are also included in the 2008 RTP.  The new projects proposed for 
the 2008 RTP Update are summarized below. 
 
Road/Bikeway Improvements 
 
Tables 2-1 and 2-2 list new program and plan roadway and bikeway improvements proposed in 
the 2008 RTP Update.  The locations of new program or plan road and bikeway improvements are 
shown on Figures 2-2 through 2-9.  The public works department of each jurisdiction proposed 
projects for the state highway or local roadway system within its jurisdiction.  These projects 
address current and future roadway needs based on existing traffic conditions and projected traffic 
increases anticipated based on the growth accommodated in the jurisdiction's land use plans.  In 
compiling this list, projects within each jurisdiction (the state, the county, and the cities) were 
prioritized by order of importance or year of construction based on the jurisdiction's input.  
 
The proposed roadway projects include road widenings and extensions, various improvements to 
interchanges/intersections, and construction of freeway overcrossings.  Road widenings are 
programmed or planned along state highways and along local arterials in Goleta, Guadalupe, 
Lompoc, Santa Maria, and between Lompoc and Buellton.  Interchange improvements are 
proposed at various locations throughout the County. 
 
Several cities and the County propose extensive bikeway improvements in conjunction with 
proposed road widenings.  These improvements include Class I bike trails in a number of locations 
and construction of Class II bike lanes along highways and arterial streets throughout the County. 
 
Rail Projects 
 
Newly proposed railroad improvements are listed in Table 2-3.  Projects include installation and 
upgrade of sidings and tracks, upgrades to all rail stations in the county, as well as the provision of 
various service improvements.  Proposed service improvements include the addition of three 
roundtrips between Goleta and Los Angeles, two roundtrips between Goleta and San Luis Obispo, 
and an additional train for the Coast Daylight (San Francisco to Los Angeles). 
 
Transit Projects 
 
Proposed new transit improvements for the various transit agencies are listed in Table 2-4.  The 
Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (SBMTD), City of Lompoc Transit (COLT), Santa Ynez 
Valley Transit (SYVT), Guadalupe Transit, Santa Maria Organization of Transportation Helpers 
(SMOOTH), and Easy Lift have included purchase of new buses.  City of Lompoc Transit, Santa 
Maria Area Transit (SMAT), and Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (SBMTD) have 
programmed or planned new transit centers.   
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State Highways and Regional Transit
Program Projects
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Figure 2-3
SBCAG

South Coast Program Projects

 
 

Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.
 

Widen Via Real, construct Class II bike lanes and Class I bike bridge at Carpinteria Creek
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Figure 2-4
SBCAG

Santa Maria Valley Program Projects

 
 

Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.
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Figure 2-5
SBCAG

Lompoc and Santa Ynez Valley Program Projects

 
 

Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.
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Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.
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Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.
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ITS and TDM Projects 
 
Proposed transportation demand management (TDM) and intelligent transportation system (ITS) 
projects are listed in Table 2-5.  TDM involves the use of methods to reduce demands on the 
roadway system while ITS involves the use of technologies that allow more efficient use of the 
existing road network.  Proposed TDM and ITS projects include installation of changeable message 
signs (CMS) and closed circuit television (CCTV),  traffic surveillance stations, a traveler 
information hotline, highway advisory radio, and construction of a traffic management center.     
 
Airport Projects 
 
Newly proposed aviation projects in the 2008 RTP Update are listed in Table 2-6.  The Update 
includes a number of new projects at Santa Maria Public Airport.  These include construction of 
new taxiways, extension of existing taxiways, and extension of the main runway, new air cargo 
facilities, new access roads, hangers, and a modified passenger terminal.  New projects at the 
County’s other three airports (Santa Barbara Municipal Airport, Lompoc Airport, and Santa Ynez 
Airport) consist of installation of new hangars, a heliport at Santa Ynez Airport, new taxiways, and 
an expansion and remodel of the existing Santa Barbara Airport terminal. 
 
2.5   PROJECT APPROVALS  
 
The proposed action is an update of the Regional Transportation Plan, the approval of which 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 responsible lead agency prior 
to implementation of individual projects contained within the RTP.  Future approvals for 
individual transportation projects identified in the RTP would have to be completed by the 
following agencies:   
 

• Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
• California Public Utilities Commission’s Rail Crossings Engineering Section (RCES) 
• 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. 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
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 80 miles north of Los Angeles. The region contains five 
geographical main urban areas: 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 urban areas within Santa Barbara 
County are linked by Route 101 or 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). 
 
3.2 URBAN AREA DESCRIPTIONS  
 
The Urban Area descriptions included in this EIR use SBCAG’s 2007 Regional Growth Forecast 
(RGF) for population estimates.  The most recent population data in the RGF is from 2005.  It 
should be noted that the Urban Area descriptions below are not the same as the Census defined 
“Urban Areas.”  The urban areas included in this document refer to large generalized 
geographical locations. 
 
South Coast Area 
 
The South Coast area is the largest designated urbanized area in the county, covering about 130 
square miles and with a year 2005 population of 204,700 (SBCAG, 2007). The area extends 
eastward from Gaviota to Rincon Point, and is bounded by the Santa Ynez Mountains to the 
north and the Pacific Ocean to the south. This coastal strip is characterized by numerous 
canyons that travel down the foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains into 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 area includes the Santa Maria-Orcutt urbanized area. With a year 2005 population of 
129,100 (SBCAG, 2007), this urban area is the largest retail trade center in the North County. 
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. 
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Lompoc Valley 
 
The Lompoc Valley is located in the midwestern 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 2005 population of 59,400 (SBCAG, 2007). The Santa Ynez 
River also traverses the Lompoc valley 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 south-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 also located to the south of this valley. The area has a year 2005 
population of 23,000 (SBCAG, 2007), 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 extreme northeast part 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 2005 population of 1,300 (SBCAG, 
2007). 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 five airports. U.S. Highway 101 is 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), 
Route 1 (which connects the Lompoc and Santa Maria Valleys), and Route 246 (which connects 
the Santa Ynez and Lompoc Valleys). 
 
As of 2003, the county has 111.57 miles of the SBCAG Regional Bikeway System completed.   
Though the majority of the bike routes are Class II bike lanes, the system also includes some 
Class I bike paths and Class III bike routes.  The South Coast area has the most extensive 
network of bike routes (62.82 miles), while the North County area has 48.75 miles completed 
(SBCAG CMP, 2003).   
 
Fifteen transit systems serve the county. The largest operator, Santa Barbara Metropolitan 
Transit District (SBMTD), provides fixed route service in the South Coast area. Easy Lift 
Transportation provides demand-response service within SBMTD's service area. North County 
operators providing both fixed route and demand-responsive service include: Santa Maria Area 
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Transit (SMAT), which serves Santa Maria, Orcutt and Guadalupe; City of Lompoc Transit 
(COLT), which serves the Lompoc Valley; and Santa Ynez Valley Transit (SYVT) under 
administration of the City of Solvang, which provides service along a single corridor in the 
Santa Ynez Valley.  Guadalupe Transit—including the Guadalupe Shuttle within Guadalupe, 
the Guadalupe Flyer between Guadalupe and Santa Maria, and Guadalupe ADA service—also 
serves North County.  Cuyama Transit provides demand response service in Cuyama Valley 
(SBCAG CMP, 2003).  Regional services include the Breeze Bus, the Clean Air Express, the Los 
Alamos Shuttle, and the Valley Express.  The Coastal Express and SLORTA Route 10 provide 
inter-county services. A total of 9,749,297 rides were provided throughout Santa Barbara 
County in the 2006-2007 fiscal year (fy) (SBCAG, Transit Needs Assessment, 2008).  Over  7.6  
million  rides  were  provided  by  Santa  Barbara  Metropolitan  Transit  District in the 2005-
2006 fiscal year (SBCAG Travel Trends, 2007),  with  all  North  County  transit  providing  over  
1.5 million  rides in the 2004-2005 fiscal year (SBCAG North County Transit Plan, 2006).  
 
The Union Pacific Transportation Company 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. This line supports both 
passenger and freight traffic. Passenger service is provided by AMTRAK, which operates both 
the Coast Starlight and Pacific Surfliner trains in the county. Two branch lines (one that 
connects Lompoc to the main line at Surf and one that connects Vandenberg Air Force Base to 
the main line east of Guadalupe) also provide freight service.  The Santa Maria Valley Railroad 
(SMVR) operates rail freight facilities in the Santa Maria area—an average of two trains per day 
make the run between Santa Maria and Guadalupe. 
 
Aviation facilities in the county include Santa Barbara Municipal Airport, Santa Maria Public 
Airport, Lompoc Airport, Santa Ynez Airport, New Cuyama Airport, and Vandenberg Air 
Force Base. Santa Barbara and Santa Maria airports offer commercial service, Vandenberg 
handles occasional military operations, and the remainder of the airports in the county are 
general aviation facilities. Santa Barbara Airport is the most heavily used airport in the county, 
with 132,000 operations in 2006.  Santa Maria Airport had 63,500 operations in 2006 (2007 
SBCAG Travel Trends Report). 
 



 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 4.0  Environmental Impact Analysis   
 
 

 SBCAG 
4-1 

4.0 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. 
 
“Significant effect” is defined by the State CEQA Guidelines §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 adopted by the 
City, other agencies, universally recognized, or developed specifically for this analysis to 
determine whether potential effects are significant. The next subsection describes each impact of 
the proposed project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance 
after mitigation. Each 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 given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an 
impact requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is 
approved per §15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

 
Class II. Significant: An impact that can be reduced to below the threshold level given 
reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires findings 
to be made under §15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

 
Class III. Not 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. Beneficial: An effect that would reduce existing environmental problems or 
hazards. 

 
Following each environmental effect discussion is a listing of recommended mitigation 
measures (if required) and the residual effects or level of significance remaining after the 
implementation of the measures.  
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4.1  TRANSPORTATION and CIRCULATION 
 
This section describes the County’s existing transportation facilities and circulation system, 
outlines thresholds and performance standards used to assess potential impacts, and outlines 
impacts and measures to mitigate impacts of the RTP. 
 
4.1.1  Setting 
 
This section describes relevant existing roadway and operational characteristics within the 
County and characteristics of major transit routes and operators.  It also describes the County’s 
existing airport, marine, and rail facilities. 
 

a. Freeway, Highway, and Arterial Network.  Santa Barbara County contains 
approximately 2,500 miles of road infrastructure.  Of this total, there are approximately 300 
miles of State Highways within the County that serve as interregional connections to the more 
populated urban areas.  Major state highways include U.S. 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 
within Figure 4.1-1.This section provides a general description of the County’s regional 
roadway network. 
 

State Freeway Network.   
 

U.S. 101.  U.S. 101 connects Santa Barbara County to Ventura and Los Angeles Counties 
to the south and San Luis Obispo and other northern California counties to the north.  Within 
the County, U.S. 101 extends eastward from the Ventura County line and through the South 
Coast portion of the County and then northward through the Gaviota area and Santa Maria 
Valley to the San Luis Obispo County line. 
 
The most heavily-traveled facility in the County is U.S. 101, particularly in the South Coast area, 
which is characterized by heavy A.M. and P.M. peak hour congestion between the Ventura 
County line and the Milpas Street interchange.  This section also experiences heavy congestion 
on weekends due to tourist-related travel.  Annual average daily weekday trips (AADT) on this 
South Coast segment range from approximately 65,000 AADT near the Ventura County line to 
over 144,000 AADT near the Las Positas Road interchange in Santa Barbara. 
 
North of Goleta, AADT volumes steadily decline from 32,000 AADT to 20,000 AADT through 
the Gaviota area to the City of Buellton.  Volumes begin to increase again as the freeway 
approaches the Santa Maria area, with daily volumes ranging from approximately 40,000 AADT 
south of the City to approximately 62,000 AADT within the City limits.   
 
 Other Freeway Facilities.  The other freeway facilities located in the County are State 
Route 217 and a 1.5 mile segment of Route 135 between Route 1 (near Vandenberg Air Force 
Base) and Clark Avenue (in Orcutt). 
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 State Multi-Lane and Two-Lane Highway Facilities.  The multi-lane State Highways in 
the County are largely contained within urbanized areas, such as segments of Routes 135 and 
166 (Broadway and Main Street, respectively) within Santa Maria, Route 1 (H Street) within 
Lompoc, Route 246 through Buellton, and Route 225 (Las Positas Road/Cliff Drive) within 
Santa Barbara.  The two-lane highway facilities in the County, such as Route 154, tend to be 
rural interregional routes connecting the County’s urbanized areas.  Some two-lane facilities, 
such as Route 192 on the South Coast and Route 246 in Solvang extend through urbanized 
areas. 
 

Route 1.  Route 1 extends west from U.S. 101 near Gaviota and then curves northwest 
through the City of Lompoc, Vandenberg Air Force Base, and rural areas of the Santa Maria 
Valley to the San Luis Obispo County line, just north of the City of Guadalupe.    
 
AADT volumes on Route 1 vary widely, from as little as 2,600 AADT on the 2-lane segment 
near the City of Guadalupe to as much as 28,000 AADT on the 4-lane urban segment of H Street 
in the City of Lompoc.  For the segment between U.S. 101 and the City of Lompoc, Route 1 is a 
2-lane rural highway that operates at LOS D during the P.M. peak hour.  This segment is 
heavily utilized by commuters living in the Lompoc Valley and working in the South Coast 
County area and is characterized by rolling terrain and heavy truck traffic, with limited 
opportunities to pass.  Route 1 is designated as H Street within the City of Lompoc, and is a 
heavily traveled, 4-lane, north-south arterial.  On H Street, intersection operations are used to 
gauge operations of Route 1.  The CMP intersections in this area are operating at LOS D or 
better.  Between the north area of Lompoc and Orcutt, Route 1 is a freeway/expressway facility 
and is currently operating at LOS B or better.  Between Orcutt and Guadalupe, Route 1 is 
operating at LOS D, primarily due to heavy truck traffic and limited passing opportunities.  
Route 1 operates at LOS C or better through the City of Guadalupe and northward to the SLO 
County line. 
 

Route 135.  The second most heavily traveled State Highway in the county is SR 135, a 
four- to six-lane highway which serves as the primary north/south route through the Santa 
Maria/Orcutt area. 
 
Within the City of Santa Maria, Route 135 is a four- to six-lane urban arterial with signalized, at-
grade intersections.  Daily volumes in the Santa Maria area range from approximately 19,300 
ADT to 42,000 ADT.  South of the junction with SR-1, volumes are much lower, ranging from 
1,600 to 4,500 ADT.   
 

Route 150.  Within Santa Barbara County, Route 150 is a 2-lane highway that extends 1.65 
miles from the Ventura County line to Carpinteria Avenue.  Route 150 currently carries 
approximately 3,100 AADT and operates at LOS C. 
 

Route 154.  Route 154 is a rural 2-lane highway that extends north from U.S. 101 in Santa 
Barbara through the Lake Cachuma and Los Olivos areas in the Santa Ynez Valley to U.S. 101 in 
North County, north of Buellton.  Operations on Route 154 are largely tied to the amount of 
time motorists spend following slower moving vehicles, such as trucks and RVs, as well as the 
availability of passing lanes.  With limited passing opportunities, high truck traffic volumes (up 
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to almost 10% for some segments), and mountainous/rolling terrain, Route 154 operates within 
the LOS D-E range. 
 

Route 166.  Within Santa Barbara County, Route 166 is a 2- to 4-lane highway that 
extends east from Guadalupe to U.S. 101 in Santa Maria.  Within the City of Santa Maria, Route 
166 is designated as West Main Street.   
 
Route 166 is operating at LOS D on the two-lane segment between Guadalupe and the west City 
limits of Santa Maria.  This can be primarily attributed to limited passing opportunities and 
slower speeds related to heavy truck traffic (approximately 9% of vehicles are trucks, RVs, and 
buses).  Within the City of Santa Maria, all of the CMP intersections located on Route 166-West 
Main Street are operating at LOS C or better, with the exception of the intersection at Route 135, 
which is operating at LOS D. 
 

Route 192.  Route 192 is a 2-lane highway that extends west from Route 154 and through 
the Santa Barbara foothills to Route 150 in Carpinteria.  Route 192 provides access to residential 
areas in Mission Canyon, Montecito, Summerland, and Carpinteria and also serves as an 
alternate route to U.S. 101 on the South Coast.   
 
Route 192 is a 2-lane road that passes through residential areas and, therefore, contains many 
driveways and access points.  Also, there are few exclusive left- and right-turn lanes or passing 
lanes.  This creates platooning of vehicles behind slower moving ones and affects the overall 
operations of the roadway.  Using the HCM 2-lane LOS methodology, Route 192 is operating 
within the LOS C-D range within the unincorporated areas of Santa Barbara and Montecito.  As 
traffic volumes decrease east of Montecito, the LOS improves slightly to within the LOS B-C 
range. 
 

Route 225.  Route 225 is a 2- to 4-lane highway located within the City of Santa Barbara 
that extends south from U.S. 101 to Cliff Drive and east to its terminus just east of Castillo 
Street.  The 2-lane segment between U.S. 101 and Cliff Drive is also designated as Las Positas 
Road and the 4-lane east-west segment is designated as Cliff Drive.   
 
The 2-lane segment of Route 225 between Veronica Springs Road and Cliff Drive is operating at 
LOS D.  Heavy southbound vehicle queues are frequent on this segment during the P.M. peak 
hour.  The segments of Route 225 between U.S, 101 and Modoc Road and Mesa Road to Castillo 
Street are signalized corridors that are operating at LOS C or better. 
 

Route 246.  Route 246 is a 2- to 4-lane highway that extends east from Lompoc and 
through the Santa Ynez Valley to its terminus at Route 154, east of the City of Solvang.  Route 
246 is the primary connection between communities in the Lompoc Valley and Santa Ynez 
Valley.  As such, increases in traffic volumes on this facility are largely tied to land use 
development and growth in the urbanized areas of the Lompoc and Santa Ynez Valleys.  The 
12-mile, 2-lane segment of Route 246 between Lompoc and Buellton is operating at LOS D, due 
to limited passing opportunities.  The signalized intersections through the communities of 
Buellton, Solvang and Santa Ynez are operating at LOS C or better, with the exception of the 
intersection at Alamo Pintado Road in Solvang, which is operating at LOS D. 
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Operations.  The CMP defines peak period as either the A.M. or P.M. peak hour – 
whichever is greater.  Historical traffic counts within Santa Barbara County have shown that 
evening peak hour traffic levels typically exceed morning peak hour traffic levels at most 
locations.  Hence, SBCAG has usually chosen the evening peak hour for LOS analyses.  
However, recent publications published by SBCAG (the CMP Report, Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan, and the 101-In-Motion Alternatives Analysis) have included A.M. peak 
hour operational analyses of the South Coast segment of U.S. 101 (Ventura County line to 
Hollister Avenue in the Goleta area), due to heavy congestion on the northbound segment 
between the Ventura County line and Milpas Street.  Therefore, this additional analysis period 
was included in this EIR. 
 

U.S. 101.  In order to analyze U.S. 101 as a corridor, rather than individual segments, the 
distances between these 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 U.S. 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).  LOS was then calculated as a percentage of the total lane miles for two U.S. 101 
corridors; 1) between the Ventura County line and the Milpas Street interchange, and 2) 
between the Milpas Street interchange and the Winchester Canyon-Hollister Avenue 
interchange.  The breakdown of LOS by lane mile for the corridors north and south of the 
Milpas Street interchange are summarized in Figures 4.1-2 (A.M. peak hour) and 4.1-3 (P.M. 
peak hour).  
 
As shown in Figure 4.1-2, most of the congested lane miles (i.e. LOS D or worse) during the 
A.M. peak hour are on the 2-lane segment between the Ventura County line and the Milpas 
Street interchange in the northbound direction.  North of Milpas Street, approximately 2 lane 
miles southbound are currently operating at LOS E or worse.  As shown in Figure 4.1-3, most of 
the congested lane miles during the P.M. peak hour (i.e. LOS D or worse) are on the 2-lane 
segment between the Ventura County line and the Milpas Street interchange in the southbound 
direction.  North of Milpas Street, the majority of lane miles are operating at LOS D or worse. 
 
The South Coast U.S. 101 freeway segments that are currently operating at LOS E or worse are 
summarized below in Table 4.1-1. 
 

Table 4.1-1.  Existing Deficient (LOS E or worse) Segments on the  
South Coast Corridor of U.S. 101 

 

Time Period Segment Length 

A.M. Peak Hour 

Northbound 
• Evans Avenue to Milpas Street  
Southbound 
• Los Carneros Road to Fairview Avenue  

 
9.0 lane miles 

+  2.4 lane miles 
Total = 11.4 lane miles 

P.M. Peak Hour 

Northbound 
• La Cumbre Road-Hope Avenue to Las Positas Road  
Southbound 
• Sheffield Drive to Milpas Street  
• Mission Street to La Cumbre Road  

 
3.6 lane miles 
3.8 lane miles 

+  5.7 lane miles 
Total = 13.1 lane miles 
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Figure 4.1-2 
A.M. Peak Hour Operations on South Coast U.S. 101 

 
Figure 4.1-3 

P.M. Peak Hour Operations on South Coast U.S. 101 
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U.S. 101 is operating within the LOS A-B range between the western limits of the City of Goleta 
to the unincorporated area of Orcutt during the P.M. peak hour.  Within the Santa Maria 
urbanized area, the U.S. 101 corridor is operating at LOS C or better, with the exception of the 
segment between the Route 135 interchange and the San Luis Obispo County line (LOS D in the 
northbound direction).   
 

Arterial and Intersection Operations.  In order to assess operations on the County’s major 
interregional arterials, the RTP included an analysis of LOS at 41 intersections during the P.M. 
peak hour.  These intersections were selected because they had operated at LOS C or worse 
within the last five years.  Intersection LOS was taken from the 2003 Congestion Management 
Program and from counts that have been submitted to SBCAG as part of the annual CMP 
monitoring program (up to the year 2005).  The CMP employs the Intersection Capacity 
Utilization (ICU) methodology to compute LOS for an intersection.  Existing LOS for these 
intersections is summarized in Tables 4.1-2 and 4.1-3.  As shown, the only intersection currently 
operating below the CMP threshold LOS E is the Mission Street/U.S. 101 SB Ramps intersection 
(LOS F). 
 

Table 4.1-2.  Existing P.M. Peak Hour Intersection LOS – North County 

Intersection V/C Ratio LOS Year Monitored 

County of Santa Barbara 
Foster Rd. / SR 135 0.77 C 2005 
Lakeview Ave.-Skyway Dr. / SR 135 0.75 C 2004 
Bradley Rd. / Foster Rd. 0.51 A 2004 
Betteravia Rd. / 101 NB Ramps 0.56 A 2005 
Bradley Rd.-College Dr./Santa Maria Way 0.64 B 2005 
City of Santa Maria 
Blosser Rd. / Main St.-SR 166 0.72 C 2005 
Betteravia Rd. / Broadway-SR 135 0.70 B 2003 
Miller St. / Betteravia Rd. 0.65 B 2005 
Betteravia Rd. / 101 SB Ramps 0.50 A 2005 
Stowell Rd. / Broadway-SR 135 0.80 C 2005 
Miller St. / Main St.-SR 166 0.79 C 2004 
Bradley Rd. / Stowell Rd. 0.72 C 2004 
City of Lompoc 
Central Ave. / H St.-SR 1 0.73 C 2004 
City of Solvang 
Mission Dr.-SR 246 / Alamo Pintado Rd. 0.81 D 2005 
Mission Dr.-SR 246 / Alisal Rd. 0.69 B 2005 

 

Table 4.1-3.  Existing P.M. Peak Hour Intersection LOS – South Coast 

Intersection V/C Ratio LOS Year Monitored 

County of Santa Barbara 
Turnpike Rd. / Hollister Ave. 0.61 B 2005 
Turnpike Rd. / 101 SB Ramps 0.62 B 2004 
Turnpike Rd. / 101 NB Ramps 0.69 B 2003 
City of Goleta 
Hollister Ave. / Storke Rd. 0.79 C 2004 
Storke Rd. / 101 NB Ramps-Calle Real 0.66 B 2005 
Fairview Ave. / 101 NB Ramps 0.61 B 2004 
Los Carneros Rd. / 101 SB Ramps 0.69 B 2004 
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Table 4.1-3.  Existing P.M. Peak Hour Intersection LOS – South Coast 

Intersection V/C Ratio LOS Year Monitored 

Hollister Ave. / Rte. 217 SB Ramps 0.77 C 2004 
Fairview Ave. / Hollister Ave. 0.60 A 2001 
Patterson Rd. / Hollister Ave. 0.69 B 2005 
Fairview Ave. / Calle Real 0.81 D 2005 
Patterson Rd. / 101 NB Ramps 0.72 C 2004 
Patterson Rd. / 101 SB Ramps 0.84 D 2005 
City of Santa Barbara 
Las Positas Rd. / 101 SB Ramps 0.71 C 2005 
Las Positas Rd. / State St. 0.72 C 2003 
101 NB On Ramp-Earl Warren / Calle Real 0.71 C 2005 
Las Positas Rd. / 101 NB Off-Calle Real 0.81 D 2005 
Mission St. / 101 NB Ramps 0.76 C 2005 
Mission St. / 101 SB Ramps 1.13 F 2005 
Carrillo St. / 101 SB Ramps 0.63 B 2003 
Carrillo St. / 101 NB Ramps 0.72 C 2005 
Castillo St. / Montecito St. 0.79 C 2005 
Castillo St. / Rte. 101 NB Ramps-Haley St. 0.76 C 2005 
Castillo St. / Rte. 101 SB Ramps 0.62 B 2005 
Garden St. / 101 SB Ramps 0.57 A 2002 
Garden St. / 101 NB Ramps 0.79 C 2004 

 
b.  Transit Service.  The Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (MTD) is the 

primary provider of fixed-route transit services within the South Coast area.  MTD runs 26 
routes throughout the South Coast, including regional service between Goleta, Santa Barbara, 
Montecito, Carpinteria, and the Santa Ynez Valley (the Valley Express).  Ridership on MTD 
buses exceeded 7.1 million passengers in fiscal year 2004/05. 
 
Transit service in the urbanized areas of the Santa Maria Valley is provided by Santa Maria 
Area Transit (SMAT).  SMAT has 13 fixed routes, including regional service to Lompoc (the 
Breeze bus) and Guadalupe (the Guadalupe Flyer).  In fiscal year 2004-05, SMAT had a fixed-
route ridership of approximately 773,500 passengers. 
 
City of Lompoc Transit (COLT) provides transit services within the Lompoc, Mission Hills, and 
Vandenberg Village areas.  Ridership on COLT buses exceeded 286,000 passengers in fiscal year 
2004-05. 
 
In the Santa Ynez area, Santa Ynez Valley Transit (SYVT) provides transit services between 
Buellton, Solvang, Santa Ynez, Ballard, and Los Olivos.  SYVT ridership exceeded 32,600 
passengers in fiscal year 2004-05.  The Guadalupe Shuttle provides transit service within the 
City of Guadalupe. 
 
Other providers of fixed route services in the County are inter-regional.  In addition to the 
Guadalupe Flyer and Breeze Bus (mentioned above) inter-regional service to/from the Santa 
Maria Valley is provided by the Clean Air Express (from the South Coast), the Los Alamos 
shuttle, the New Cuyama shuttle, and RTA Route 10 from San Luis Obispo.  The Coastal 
Express provides commuter transit service between the South Coast and Ventura County. 
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The demand response services offered include both elderly and disabled systems and general 
public systems.  Easy Lift Transportation is the South Coast’s Consolidated Transportation 
Service Agency, operating a door-to-door paratransit service for eligible elderly and 
handicapped individuals as defined by criteria specified in the ADA.  HELP of Carpinteria 
provides service within the Carpinteria area.  In the North County, demand response services 
are offered by COLT, SMAT, SYVT, Cuyama Transit, and the Guadalupe Flyer. 

 
c.  Air Transportation.  The Santa Barbara County Region 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).   

 
Santa Barbara Municipal Airport.  The Santa Barbara Municipal Airport is the county's 

largest airport. It is a commercial service facility located approximately nine miles (14.5 km) 
west of the City of Santa Barbara's central business district (CBD). It is situated west of Route 
217 between Route 101 and the Pacific Ocean, just southwest and contiguous to the 
unincorporated community of Goleta's downtown business area. 
 
Regional access to the airport is provided via Route 217, Hollister Avenue and Fairview 
Avenue.  The airport’s long-term parking area can be accessed via two driveways on Fowler 
Road.  Access to the terminal, short-term parking, and drop-off/pick-up areas is provided via 
an entrance on Fowler Road, which then winds in a one-way loop, approximately a quarter mile 
long, and past the terminal to the exit driveway on William L. Moffet Place.  Two additional 
driveways to the south provide access to rental car agencies and other businesses.  The 
driveways on Fowler Road and William L. Moffet Place are all controlled by stop signs.  
Additional access to the commercial areas along the airport’s northern boundary is provided via 
three driveways on Hollister Avenue; Aero Camino Road, Love Place, and Lopez Road.  These 
three access points provide a connection to Firestone Road, which parallels Hollister Avenue 
and runs east-west along the airport’s northern boundary.  These three access points on 
Hollister Avenue are controlled by traffic signals.  The airport is also accessible by transit via 
MTD Routes 6 and 11. 
 
Principal activities at the airport consist of the passenger terminal, general aviation fixed base 
operations, and a variety of aviation and non-aviation related businesses.  Annual operations 
(landings and takeoffs) at the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport totaled 215,000 in 2005.  Air 
carrier, commuter, and local operations accounted for 32 percent of the operations; general 
aviation and non-commuter/air taxi operations accounted for 68 percent of the total, while 
military helicopters accounted for less than 1 percent of the total (Source: FAA Website). 
 

Santa Maria Public Airport.  The Santa Maria Public Airport is the second largest airport 
in the region and the County's second commercial service airport.  The airport is located in the 
southern portion of the City of Santa Maria, west of Route 135.  Its boundaries are coterminous 
with the southern city limits and most of the land around the airport is unincorporated.  Access 
to the airport is provided via driveways on Skyway Drive and Foster Road.  There are three 
driveways on Foster Road that provide access to the internal roadways within the airport; South 
Terminal Drive, North Terminal Drive, and Hangar Drive.  Terminal Drive is a two-way loop 
road that provides access to the terminal and on-site parking areas.  Hangar Drive provides 
access to some of the hangars adjacent to the runways.  Along Foster Road, Blosser Road and 
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Mitchell Road provide access to commercial areas along the airport’s southern boundary.  The 
airport is also accessible by transit via SMAT Routes 8 and 62. 
 
The airport contains approximately 3,000 acres, of which approximately half is devoted to 
aviation sources. A 260-acre industrial park exists on the airport district property, as does the 
88-space Village Mobile Park Home development.  Principal activities at the airport consist of 
the passenger terminal, four primary fixed base operators, general aviation sales and repair, and 
aviation and non-aviation storage.  Annual operations (landings and takeoffs) at the Santa 
Maria Public Airport totaled over 68,000 in 2005.  Air carrier, commuter, and local aircraft 
contributed 38 percent, general itinerant aviation and non-commuter/air taxi operations 
contributed 60 percent, and military operations contributed two percent of the total. 
 

Lompoc Airport.  Lompoc Airport, owned by the City of Lompoc, is a general aviation 
airport.  Offshore oil platform crew transport (via helicopters), agricultural air services (crop 
dusting), flight instruction, sky diving, air taxi service and general aviation are among the air 
services offered at this airport.  Administration of the airport is provided by the City of Lompoc.  
The airport is on the south bank of the Santa Ynez River west of Route 1 and adjacent to the 
north boundary of the City of Lompoc.  H Street-Route 1 provides access to the airport via a 
connection to George Miller Road. 
 
Airport operations in 2005 totaled over 30,000 landings and takeoffs.  Limited military 
operations are included in this total, amounting to 0.03 percent of the total (100 per year).  There 
were approximately 76 aircraft based at Lompoc Airport in 2005. 
 

Santa Ynez Valley Airport.  The Santa Ynez Valley Airport is owned by the County of 
Santa Barbara, and managed by the Santa Ynez Valley Airport Authority, Inc., a private non-
profit public benefit corporation created especially to administer the Airport.  The airport is 
located southeast of the community of Santa Ynez, south of Route 246.  The airport can be 
accessed on Route 246 at Santa Ynez Airport Road. 
 
Daily commuting by private aircraft, air taxis, and flight instruction is responsible for much of 
the activity of the airport.  Operations in 2005 totaled 29,000 landings and takeoffs.  
 

Vandenberg Air Force Base.  Vandenberg Air Force Base (VAFB), located to the west of 
Lompoc along the west coast of the county, is a large military installation that has relatively 
little military activity. The base, located entirely within the county, comprises 5.6 percent of the 
county's total land and 33 percent of its coastline.  Vandenberg’s only runway lies well within 
the base and Airport Areas of Influence for building height and safety are entirely within the 
base, except for the precision instrument approach to Runway 30.  Operations at Vandenberg 
therefore have little effect on traffic volumes on the county’s roadway system.  Vandenberg’s 
principal impact on the County’s transportation network is through the transport of hazardous 
materials, including hypergolic fuel, anhydrous ammonia gasoline and aviation fuel. 
 

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. The harbor contains four marinas with five piers, 1,133 slips 
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(19 percent commercial fishermen and 81 percent recreational/other), two open water mooring 
areas, and two floating dock areas which can accommodate a number of fishing boats.  There 
are three navigational lights, and a Coast Guard facility.  The harbor in Santa Barbara is the only 
sheltered harbor between Ventura and Morro Bay.  Access to the Santa Barbara Harbor is 
provided via Shoreline Drive at Harbor Way. 
 

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 the Union 
Pacific Transportation Company and the Santa Maria Valley Railroad.  
 

Passenger Rail.  AMTRAK provides the only commercial intercity passenger rail 
transportation available in Santa Barbara County. Its trains share the Union Pacific main line 
tracks.  There are 5 passenger rail stations in the County; Guadalupe, Surf (in Lompoc), Goleta, 
Santa Barbara, and Carpinteria.  The only staffed passenger station in the county is located in 
the City of Santa Barbara on State Street south of U.S. l0l.  In addition, there are buses that 
connect the Santa Barbara Station to north county communities and into San Luis Obispo 
County, effectively extending the reach of the three trains that terminate in the South Coast.  
The Santa Barbara-Los Angeles twice-daily bus/rail service supplements the current train 
service between Santa Barbara and Los Angeles and offers passengers a variety of departure 
and arrival times.  Locations where passenger bus service is provided include Guadalupe, Santa 
Maria, Lompoc (Visitor’s Center), Buellton, and Solvang.  A daytime feeder bus links Santa 
Barbara County with AMTRAK San Joaquin trains at Bakersfield.  Stops include Oxnard, 
Ventura and Santa Barbara.  In addition to providing connections between these points and the 
San Joaquin Valley, the route also serves as an alternate route between Santa Barbara and the 
Bay Area or Sacramento when the Coast Starlight is delayed or sold out. 
 

Rail Freight.  Rail freight operations are conducted by the Union Pacific Transportation 
Company.  Present freight service in the county is light, and includes three Coast Main Line 
daily through trains in each direction, one oil train that goes between San Ardo in San Luis 
Obispo County and Long Beach approximately three times a week, and 10 regular local freights. 
The Santa Maria Valley Railroad (SMVR) operates rail freight facilities in the Santa Maria area.  
Although the frequency of shipments varies throughout the year, an average of two trains per 
day make the run between Santa Maria and Guadalupe.  In the Santa Maria area, frozen food, 
and agricultural shipments contribute to the rail freight.  Vandenberg Air Force Base also uses 
rail for occasional shipments.  
 
4.1.2  Impact Analysis 
 

a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  To determine whether implementation 
of the 2008 RTP would result in significant traffic/circulation impacts, thresholds of significance 
must be established against which the effects of the RTP can be measured.  The thresholds of 
significance outlined in this section are derived from the policies and practices of SBCAG, as 
well as other jurisdictions and agencies within the County. 
 

Level of Service Standards.  The Congestion Management Program (CMP) has 
established level of service (LOS) standards for both state highways and arterial intersections in 
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Santa Barbara County.  These standards have been used in previous and current versions of the 
RTP.  The RTP defines acceptable level of service for traffic lanes as an LOS that: 
 

• can accommodate peak hour traffic at somewhat less than free flow;  
• is equivalent to Level of Service D. 

 
Based upon this standard, the 2008 RTP is considered to generate a significant 
traffic/circulation impact if it does not improve future unacceptable traffic conditions to a level 
of service D or better. 
 

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 in their Short Range Transit Plans.  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 (Short Range Transit Plan FY 2006 to FY 2010, MTD, May 2005) 
 

• 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. 
• MTD shall maintain at least a 40% farebox recovery ratio over any 3-year period. 
• The MTD systemwide spare ratio shall not exceed 20%. 
• MTD 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 FY 2004/05 to 2008/09, City of Santa Maria and Nelson\ 
Nygaard Consulting Associates, 2004) 
 

• New service should be introduced if anticipated ridership will meet the annual 
productivity standards. 

• 70% of all residences or activity centers in the SMAT service area will be within ¼ mile 
walking distance of a bus stop. 

• 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/seat on regular SMAT 
fixed route service. 
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• Service headways should be such that passenger load standards are not exceeded on a 
continual basis 

• 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). 

• While SMAT buses should meet all federal, state, and city safety, emissions, accessibility, 
and mechanical fitness requirements, all buses should have sufficient capacity to meet 
passenger load standards, conform to regional alternative fuel policy, and meet full 
service day fuel capacity requirements. 

 
COLT (City of Lompoc Short Range Transit Plan, City of Lompoc and Moore & Assoc. 2003) 
 

• 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. 

• 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. 
• Administrative cost: No more than 15% of total operating costs. 
• Passengers per revenue vehicle mile: 1.25 for fixed route. 
• Passengers per vehicle revenue hour: 16.0 for fixed-route 
• 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. 
• 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, May 2003) 
 

• 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). 

 
If transit service with implementation of the RTP projects meets these standards, the RTP will 
be considered to have no significant transit impacts.  If transit service does not meet these 
standards, the RTP will be considered to have significant adverse impacts. 
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Regional Plan Consistency.  The 2003 Congestion Management Program (CMP) and the 
2007 Clean Air Plan (CAP) contain provisions that require the attainment of specific level of 
service goals or the implementation of specific regional transportation programs.  The goals and 
programs specified in the CMP and 2007 CAP are mandated by state and federal law.  Because 
the RTP is the guiding document for improvements to the county’s transportation system, it 
must be consistent with the requirements in the CMP and 2007 CAP. 
 

b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  This section describes generalized 
impacts associated with some of the projects anticipated under the RTP. 
 

Impact T-1 Proposed roadway projects under the RTP update would not 
fully address potential traffic congestion on existing roadways.  
This is a Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
The RTP focuses on transportation projects of regional significance, and therefore the analysis of 
the Plan’s impacts has been limited to impacts on facilities of regional significance.  These 
include:  the state highways and major arterials (specifically those designated in the Congestion 
Management Program), transit services provided by the existing carriers, and consistency with 
other regional plans. 
 

Traffic Volumes and Level of Service Forecasts.  Traffic projections for the 2008 RTP 
were generated by SBCAG’s network travel demand model.  The Santa Barbara Travel 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.   
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.    
 
LOS for state highway segments was calculated by applying the traffic projections generated by 
the travel model to the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Operational Analysis Methodology (as 
discussed above).  Intersection LOS was calculated using the Intersection Capacity Utilization 
methodology.  All LOS calculations are based on an average weekday evening peak hour.  An 
additional LOS analysis of morning peak hour conditions was completed for the Route 101 
corridor on the South Coast.  For more detail on the LOS analysis methodology and 
assumptions used in the 2008 RTP, refer to SBCAG’s 2003 Congestion Management Program, 
Appendix D – Recommended Procedures for LOS Measurement. 
 
Three forecasts were generated for the 2008 RTP.  The Year 2030 “No Build” scenario assumes 
the existing 2006 roadway network and no transportation infrastructure improvements; the 
2030 “Programmed” scenario includes all capital improvements currently programmed, but as 
of yet not implemented; and the 2030 “Planned” scenario includes all projects in the 
Programmed scenario plus those projects identified in the RTP which currently do not have 
program funding commitments.  The forecasts are based on SBCAG’s population, housing, and 
employment growth projections for the year 2030 (Regional Growth Forecast, SBCAG, 2002).  
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Worksheets showing the State Highway travel volumes and LOS for each of the 2030 scenarios 
are contained in Appendix B. 
 

U.S. 101.  Tables 4.1-4 and 4.1-5 summarize the number of lane miles at specific LOS for 
each of the Year 2030 scenarios. 
 

Table 4.1-4.  Year 2030 A.M. Peak Hour LOS by Lane Mile  
on the South Coast Corridor of U.S. 101 

 

LOS Range 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

Ventura County Line to Milpas St. Lane Miles 
LOS A-C 25.2 24.0 75.0 
LOS D 2.8 29.0 0 
LOS E-F 22.0 0 0 
 Milpas St. to Hollister Ave. Lane Miles 
LOS A-C 37.6 29.5 43.8 
LOS D 35.8 46.3 33.0 
LOS E-F 2.4 0 3.6 
 Total South Coast Corridor Lane Miles 
LOS A-C 62.8 53.5 118.8 
LOS D 38.6 75.3 33.0 
LOS E-F 24.4 0 3.6 

 
Table 4.1-5.  Year 2030 P.M. Peak Hour LOS by Lane Mile  

on the South Coast Corridor of U.S. 101 
 

LOS Range 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

Ventura County Line to Milpas St. Lane Miles 
LOS A-C 3.0 4.5 13.2 
LOS D 5.6 9.0 58.8 
LOS E-F 41.4 40.9 3.0 
 Milpas St. to Hollister Ave. Lane Miles 
LOS A-C 13.0 13.0 14.4 
LOS D 35.1 27.9 20.4 
LOS E-F 27.7 34.9 45.6 
 Total South Coast Corridor Lane Miles 
LOS A-C 16.0 17.5 27.6 
LOS D 40.7 36.9 79.2 
LOS E-F 69.1 75.8 48.6 

 
As shown, the “Planned” scenario generally provides for better LOS on the South Coast U.S. 
101 corridor.  The most significant projects that would benefit the corridor are those included in 
the 101-In-Motion package of improvements, particularly the lane widening and provision of 
HOV lanes south of Milpas Street and the Camarillo-to-Goleta intercity passenger rail project.  
These would provide major congestion relief during peak hours south of Milpas Street.  All but 
one of the segments south of Milpas Street on the corridor would operate at LOS D or better 
with full implementation of the planned projects. 
 
Table 4.1-5 shows an additional 10.7 lane miles at LOS E-F for the 2030 Planned scenario on the 
segment between Milpas Street and Hollister Avenue when compared with the 2030 
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Programmed scenario.  This can be attributed to higher peak hour volumes on the segments of 
U.S. 101 between Milpas Street and Route 217/Patterson Avenue.  The proposed 6-lane 
widening in the Goleta area would provide congestion relief to the northbound segment of U.S. 
101 between Fairview Avenue and Storke Road-Glen Annie Road.  When looking at total lane 
miles for the entire South Coast corridor of U.S. 101, the Planned project scenario provides the 
greatest amount of congestion relief. 
 
The results of the analysis indicate operational deficiencies on some segments of the U.S. 101 
corridor between Goleta and the Las Cruces-Route 1 interchange and the segment between 
Clark Ave. and Santa Maria Way, all in the northbound direction during the P.M. peak hour.  
These are highlighted in Table 4.1-6 below. 
 

Table 4.1-6.  Year 2030 P.M. Peak Hour LOS on U.S. 101 Northbound  
Between Goleta and Santa Maria 

Segment Distance (miles) 2030 No-Build 
LOS 

2030 
Programmed 

LOS 

2030 Planned 
LOS 

Hollister Ave.- 
Las Cuces/Rte. 1 21.9 E E-F E 

Clark Ave –  
Santa Maria Way 2.2 D E E 

 
P.M. peak hour travel speeds on the segments of the corridor listed in Table 4.1-6 will average 
50-55 miles per hour.  Interregional transit service, such as the Clean Air Express, can provide 
some congestion relief to this area.  However, in the absence of major improvements, these 
segments are expected to remain moderately congested. 
 
In the Santa Maria Valley, implementation of the programmed projects would eliminate all of 
the forecasted deficiencies on the U.S. 101 corridor through the urban Santa Maria area, except 
across the 4-lane Santa Maria River Bridge.  This segment is forecast to operate at LOS F in the 
northbound direction during the P.M. peak hour.  Implementation of the bridge widening 
project under the Planned scenario would eliminate this deficiency. 
 

Other State Routes.  The other State Routes in the County were analyzed as either multi-
lane (e.g. four-lane) or two-lane facilities using the methodology contained in the Highway 
Capacity Manual. 
 
The primary indicator of operations on multi-lane highways is intersection LOS, as multi-lane 
highways tend to be concentrated within urban areas on interrupted flow facilities.  For 
uninterrupted multi-lane facilities (such as Routes 1 and 135 north of Lompoc and Route 246 in 
Buellton), the Highway Capacity Manual specifies using a V/C ratio by direction to estimate 
LOS.  The Year 2030 V/C ratios and LOS for the multi-lane state highway segments are 
summarized in Table 4.1-6. 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 4.1  Transportation and Circulation 
 
 

  SBCAG 
4.1-17 

Table 4.1-7.  Year 2030 Multi-Lane State Highway LOS 
 

State Route/ Segment 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 
NB/WB SB/EB NB/WB SB/EB NB/WB SB/EB 

Route 1 
Pine Canyon Road to VAFB Gate 

 V/C 
LOS 

 
 

0.42 
LOS B 

 
 

0.56 
LOS C 

 
 

0.42 
LOS B 

 
 

0.56 
LOS C 

 
 

0.37 
LOS B 

 
 

0.49 
LOS B 

Vandenberg, Rte. 135 to Orcutt, Rte. 135 
V/C 

LOS 

 
0.19 

LOS A 

 
0.58 

LOS C 

 
0.20 

LOS A 

 
0.60 

LOS C 

 
0.16 

LOS A 

 
0.49 

LOS B 
Route 135 
San Antonio Rd. to South Rte. 1 

V/C 
LOS 

 
 

0.19 
LOS A 

 
 

0.08 
LOS A 

 
 

0.18 
LOS A 

 
 

0.08 
LOS A 

 
 

0.17 
LOS A 

 
 

0.07 
LOS A 

Route 246 
Domingos Rd. to McMurray Rd., Buellton 

V/C 
LOS 

 
 

0.36 
LOS B 

 
 

0.36 
LOS B 

 
 

0.36 
LOS B 

 
 

0.36 
LOS B 

 
 

0.36 
LOS B 

 
 

0.36 
LOS B 

 
As shown, all of the County’s multi-lane state highway facilities are forecast to operate at LOS C 
or better for each of the Year 2030 scenarios. 
 
The primary indicators of LOS on rural, two-lane highways are the percent time spent following 
slower moving vehicles and average travel speed.  The CMP typically analyzes two-lane 
highways in short 1 to 3 mile segments, as contained in the Caltrans Traffic Volumes book.  For 
simplification, a weighted average LOS was developed for the two-lane corridors of Routes 1, 
135, 154, 166, and 192.  The Year 2030 LOS for the two-lane state highways are summarized in 
Table 4.1-7. 
 

Table 4.1-8.  Year 2030 LOS for Two-Lane State Highways 
 

State Route Performance 
Measure  

Year 2030 Scenarios 
No Build Programmed Planned 

Route 1 

V/C Ratio 
% Time Following 

Avg. Speed 
LOS 

0.82 
93% 

38.5 mph 
LOS F 

0.73 
90% 

40.5 mph 
LOS E 

0.73 
89% 

40.7 mph 
LOS E 

Route 135 

V/C Ratio 
% Time Following 

Avg. Speed 
LOS 

0.35 
71% 

49.4 mph 
LOS D 

0.28 
65% 

51 mph 
LOS C 

0.22 
58% 

52.0 mph 
LOS C 

Route 150 

V/C Ratio 
% Time Following 

Avg. Speed 
LOS 

0.20 
62% 

48.8 mph 
LOS C 

0.18 
61% 

49.0 mph 
LOS C 

0.11 
49% 

50.5 mph 
LOS B 

Route 154 

V/C Ratio 
% Time Following 

Avg. Speed 
LOS 

0.92 
95% 

36.2 mph 
LOS F 

0.91 
94% 

36.3 mph 
LOS F 

0.90 
95% 

36.4 mph 
LOS F 

Route 166 

V/C Ratio 
% Time Following 

Avg. Speed 
LOS 

0.53 
83% 

45.2 mph 
LOS E 

0.52 
83% 

45.7 mph 
LOS E 

0.57 
84% 

44.6 mph 
LOS E 

Route 192 a 
 

V/C Ratio 
% Time Following 

LOS 

0.50 
81% 

LOS D 

0.45 
79% 

LOS D 

0.24 
62% 

LOS C 
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Table 4.1-8.  Year 2030 LOS for Two-Lane State Highways 
 

State Route Performance 
Measure  

Year 2030 Scenarios 
No Build Programmed Planned 

Route 225 a 
 

V/C Ratio 
% Time Following 

LOS 

0.30 
69% 

LOS C 

n/a 
n/a 

LOS A-B b 

n/a 
n/a 

LOS A-B b 

Route 246 

V/C Ratio 
% Time Following 

Avg. Speed 
LOS 

0.72 
90% 

41 mph 
LOS E 

0.71 
89% 

41.2 mph 
LOS E 

0.69 
89% 

41.6 mph 
LOS E 

a  Class II highway, average speed not applicable. 
b  Intersection LOS becomes the performance measure with implementation of the programmed 
roundabout project at intersection with Cliff Drive. 

 
As shown, the two-lane segments of State Routes 1, 154, 166, and 246 are forecast to operate at 
LOS E or worse under the 2030 Programmed scenario.  The rural two-lane segments of Routes 1 
and 154 traverse through rolling and mountainous terrain, which make capacity improvements 
difficult to implement.  The primary determinant of LOS on these rural two-lane highways is 
the amount of time spent following slower moving vehicles.  Two projects would provide 
additional passing opportunities for motorists to maneuver around slower moving vehicles on 
State Routes 1 and 154; the Route 1 Las Cruces to Lompoc project (planned) and the Route 154 
Group II Operational Improvements (programmed).  However, even with these improvements, 
these facilities are still expected to remain deficient according to the CMP thresholds.  These 
highways will continue to be monitored through the CMP. 
 
The rural, two-lane segments of Route 166 and 246 traverse through flat, agricultural areas.  
Widening these facilities has been considered in the past, and have been represented as 
“ultimate transportation corridors” in the Caltrans Transportation Concept Reports, but 
funding options have been limited.  The planned Route 166 Safety Improvements (Blosser Road 
to Route 1) and Route 246 Passing Lanes project would provide additional passing 
opportunities, improving travel times. 
 

Intersection Analysis.  Each of the intersections listed in Tables 4.1-5 through 4.1-9 were 
initially evaluated for LOS impacts.  In order to focus attention on those intersections which 
may be more adversely affected by changes in overall travel demand or circulation patterns, the 
following criteria were applied: 
 

1) Consider only those intersections currently operating at LOS C or worse prior to 2004; 
2) Consider those intersections that had recently (within the last five years) operated at 

LOS C or worse. 
 
Intersections eliminated by these screening criteria are presumed to have sufficient capacity to 
“absorb” additional demand through 2030 and still remain within the CMP LOS standard of D.  
A total of 41 intersections were selected for further analysis.  In order to derive a 2030 peak hour 
approach volume, growth factors for each individual turning movement at a given intersection 
were applied to the intersection’s most recent CMP peak hour turning movement count.  The 
growth factors reflect the percentage change in forecast approach volumes relative to the base 
year volumes estimated by the Santa Barbara Travel Model. 
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The relative benefits of the RTP programmed and planned projects to deficient intersections are 
shown in Figure 4.1-4.  Intersection levels of service for the 2030 scenarios are shown in Table 
4.1-9. 
 

Figure 4.1-4 
2030 Intersection LOS Summary 
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Table 4.1-9.  Year 2030 Intersection LOS 

 

Intersection 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 
County of Santa Barbara 
Turnpike Rd. / Hollister Ave. 0.73 C 0.74 C 0.85 D 
Turnpike Rd. / 101 SB Ramps 0.84 D 0.84 D 0.84 D 
Turnpike Rd. / 101 NB Ramps 0.83 D 0.78 C 0.78 C 
Foster Rd. / SR 135 1.24 F 0.81 D 0.77 C 
Lakeview Ave.-Skyway Dr. / SR 135 0.98 E 0.86 D 0.86 D 
Bradley Rd. / Foster Rd. 0.57 A 0.51 A 0.52 A 
Betteravia Rd. / 101 NB Ramps 0.69 B 0.81 D 0.46* A* 
Bradley Rd.-College Dr. / Santa Maria Way 0.81 D 0.81 D 0.69* B* 
City of Santa Maria 
Blosser Rd. / Main St.-SR 166 1.00 E 1.02 F 0.99 E 
Betteravia Rd. / Broadway-SR 135 0.91 E 0.86 D 0.83 D 
Miller St. / Betteravia Rd. 0.69 B 0.69 B 0.68 B 
Betteravia Rd. / 101 SB Ramps 0.50 A 0.51 A 0.56 A 
Stowell Rd. / Broadway-SR 135 0.92 E 0.86 D 0.76 C 
Miller St. / Main St.-SR 166 1.16 F 1.18 F 1.02 F 
Bradley Rd. / Stowell Rd. 0.91 E 0.84 D 0.79 C 
City of Lompoc 
Central Ave. / H St.-SR 1 1.07 F 1.06 F 1.16* F* 
City of Solvang 
Mission Dr.-SR 246 / Alamo Pintado Rd. 1.26 F 1.25 F 1.11 F 
Mission Dr.-SR 246 / Alisal Rd. 1.06 F 1.02 F 0.90 D 
City of Goleta 
Hollister Ave. / Storke Rd. 0.96 E 0.94 E 0.95 E 
Storke Rd. / 101 NB Ramps-Calle Real 0.70 B 0.69 B 0.71 C 
Fairview Ave. / 101 NB Ramps 0.87 D 0.88 D 0.94 E 
Los Carneros Rd. / 101 SB Ramps 0.89 D 0.94 E 0.90* D* 
Hollister Ave. / Rte. 217 SB Ramps 0.95 E n/a C** n/a C** 
Fairview Ave. / Hollister Ave. 0.87 D 0.89 D 0.87 D 
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Table 4.1-9.  Year 2030 Intersection LOS 
 

Intersection 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 
Patterson Rd. / Hollister Ave. 0.93 E 0.99 E 0.94 E 
Fairview Ave. / Calle Real 1.07 F 1.07 F 0.98 E 
Patterson Rd. / 101 NB Ramps 0.76 C 0.75 C 0.78 C 
Patterson Rd. / 101 SB Ramps 0.96 E 0.93 E 0.89 D 
City of Santa Barbara 
Las Positas Rd. / 101 SB Ramps 0.87 D 0.92 E 0.69* B* 
Las Positas Rd.-San Roque Rd. / State St. 0.91 E 0.91 E 0.89 D 
101 NB On Ramp-Earl Warren / Calle Real 0.95 E 0.95 E 0.80 C 
Las Positas Rd. / 101 NB Off Ramp-Calle Real 0.91 E 0.92 E 0.86 D 
Mission St. / 101 NB Ramps 0.82 D 0.81 D 0.80 C 
Mission St. / 101 SB Ramps 1.13 F 1.16 F 1.19 F 
Carrillo St. / 101 SB Ramps 0.77 C 0.78 C 0.78 C 
Carrillo St. / 101 NB Ramps 0.83 D 0.84 D 0.80 C 
Castillo St. / Montecito St. 0.93 E 0.90 D 0.92 E 
Castillo St. / Rte. 101 NB Ramps-Haley St. 0.95 E 0.94 E 1.01 F 
Castillo St. / Rte. 101 SB Ramps 0.91 E 0.89 D 0.92 E 
Garden St. / 101 SB Ramps 0.69 B 0.71 C 0.77 C 
Garden St. / 101 NB Ramps 0.91 E 0.91 E 0.97 E 

 
As shown in Figure 4.1-4, the RTP programmed and planned projects would provide a 
measurable benefit to deficient intersections in the North County, particularly in the Santa 
Maria Valley.  As shown in Table 4.1-9, the RTP projects would eliminate deficiencies at two 
locations in the unincorporated Orcutt/Santa Maria area of the County and three locations 
within the City of Santa Maria.  These would result due to the Union Valley Parkway extension, 
the new interchange at McCoy Lane, widening of Betteravia Road east of Broadway-State Route 
135, and widening of Miller Street within the downtown Santa Maria area.  The widening of 
U.S. 101 between Betteravia Road and the Broadway-SR 135 interchange would also improve 
circulation in the Valley.  However, the Main Street-SR 166 intersections at Blosser Road and 
Miller Street are still forecast to be deficient through the 2030 Planned scenario. 
 
In Lompoc, the Central Avenue / H Street-SR 1 intersection is forecast to operate at LOS F 
through the 2030 Planned scenario, with significant degradation of LOS under the Planned 
scenario, even with the planned improvements to H Street north of Central Avenue.  This is 
related to the Central Avenue extension, which will more than double westbound left and 
through movements when compared to the 2000 base case model scenario.  Also, the mainline 
through movements on H Street-SR 1 are forecast to increase by 65-80% under the Planned 
scenario when compared with the 2000 base case model scenario. 
  
In the City of Solvang, the planned projects will eliminate a deficiency at the Mission Drive-SR 
246 / Alisal Road intersection.  The planned projects will also provide some congestion relief at 
the Mission Drive-SR 246 / Alamo Pintado Road intersection, however, the intersection will still 
be deficient under the 2030 Planned scenario.  In conjunction with the City of Solvang, Caltrans 
has developed a Project Study Report (PSR) for this area, which include a range of alternatives 
to improve traffic flow at the Alamo Pintado/Route 246 intersection.  One of the improvement 
alternatives identified in the PSR is a roundabout at the intersection.  The PSR shows that the 
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roundabout would significantly reduce the vehicle delays currently experienced at the 
intersection. 
 
Levels of service at many of the U.S. 101 interchange/ramp intersections on the South Coast 
degrade under the 2030 Planned scenario, particularly the Castillo Street, Mission Street, and 
Garden Street interchanges in the City of Santa Barbara.  This can most likely be attributed to 
increased travel demand on U.S. 101 and ramp intersections as a result of the planned 101-In-
Motion capacity improvements between the Ventura County line and Fairview Avenue. 
 
None of the State Highway or intersection impacts identified above would be caused directly by 
the RTP projects themselves.  They are, instead, the result of projected traffic growth that is 
independent of the RTP projects.  They are, therefore, not significant impacts of the RTP in the 
traditional sense.  They are significant impacts only in the sense that one of the RTP goals is to 
maintain LOS D or better on roadways in the county, and the RTP does not fully meet that goal 
at these locations. 
 
Secondly, it should be noted that because these locations are on the region’s CMP system, at the 
time the intersections and roadway segments listed above reach unacceptable levels of service 
based upon CMP standards, the responsible agency must develop and adopt a deficiency plan 
within nine months which either identifies physical improvements to the roadway or identifies 
some combination of other measures which would improve the level of service to at least LOS 
D.  Therefore, although the proposed RTP does not provide specific improvements for these 
locations at this time, a mechanism is in place (CMP monitoring) which would alleviate these 
impacts through future RTP updates. 
 

Transit Impacts.  The transit improvements in the 2008 RTP are aimed primarily at 
providing additional vehicles to replace aging vehicles, additional service on existing routes, 
new transit centers in Santa Maria and Lompoc, and improvements to MTD’s existing transit 
center.  Each of the transit providers is currently meeting the transit performance standards 
outlined in the Thresholds of Significance, and the additional vehicles and facilities 
improvements identified in the RTP should allow the transit operators to continue to meet these 
performance standards.  Therefore, no significant adverse impacts related to transit service are 
anticipated. 
 

Air Transportation.  None of the airport projects in the RTP generate impacts of regional 
significance and none have a direct effect on traffic and circulation. 
 

Rail Transportation.  The RTP rail projects may impact traffic and circulation in two 
ways: 
 

• Temporary construction impacts while additional tracks are being laid; and 
• Traffic and circulation impacts around the AMTRAK station in Santa Barbara and 

boarding platforms in Guadalupe, Surf, Goleta, and Carpinteria due to increased 
traffic from the additional train arrivals and departures. 
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Temporary construction impacts are expected with the new siding projects on the Carpinteria to 
Santa Barbara tracks, Surf (Lompoc) to Guadalupe tracks, and Ventura to Santa Barbara tracks.  
Countywide track and signal upgrades would also result in short-term construction impacts. 
 
There are some new passenger services contained in the RTP list of projects: 
 

• Los Angeles to Goleta – 3 new round trips; 
• Los Angeles to San Francisco – 1 new round trip; 
• Goleta to San Luis Obispo – 2 new round trips, and; 

 
Broken down by station, new services would be provided at the following stations: 
 

• Carpinteria – 7 new round trips 
• Santa Barbara – 7 new round trips 
• Goleta – 9 new round trips 
• Surf – 1 new round trip 
• Guadalupe – 1 new round trip 

 
Additional intercity passenger rail service would generate additional vehicle trips (e.g. 
passengers requiring transportation to and from South Coast employment centers) during A.M. 
and P.M. peak hours.  However, these passengers would most likely utilize transit services and 
employer-sponsored vans from the stations, as they would not have access to vehicles (most 
vehicles would be parked at Ventura stations).  The additional bus trips would not impact the 
local area street networks surrounding the stations.  The Santa Barbara MTD has planned 
connections to South Coast stations to supplement the commuter rail service (RTP Planned 
Projects MTD-PL-11/12). 
 
The new AMTRAK services would generate additional vehicle trips and may impact some of 
the intersections in the vicinity.  It is unlikely that impacts would be generated on roadways 
and intersections adjacent to the Surf and Guadalupe stations, as these are located in semi-rural 
areas and passenger boardings/alightings are expected to remain low in the future. 
 
Surveys of AMTRAK San Diegan service indicated that about 90 percent of train riders accessed 
the Santa Barbara station by car during peak commuting hours.  The percentage is somewhat 
lower during non-peak commuting hours.  Assuming 50 riders boarding and alighting per train 
and taking the peak hour percentage as a conservative estimate, about 45-55 cars are projected 
to access the station in each direction around train arrivals, resulting in 90-110 trips at the 
station during the arrival/departure period1

 

.  Boardings and alightings at the Goleta and 
Carpinteria stations are lower (25% and 9% respectively), so traffic and circulation impacts at 
these stations are not anticipated. 

If additional train service is scheduled outside of peak hours, no traffic impact would be 
anticipated.  If additional train service is scheduled during peak hours, however, this additional 
traffic could result in significant traffic impacts around the Santa Barbara station area.  The 

                                                      
1 It should also be noted that train arrivals and departures are staggered, resulting in auto trips which are also 
staggered and therefore may not cause a cumulative impact. 
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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. 
 
According to CMP data, intersections in the station area currently operate at levels of service 
ranging from LOS A to LOS C. 
 

Plan Consistency.  This section briefly examines the RTP for consistency with two other 
regional plans:  the Congestion Management Program (CMP) and the Clean Air Plan. 
 

Congestion Management Program (CMP).  In June of 1990, California voters approved 
legislation (Proposition 111) which increased funding for California’s transportation system.  
With this funding came new requirements for the transportation programming process.  
Included among these requirements is the development and implementation of a Congestion 
Management Program in every county that includes an urbanized area (California Code Section 
65088.1 defines urbanized areas as being over 50,000 population).  SBCAG was designated as 
the agency responsible for the preparation of the CMP for Santa Barbara County. 
 
The overall goal of the CMP is to improve the efficiency of the transportation system and 
comprehensively address areas of congestion.  While the CMP is an independent legislative 
requirement, it relates to other statutory and regulatory requirements.  The CMP must respond 
to land use, transportation, clean air, and environmental quality laws and regulations. 
 
As required by statute, the CMP, adopted in January 1992, includes the following components: 
 

• Traffic Level of Service Standards; 
• A Trip Reduction and Travel Demand Management Element; 
• A seven year Capital Improvement Program. 
• A Land Use Program 

 
The RTP is consistent with the CMP in the first three categories.  The level of service standards 
in the RTP are essentially the same as in the CMP.  The land use program of the CMP, which 
analyzes the impact of land use decisions on the regional transportation system, is independent 
of the RTP, and no element of the RTP corresponds to this requirement. 
 

2007 Clean Air Plan.  Santa Barbara is in attainment of the federal ozone air quality standard 
and nonattainment for the state ozone standard.  The County’s Clean Air Plan outlines the 
region’s plans for reducing harmful emissions to meet the air quality standards.  Included in  
this Plan are Transportation Control Measures (TCM) designed to reduce total vehicle miles 
traveled and vehicle trips and, consequently, total vehicle emissions.  The RTP adequately 
addresses many of the TCMs and is consistent with these TCMs in both spirit and content.  The 
RTP contains items which specifically contribute to the goals of the following TCMs: 
 

• Area Ridesharing 
• Employer-Based Transportation Demand Management Programs 
• Traffic Flow Improvements 
• Short Range Transit 
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• Parking Management 
 

More specifically, the following RTP projects were adopted as TCMs in the 2007 Clean Air Plan: 
 

• Enhanced Passenger Rail Service 
• High occupancy vehicle lane on South Coast U.S. 101 corridor 

 
A more detailed discussion of Clean Air Plan consistency is provided in Air Quality section of 
this EIR. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  The following mitigation measures would ensure that LOS at the 
impacted areas would improve to LOS D or better, in compliance with the goals of the RTP. 
 

T-1(a) The Regional Transportation Plan shall be amended to identify 
deficient (LOS E or worse) state highways and intersections and the 
need for level of service improvements at the following locations: 

 
State Highway Segments * 
U.S. 101 NB 

• Milpas St. to Route 217/Patterson 
• Hollister Ave. to Las Cruces, Rte. 1 
• Clark Ave. to Santa Maria Way 

 

U.S. 101 SB 
• Sheffield Dr. to San Ysidro Rd. 
• Carrillo St. to Route 217/Patterson 

 

State Route 1 
• Las Cruces Rd. to Rte. 246 
• Rte. 135 to SB-SLO County line 

 

State Route 154 
• North U.S. 101 to Stagecoach Rd. 
• San Marcos Pass Summit to Jct. Rte. 192 

 

State Route 166 
• State Rte. 1 to Blosser Rd.  

 

State Route 246 
• East Rte. 1 to Domingos Rd. 

* These facilities are forecast to operate at LOS E or worse under the 2030 Planned scenario. 
 
Intersections * 

• Blosser Road / Main Street-SR 166 (0.99 / LOS E) 
• Miller Street / Main Street-SR 166 (1.02 / LOS F) 
• Central Avenue / H Street-SR 1 (1.16 / LOS F) 
• Hollister Avenue / Storke Road (0.95 / LOS E) 
• Fairview Avenue / U.S. 101 NB Ramps (0.94 / LOS E) 
• Hollister Avenue / Patterson Road (0.94 / LOS E) 
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• Fairview Avenue / Calle Real (0.98 / LOS E) 
• Mission Street / U.S. 101 SB Ramps (1.19 / LOS F) 
• Castillo Street / Montecito Street (0.92 / LOS E) 
• Castillo Street / U.S. 101 NB On-Haley Street (1.01 / LOS F) 
• Castillo Street / U.S. 101 SB Ramps (0.92 / LOS E) 
• Garden Street / U.S. 101 NB Ramps (0.97 / LOS E)  

* These facilities are forecast to operate at LOS E or worse under the 2030 Planned scenario. 
 

T-1(b) Because each of the locations listed in mitigation measure T-1(a) is 
located on the adopted CMP system for the region, the jurisdiction in 
which a forecasted impacted area is located shall be responsible for 
monitoring the level of service at that location and preparing a 
Deficiency Plan pursuant to the adopted Congestion Management 
Program.  As roadway improvements and other transportation 
improvements are identified, the jurisdiction shall be responsible for 
submitting these projects for inclusion in future Regional 
Transportation Plan updates. 

 
It should be noted that mitigation measure T-1(b) may result in secondary environmental 
impacts, the scope of which is unknown at this time.  In addition, because other potential 
impacts identified relative to airport and rail projects cannot be quantified or, in many cases, 
even applied to specific locations, please note that no mitigation measures have been identified 
for these potential impacts. 
 

c.  Residual impacts.  It should be noted that mitigation measure T-1(b) may result in 
secondary environmental impacts, the scope of which is unknown at this time.  In addition, 
because other potential impacts identified relative to airport and rail projects cannot be 
quantified or, in many cases, even applied to specific locations, please note that no mitigation 
measures have been identified for these potential impacts. Implementation of many 
transportation improvements that may ultimately be required would not result in significant 
environmental impacts related to site disturbance since improvements would occur within 
existing disturbed rights-of-way.  Since the precise scope and location of future improvements 
have not been determined, precise environmental impacts associated with such improvements 
would be too speculative to address at this time.  Environmental impacts associated with 
implementation of required transportation improvements would be evaluated in separate 
environmental documentation prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).   
  

d.  Cumulative impacts.  Development of the proposed projects under the 2008 RTP 
represent cumulative development throughout the county.  Impacts discussed above are 
cumulative in nature because they do not include the development of specific projects.   To 
recap, implementation of the RTP would result in primarily beneficial (Class IV) vehicular 
traffic impacts except at the locations specified above, where the impact is potentially significant 
but mitigable (Class II).  The traffic impacts associated with the proposed RTP rail and airport 
improvements are either unknown or adverse but less than significant (Class III).  Impacts to 
transit service are considered to be beneficial (Class IV).  The RTP aims at providing direction 
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and solutions to transportation problems.  Projects identified by the RTP are designed to benefit 
the circulation infrastructure in Santa Barbara County. 
 

 e.  Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. Table 4.1-10 identifies those 
projects that may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.1.2.b. The individual projects listed 
could create significant transportation/traffic 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 these specific projects.  

 
 

Table 4.1-10.  RTP Projects that May Result in Transportation/Traffic Impacts 
 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 

CT-16 Goleta Rail Station 

T-2 

Potential impacts may 
occur due to increased 

localized traffic 
surrounding the projects 

SBCAG-5 Countywide 
CT-PL-26 Goleta Station 
CT-PL-31 South Coast 
CT-PL-32 Countywide 
CT-PL-33 Countywide 
SMAT-1 Santa Maria 
C-PL-9 Bailard Ave/Hwy 101 

COLT-PL-3 Lompoc 
COLT-PL-4 Lompoc 
MTD-PL-22 South Coast 
SMAT-PL-3 Santa Maria 
SBC-PL-14 Santa Barbara County 

SYA-1 Santa Ynez Airport 
SYA-2 Santa Ynez Airport 
SYA-3 Santa Ynez Airport 

LOMA-1 Lompoc Airport 
LOMA-2 Lompoc Airport 
SBA-1 Santa Barbara Airport 
SBA-2 Santa Barbara Airport 
SBA-3 Santa Barbara Airport 
SBA-4 Santa Barbara Airport 
SBA-5 Santa Barbara Airport 
SMA-1 Santa Maria Airport 
SMA-3 Santa Maria Airport 
SMA-4 Santa Maria Airport 
SMA-5 Santa Maria Airport 
SMA-6 Santa Maria Airport 
SMA-7 Santa Maria Airport 
SMA-8 Santa Maria Airport 
SMA-9 Santa Maria Airport 

SMA-12 Santa Maria Airport 
 

 
4.1.3   Induced Travel 
 

a.  Definition and Literature Review.  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 
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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.   
 
The relationship between roadway capacity and travel is not simple.  The Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA, 2007) explains that the term induced travel “is often misused to imply 
that increases in highway capacity are directly responsible for increases in traffic.  In fact, the 
relationship between increases in highway capacity and traffic is very complex, involving 
various travel behavior responses, residential and business location decisions, and changes in 
regional population and economic growth.”  Schiffer et al. (2003, p. 5) reach similar conclusions 
from their literature review:  “[t]he statistical relationship between road supply and traffic is not 
the result of a simple, one-way, causal link” and it is “[d]ifficult to disentangle the many 
contributors to increased travel.” 
 
One paper on the subject—Robert Cervero’s Road Expansion, Urban Growth, and Induced Travel: A 
Path Analysis (2001) (as cited in Schiffer et al., 2003, p. 4)—finds that “much of the previous 
research involving induced travel failed to capture th[e] two-way relationship” “between road 
use and road supply,” and many studies “have overstated induced-demand effects because 
they have not correctly specified the chain of events between added roadway capacity and 
traffic growth.” 
 
In addition to difficulties disentangling the contributors and specifying the chain of events, 
many studies incorrectly or insufficiently define and differentiate types of travel.  “[M]any 
previous studies have failed to carefully distinguish ‘induced demand’ from ‘induced travel’” 
(Cervero, 2001, p. 10).  Two types of travel demand, in particular, are commonly mistaken for, 
or lumped together with, induced travel:  diverted trips and trips related to socioeconomic 
growth.  Trips diverted spatially (e.g., trips diverted from parallel local roadways back to 
widened freeways) or temporally (e.g., trips diverted from off-peak hours back to peak hours) 
are not new trips and do not result in a net increase in total trips.  Trips related to socioeconomic 
growth, which are primarily a function of increases in population, housing, and jobs, are not 
generated by increased highway capacity.   
 
As Parthasarathi et al. (2002, p. 1335) state, “considerable controversy has existed over the 
existence and importance of the response of demand to supply.”  Schiffer et al. (2003, p. 4) 
conclude that “the research of induced travel is still evolving and that researchers are just 
beginning to unravel the complex relationships between investments in roadway capacity and 
the resulting travel demand effects.”  Induced travel may occur, but “[t]o what degree and 
under what circumstances these increases occur is a matter of debate” (Schiffer et al., 2003, p. 4). 
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In Generated Traffic and Induced Travel: Implications for Transport Planning, Litman (2009, Abstract) 
argues that adding capacity to a roadway increases “generated traffic,” which “fills a significant 
portion of capacity added to [a] congested urban road.”  Litman, however, defines “generated 
traffic” as “diverted traffic (trips shifted in time, route and destination), and induced vehicle 
travel (shifts from other modes, longer trips and new vehicle trips)” (Abstract).  Similarly, 
although Noland (2001, Abstract) finds “that added lane mileage can induce significant 
additional travel,” his definition of induced travel includes “mode shifts, route shifts, 
redistribution of trips, generation of new trips, and long run land use changes that create new 
trips and longer trips.”  These definitions are over-inclusive and do not separate out the 
generally limited trip generation associated with strictly induced travel.      
 
When the types of travel demand are clearly differentiated, most studies conclude that trips 
related to socioeconomic growth and trips diverted from other facilities—mentioned above as 
the types commonly mistaken for, or lumped together with, induced travel—account for the 
majority of increased travel demand experienced along major highways.  Effects of Increased 
Highway Capacity on Travel Behavior (CARB by Dowling and Associates, 1995) and Expanding 
Metropolitan Highways, Implications for Air Quality and Energy (Transportation Research Board 
Report 245) (as cited in SBCAG, 2002) conclude that if new highway capacity does fill up, it is 
due not to induced travel, but rather to travelers diverting from other facilities or time periods in 
the short term, and to socioeconomic growth in the long term. 
 
Local data from the SBCAG travel demand model (refer to Table 4.1-11) confirms that the 
majority of traffic growth in the long term is due to socioeconomic growth, regardless of 
roadway improvements.  Daily VMT is forecast to increase by 59% under the No Build scenario, 
in which no RTP projects would be implemented and all of this VMT growth would be due to 
socioeconomic growth.  Implementation of the full RTP (the 2030 Planned scenario), which 
includes the widening of U.S. 101, would actually lessen the growth in VMT (daily VMT is 
forecast to increase by only 53% under the Planned scenario).   
 

Table 4.1-11.  Santa Barbara County Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

 2000 Base Case 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

Daily VMT 9,769,047 15,506,795 15,883,445 14,948,776 

% Change from 2000 Base -  +59% + 63% + 53% 

% Change from 2030  
No Build - - + 2.4% - 3.6% 

% Change from 2030 Programmed - - 2.4% - - 5.9% 

 
Other literature confirms the prominence of diverted trips in the short-term.  The Atlanta 
Regional Commission (2006), in ARC Analysis of Induced Travel Effects and VMT Diversion, 
explains that the change in VMT compared to the change in lane-miles “inherently contains 
several different changes in travel demand.  Probably the most important is the change of path, 
whereas a trip which used to use an arterial now is re-routed to the freeway” (p. 5).  The South 
Coast Highway 101 Deficiency Plan generalizes the findings from Effects of Increased Highway 
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Capacity on Travel Behavior (CARB by Dowling and Associates, 1995) and Expanding Metropolitan 
Highways, Implications for Air Quality and Energy (Transportation Research Board Report 245) (as 
cited in SBCAG, 2002) as follows: “Most of the increase in peak period traffic observed (90+ 
percent) when capacity of a congested highway is increased is the result of shifts in traffic from 
other routes or time periods rather than new increases in highway system use.”  The FHWA 
(2007) states: “While some of these [traveler] responses [to increased highway capacity] do 
represent new trips, much of the observed increase in traffic comes from trips that were already 
being made before the increase in highway capacity, or reflect predictable traveler behavior that 
is accounted for in travel demand forecasts.”   
 
Another complication in drawing conclusions from the literature is that many studies have not 
differentiated between the impacts of new roads versus widened roads and roads in 
urban/developed areas versus roads in rural/undeveloped areas.  Schiffer et al. (2003) found in 
their literature review that “[i]nduced travel effects for constructing new roadways versus 
widening existing roadways were not definitive” and “[u]rban versus rural differences in 
induced travel are unknown” (p. 5).  Those who have specifically studied the differentiations 
have confirmed that they are important.  The results of a study by Parthasarathi, Levinson, & 
Karamalaputi (2002) “indicate that larger stable jurisdictions do not produce a change in VKT 
[vehicle kilometers traveled], while growing MCDs [Minor Civil Divisions] do” (p. 1345).  The 
same study highlights “the importance of separating new construction from the expansion of 
existing links” (Summary).  The authors found that most previous studies had not made the 
differentiation between new roads and widened roads, and, not surprisingly, their results 
showed that any impacts from widening would likely be less than any impacts from new roads.  
Studies cited in SBCAG (2002) conclude that “[h]ighway capacity additions for which some 
researchers claimed to experience an induced effect generally…were new facilities which 
traversed undeveloped areas vs. widening facilities within already urbanized areas.” 
 
Arguably the most substantial project in the RTP is the U.S. 101 widening, which involves the 
widening of an existing roadway rather than the construction of a new roadway.  In addition, 
only seven projects2

 

 include extensions of roadways, few of which would be located in entirely 
undeveloped areas.  Therefore, it is likely that any potential induced travel impacts from the 
RTP would be less than many studies would suggest.   

The complexities of the topic of induced travel have led to a variety of conclusions in the 
literature.  “Depending upon methodologies and data sources, analyses of induced travel 
provide differing results” (Strathman et al., 2000, p. 5).  The wide variety of values calculated for 
the elasticity of travel demand highlights this problem. 
 
The FHWA (2007) defines demand elasticity as “the percentage change in the quantity 
demanded for a good, divided by the associated percentage change in the price of the good.”  In 

                                                      
2 Extension projects include CT 4 (Extend Via Real to connect between Bailard Avenue and Linden Avenue); SM 1 
(Construct a two-lane road with Class II bike lanes on Union Valley Parkway from Hummel to Blosser & Bradley); 
SBC 5 (Construct a missing segment of Hummel Drive between Union Valley Parkway and Mooncrest Lane); Go PL 
9 (Construct a two-lane road to extend the terminus of the existing Overpass Road to Hollister Avenue); Lom PL 1 
(Extend Central Avenue); SM PL 1 (At U.S. 101 & SR 135, extend Broadway east); and SM PL 15 (Construct a four-
lane arterial, E Street from Fairway to Betteravia). 
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the case of travel, the “demand” is usually VMT and the “price” (or “supply”) is usually lane-
miles.  There are several ways to calculate elasticities; the most commonly used equation is: 
 

Elasticity= ∆ VMT 
∆ Lane Miles 

 
An elasticity of 0.0 means that any increase in lane-miles does not cause any increase in VMT, 
while an elasticity of 1.0 means that every percentage increase in lane-miles causes an equal 
percentage increase in VMT.  Schiffer et al. (2003, p. 5) found that “As measured by the increase 
in VMT with respect to an increase in lane-miles, short-term effects have an elasticity range 
from near zero to about 0.40, while long-term elasticities range from about 0.50 to 1.00.”  
Similarly, Noland (2001, Abstract) found elasticities “of about 0.3—0.6 in the short run and 
between 0.7 and 1.0 in the long run.”  The ARC (2006) found the elasticity for increasing 
freeway capacity to be approximately 0.40. 
 
The RTP will increase lane-miles by such a small amount (refer to Table 4.1-12) that even with a 
high elasticity, VMT would only increase by a small amount.  The RTP’s 2030 Planned scenario 
(which assumes full implementation of the proposed U.S. 101 improvements) will increase lane-
miles by only 3.5%.  Even assuming elasticity from the top end of the spectrum (1.0), VMT 
would only increase by 3.5%.   
 

Table 4.1-12.  Lane-Miles in Santa Barbara County 

 
2000 Base Case 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

Lane-Miles 2,496 2,496 2,555 2,582 

% Change from 2000 - 0.0% 2.4% 3.5% 
These figures include only the lane-miles on the SBCAG model network. 
These figures include the following roadway classes: freeways, major arterials. 

 
The FHWA (2007) further advises that “extreme caution should be used when interpreting the 
results of these studies to make inferences about the magnitude of induced travel.  …despite the 
large number of empirical studies involving travel demand elasticities, there is very little 
agreement among researchers or transportation planning professionals on acceptable values of 
demand elasticities to use in estimating induced travel.  …indiscriminate application of demand 
elasticities can significantly over-estimate induced travel impacts.” 
 

b.  Modeling.  Modeling induced travel is particularly difficult because induced travel 
is related to traveler behavior.  Most current travel models can account for some, but not all, of 
the potential traveler responses (e.g., mode choice, change of schedule, new trips, etc.).  In 
addition, Schiffer et al. (2003, p. 5) found that induced traffic models “confuse, or conflate, cause 
and effect.” 
 
For an area of its size, population, and transportation network, etc., SBCAG is in conformance 
with, and often exceeds, federal and state performance standards for travel demand modeling.  
SBCAG’s travel demand model has been reviewed by FHWA as part of a triennial federal 
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review process that is required of all metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs)3.  FHWA and 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) determined that SBCAG’s planning process, including 
the travel model, is in accordance with federal guidelines.  The two federal agencies also 
provided recommendations for long-term model improvement, which SBCAG is following.  
SBCAG’s travel demand model is also consistent with state guidelines for regional 
transportation planning agencies (RTPAs)4

 

 established by the California Transportation 
Commission, the agency that prepares the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines. 

SBCAG’s model can account for mode choice and diversion of trips when new transportation 
projects are installed.  As a traditional 4-step travel demand model, however, SBCAG’s model 
does not have the capability to explicitly model induced travel, since it is highly related to 
traveler behavior.  FHWA’s position on induced travel and model limitations is: 
 

FHWA's position reflects the consensus of the transportation planning and travel 
behavior research community that induced travel is neither more nor less than the 
cumulative result of individual traveler choices and land development decisions made in 
response to an improved level of transportation service.  Many, but not all, of these travel 
choice decisions are accounted for in current travel forecasting models or land use-
transportation interaction models, and FHWA is supporting additional research and 
development to improve travel and land use models to address the others. 
 
Travel forecasts represent a critical input in evaluating transportation investments, and 
should be based on analyses that take these travel choice decisions into account to the 
fullest extent possible.  Where current technical limitations of analysis methods preclude 
accounting for some of these travel decisions, they should be identified in documentation 
describing the analysis. However, current technical limitations of travel models should 
not, in and of themselves, be sufficient cause to discredit the results of travel forecasts for 
planning and environmental decisions. (FHWA, 2007) 

 
Refer to Appendix I for additional detail regarding SBCAG’s travel demand model. 
 

c.  Evidence from Local Data.  Local empirical and modeled data suggest that any 
increases in travel demand (e.g., on U.S. 101) in Santa Barbara County will be due to trip 
diversions (e.g., from local arterials) rather than from new trips possibly induced by increased 
roadway capacity (e.g., a widened U.S. 101).  Attachment F to the South Coast Highway 101 
Deficiency Plan (SBCAG, 2002) examines data collected from two local roadway improvements—
a freeway widening and a freeway interchange improvement.  The data indicate that after the 
projects were completed, although increased traffic was observed, the increase could be 
attributed to trips diverted back to the project areas from parallel arterials or adjacent 
interchanges. 
 
The first case is the 1988 widening of U.S. 101 from four to six lanes between Castillo Street and 
Fairview Avenue.  In this example, substantial daily traffic growth was experienced on U.S. 101 

                                                      
3 As the designated MPO, SBCAG is responsible for all transportation planning and programming activities required 
under federal law. 
4 As the designated RTPA, SBCAG is responsible for the multi-modal transportation planning, programming, and fund 
allocation required by state statutes. 
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immediately following completion of the six-lane project.  In isolation, this data may appear to 
indicate a short-term induced effect.  However, if one increases the scale of analysis by 
including lower order facilities that parallel U.S. 101 in the vicinity, the question of how much 
of this new increment of highway traffic is actually “new” traffic becomes less clear.  Daily 
utilization of parallel facilities increased prior to the six-lane project (most likely as a response to 
growing congestion on U.S. 101 and/or construction activity), only to dramatically decrease 
after the six-lane project was complete. The latter strongly indicates a re-allocation or diversion 
of traffic off the lower order parallel facilities and back onto U.S. 101.  Examination of the peak 
hour count data for the same roadways (shown in Table 4.1-13 below) supports this conclusion.  
Two years after the completion of the six-lane project, the absolute growth in peak hour traffic 
on U.S. 101 was found to be roughly equal to the absolute decline in peak hour traffic on the 
lower order parallel facilities (1,300 more vehicles per hour on U.S. 101 versus 1,289 fewer 
vehicles per hour on lower order facilities).  Hence, no link between increased highway capacity 
and induced traffic volume is apparent in this local data. 
 

Table 4.1-13.  Peak Hour Trip Diversion After Completion of the Six-Lane Project 

Count Location Peak Hour Volume 
1988 

Peak Hour Volume 
1990 

Peak Hour Volume 
Different 1988-1990 

U.S. 101 (at Las Positas)1 10,600 11,900 1,300 

Lower Order Parallel Facilities2 

Route 192 e/o Barger Canyon Road 1,563 1,152 (411) 

State Street e/o Hope Avenue 2,805 2,412 (393) 

Modoc Road w/o Calle De Los Ami 1,355 870 (485) 

Parallel Facility Total 5,723 4,434 (1,289) 
1 Caltrans Control Station Count 
2 Traffic Count Report for Santa Barbara County, December 1991 

 
The second case is the 1997 interchange improvements at the La Cumbre/ U.S. 101 Southbound 
Ramp.  In this example, improvements included replacing and widening the over-crossing 
bridge, widening the on- and off-ramps, adding north and southbound auxiliary lanes on U.S. 
101, and signalizing the ramp intersections.  Level of service and total evening peak hour 
approach volumes at the ramp intersection and adjacent ramp intersections before and after 
completion of the project are shown in Table 4.1-14 on the following page.  As shown therein, 
total peak hour approach volumes dramatically increased at the newly improved interchange 
(21%) after its completion.  However, as indicated by the decline in peak hour approach 
volumes at the adjacent ramp intersections, this was not the result of “induced” vehicle trips, 
but existing traffic diverting from nearby ramp intersections to the improved interchange.  
Although serving approximately the same number of motorists (5% difference in approach 
volumes for the before and after counts is a typical variance for single day counts), completion 
of the La Cumbre/U.S. 101 Southbound Ramp improvement dramatically improved operations 
at all affected intersections, providing a system-wide benefit in circulation and air quality.        
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Table 4.1-14.  Peak Hour Trip Diversion After La Cumbre Interchange 
Improvement Project 

Intersection 1993 
LOS 

1993 Approach 
Volume 1998 LOS 1998 Approach 

Volume 

La Cumbre/U.S. 101 SB F 1,672 B 2,019 

Las Positas/U.S. 101 SB C 3,255 B 3,004 

Las Positas/U.S. 101 NB D 3,775 B 3,397 

U.S. 101/Earl Warren/Calle Real E 1,782 B 1,531 

Total  10,484  9,951 

 
Again, no link between highway capacity and induced traffic volumes is apparent in these local 
data. 
 
Data from SBCAG’s travel demand model, as described above, also indicate the phenomenon of 
diverted trips.  Tables 4.1-15 and 4.1-16 are two example screenlines5

 

 showing P.M. peak hour 
trips on the South Coast U.S. 101 corridor and parallel facilities for the Programmed and 
Planned scenarios. 

Table 4.1-15.  Screenline West of Olive Mill/Hot Springs 

Location 
P.M. Peak Hour Trips (PHT) - Southbound 

2030 Program 2030 Planned Difference 

Route 192 west of Hot Springs Road 650 250 -400 

Hot Springs Road east of Coast Village/Cabrillo 750 650 -100 

Coast Village Road east of Hot Springs Road 850 600 -250 

U.S. 101 east of Cabrillo Interchange 5400 5400 0 

 

Table 4.1-16.  Screenline East of Linden Avenue 

Location 
P.M. Peak Hour Trips (PHT) - Southbound 

2030 Program 2030 Planned Difference 

Route 192 east of Linden Avenue 600 90 -510 

Via Real east of Ogan Road 650 180 -470 

U.S. 101 east of Linden Avenue 4700 4700 0 

Carpinteria Avenue east of Linden Avenue 650 600 -50 

 
                                                      
5 A screenline is a representation of a cross-section of roadways. 
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Under the Planned scenario, which includes the U.S. 101 widening, the P.M. peak hour forecasts 
show substantial diversion of traffic off parallel facilities.  The fact that the screenlines show 
freeway volumes remaining the same for each of the two scenarios can likely be attributed to a 
significant mode shift from driving to intercity rail (between 900 and 1,700 riders are forecast to 
take intercity rail during A.M. and P.M. peak hours under the Planned scenario) and transit, 
and also the implementation of transportation demand management (TDM) programs.  
    

d.  Impacts.  The net effect of the 2008 RTP would be to reduce overall vehicle miles 
traveled compared to the 2030 No Build scenario and the 2030 Programmed scenario, as 
described in Section 4.3, Air Quality (refer also to Appendix C of the Final EIR for air quality 
analysis worksheets).  The list of capital improvement projects of the 2008 RTP includes 
widening of existing roadways and bridges, and the construction of new roadways.  However, 
the RTP directs equally as much funding to transit, bicycle, pedestrian and rail projects as to 
highway, street, and road construction projects (30% of all funding each), and only a portion of 
highway, street, and road construction projects are highway capacity-increasing projects.  In 
addition, the U.S. 101 widening (with HOV lanes) will also facilitate alternative transportation 
modes.  A substantial amount of funding is allocated to transportation projects that maintain 
existing roadway infrastructure and improve safety, which also provide significant benefits to 
buses, cyclists, and pedestrians.  Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, the RTP 
contains goals and policies that implement various Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) 
contained in the County’s Clean Air Plan, which are designed to reduce total vehicle miles 
traveled and vehicle trips.  This includes policies related to:  area ridesharing, employer-based 
transportation demand management programs, traffic flow improvements, short range transit, 
and parking management (refer to Table 4.1-17 below).   
 

 
e.  Conclusion.  Travel demand in Santa Barbara County may indeed increase in the 

future, but local data indicate demand will be driven primarily by socioeconomic growth, with 

Table 4.1-17.  2008 RTP Goals and Policies that Implement TCMs 

RTP 
Goals and 
Policies 

Description 

Policy 1.5 
Encourage the use of alternative fuels, alternative transportation modes, and the application 
of advanced transportation and energy technologies to reduce vehicular emission and 
energy consumption. 

Policy 1.7 Encourage the use of Transit-Oriented Development land use planning to facilitate walking 
and biking and develop transit rider-ship markets. 

Policy 1.8 
Increase transportation system efficiency, improve mobility, reduce travel demand and 
provide improved air quality through the implementation of system management, demand 
management strategies and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) applications. 

Goal 3 Promote bicycling as a commute alternative, providing access to activity and employment 
centers, interregional connectivity, and short trips. 

Goal 4 Promote expansion of public transit services with the county to meet the mobility needs of 
residents and visitors, and as a means to reduce traffic and parking congestion. 

Policy 5.1 Encourage the increase in passenger rail service to and within Santa Barbara County. 

Goal 7 Promote the provision of pedestrian facilities to encourage walking as an alternative form of 
transportation and as an element of an integrated multi-modal transportation system. 
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minor increases on roads such as U.S. 101 related to diversion from parallel arterials.  If any 
induced travel does occur, it will likely be insignificant.  “The central conclusion from [two] 
studies [cited in Attachment F to The South Coast Highway 101 Deficiency Plan (SBCAG, 2002)] is 
that although an induced effect can occur if certain conditions are present, it is typically not 
significant; i.e., 1 to 3 percent of new traffic growth.” 
 
Improvements in the 2008 RTP make it speculative to quantify exact induced travel increases. 
However, based on the preceding analysis of local trip diversion associated with past road and 
intersection improvement projects, a literature review, and analysis from the SBCAG travel 
model cited previously, there would not be a significant impact on infrastructure, services or 
congestion relating to induced travel.   Other traffic-related impacts are further discussed in 
Section 4.1.2 (Impact Analysis) in Section 4.1, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR. 
Thus, no adjustments to the conclusion of the Final EIR are necessary with respect to this issue. 
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4.2 LAND USE 
 
4.2.1 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 as 
well as scattered throughout the urban areas themselves. 
 
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. 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 uses that serve the 
needs of the Air Force Base, this valley is primarily agricultural in character. Cuyama Valley is 
another largely agricultural area, 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 uses in this valley include agriculture, ranch-style 
residential, and visitor-serving commercial. Vineyards are an increasingly important use 
throughout much of the Santa Ynez Valley. 
 

b. Agricultural Issues. 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. The top ten revenue crops that were produced in the 
County in 2006 included strawberries, broccoli, wine grapes, head and leaf lettuce, celery, 
avocados, cauliflower, cattle and Lily cut flowers (Santa Barbara County Crop Report, 2006). 
 
Much of the county’s transportation system traverses rural areas, including areas overlain by 
rich agricultural soils, a high percentage of which are in production. The Santa Maria Valley 
and Santa Ynez Valley are two of the county’s leading agricultural areas, and are noted for their 
high quality irrigated crops, including strawberries and grapes. Cattle ranching is common 
throughout the county, and much of the rolling terrain in the more remote portions of the 
county are characterized by this land use. 
 

c. Population and Housing Issues. Santa Barbara County is predominantly rural, and 
settlement patterns reflect this fact. About 33% of the county’s population of 424,425 (California 
Department of Finance, 2007) live outside the county’s incorporated areas. Since the City of 
Goleta incorporated in 2002, 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, Cuyama, and New Cuyama. The relatively 
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large distances between the county’s population centers require well-maintained rural 
highways, many of which are the focus of RTP projects. 
 
About 214,200 people are currently employed in Santa Barbara County, while the 
unemployment rate has declined steadily to 4.1%. (Employment Development Department, 
2006). According to the SBCAG Growth Forecast (2002) job growth in the county has kept and is 
expected to keep pace with population growth.  Consequently, population and employment 
opportunities have maintained a relative balance over the past decade. 
 
Although the countywide ratio of jobs to housing remains generally in balance, average 
commute distance in the county has continued to increase. The reasons for this increase are 
complex. However, the imbalance between housing costs and incomes in the South Coast area 
is an important factor that has forced many South County employees to seek less expensive 
housing in the North County, thereby significantly increasing commute times and travel 
distances. 
 

d. Regulatory Setting. Land use issues are regulated by the general plans and zoning 
ordinances of the County and the various incorporated cities within the County. Some 
agricultural lands are under statewide protection pursuant to the Williamson Act, or Land 
Conservation Act (LCA). Lands under LCA contract, which are entered into voluntarily by 
property owners, cannot be converted to urban uses during the contract period, typically a 
minimum of 10 years. In exchange, these property owners receive 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 proposed RTP includes a list of regional capital improvements that have been anticipated in 
each local jurisdiction’s general plans. This includes the airport improvements, which have been 
identified in the various Airport Master Plans. Consequently, the RTP is consistent with local 
plans. 
 
4.2.2 Impact Analysis 
 
 a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Land use impacts were assessed based 
upon the level of physical impact anticipated in the various issues that can affect compatibility 
(air quality, noise, and aesthetics).  Pursuant to the State CEQA guidelines, potentially 
significant impacts would result if the project would: 
 

• Physically divide an established community; 
• 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; or 

• Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan. 

• Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure); 
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• Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere; or 

• Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. 

 
In addition, Santa Barbara County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual 
(January 1995, updated as of 2002) includes “Quality of Life Guidelines” and “Agricultural 
Resource 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 
• Result in the loss of sunlight/solar access. 

 
Impacts are also considered potentially significant if a specific improvement would displace 
homes or businesses. 
 
The issue of impacts to agriculture is a complex one in Santa Barbara County. The 
recommended CEQA checklist in the State CEQA Guidelines specifically mentions only 
conversion of Prime or Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance as having 
potentially significant impacts to agriculture. However, the County of Santa Barbara has 
adopted a much more complicated point system for determining the significance of converting 
agricultural land. This system assigns points for each of nine categories, including soil type, 
parcel size, current and adjacent uses, Comprehensive Plan designation, agricultural preserve 
potential, water availability, and agricultural suitability. If the overall point total is 60 or above, 
the impact to agriculture 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. 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. 
 
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 
RTP improvement is beyond the scope of this Program EIR. Therefore, this EIR assumes that 
any individual RTP project that could convert any farmland would have a potentially 
significant impact. In reality, however, impacts to many of the agricultural areas that would be 
affected by capital improvement projects likely would not exceed the County’s significance 
threshold. The actual magnitude of agricultural land impacts associated with individual RTP 
projects will need to be determined on a case-by-case basis as projects are designed and 
implemented. 
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b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This section describes generalized 
impacts associated with some of the projects anticipated under the RTP. Table 4.2-1 in Section 
4.2.2.c. lists the specific projects that could result in the impacts discussed below. 
 

Impact LU-1 Some RTP projects may create land use conflicts with existing 
sensitive land uses, including residential development. This is 
considered a Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
The RTP includes roadway, bikeway, and airport modifications that could result in physical 
land use impacts with existing development. Such impacts could include an increase in noise, 
lighting conflicts with neighboring uses, or a degradation of public safety or air quality. Projects 
with the potential to create these kinds of impacts include construction of new facilities in 
proximity in noise-sensitive uses, road extensions and widenings, and various improvements at 
the four airports in the county that may increase air traffic or change flight patterns. 
 
Land use conflicts associated with RTP improvements are considered potentially significant. 
Such impacts would be most common in urban areas, particularly in areas where new 
roadways are proposed. 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. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. The following mitigation measures are required to reduce 
potential impacts related to conflicts between RTP improvements and nearby sensitive land 
uses: 

LU-1(a) Setbacks, fences, or other appropriate means shall be used to 
separate transportation facilities with the potential to generate land 
use conflicts from adjacent sensitive land uses. Roadways shall be 
designed to minimize potential impacts to pedestrians and 
bicyclists, particularly those living in adjacent residential areas, or 
attending nearby schools. Adequate striping, signs and 
signalization shall be installed to slow traffic where appropriate, 
and to reduce safety and noise impacts. The jurisdiction through 
which the proposed impacting roadway traverses would be 
responsible for implementing this measure, which may in part be 
based on project-specific noise and safety studies required by the 
local agency. 

 
LU-1(b) Street lighting, where necessary, shall be minimized to the extent 

possible in areas adjacent to sensitive land uses. Street lights shall 
be shielded, and oriented away from residential development. No 
street light shall exceed the minimum height requirement as 
dictated by Caltrans or local ordinance, as applicable. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. Implementation of recommended mitigation measures 

would be expected to reduce land use conflicts to a less than significant level; however, it 
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should be noted that impacts will need to be assessed and, if necessary, mitigated on a case-by-
case basis. 
 

Impact LU-2 Some RTP projects could displace or disrupt existing homes 
and businesses. This is considered a Class II, significant but 
mitigable impact. 

 
During construction on both new and existing roadways, businesses may be temporarily 
disrupted through temporary road or lane closures, or blockage of access to parking. In 
addition, projects that involve extension of roadways may result in displacement of residents or 
businesses. Both temporary disruption and permanent displacement are considered potentially 
significant impacts. 
 
Displacement impacts would occur most commonly in urban areas, where roadways are 
proposed for extension in previously-developed areas. Such impacts could also occur in rural 
areas, where roadways would encroach on existing farmland, potentially resulting in the 
removal of associated homes and ancillary facilities. Access and disruption impacts associated 
with construction would occur to varying degrees with all construction projects, but would be 
most acute in urban areas with high volumes and traffic and businesses that depend upon ease 
of vehicular access. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. The following measures are recommended to mitigate potential 
impacts relating to temporary disturbance to and permanent displacement of residences and 
businesses. 

LU-2(a) The local jurisdiction in which an RTP project with the potential to 
displace residences or businesses (as indicated in Table 4.2-1) is 
located shall assure that project-specific environmental reviews 
consider alternative alignments that avoid or minimize impacts to 
nearby residences and businesses. 

 
LU-2(b) Where project-specific reviews identify displacement or relocation 

impacts that are unavoidable, the local jurisdiction in which the 
project is located 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-2(c) For all transportation projects that could result in temporary lane 

closures or access blockage during construction, 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. 
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Significance After Mitigation

 

. Implementation of recommended measures would 
mitigate impacts relating to temporary disturbance and long-term displacement. 

Impact LU-3 Although some RTP projects could redistribute residential 
and commercial development, RTP projects that are included 
in local General Plans would not significantly induce growth 
beyond that envisioned in those plans. The primary purpose 
of proposed improvements is to accommodate projected 
growth. This is a Class III, less than significant, impact. 

 
Several roadway extensions and widenings are anticipated in the updated RTP, mostly in 
existing urbanized areas such as Lompoc, Santa Barbara, Carpinteria, Goleta, and Santa Maria. 
Other roadway operational improvement projects are anticipated in the Santa Ynez Valley. 
Roadway improvements can remove 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). 
 
However, in all cases for the RTP, roadway improvements are anticipated by the general plans 
of the applicable local jurisdictions. These general plans have previously undergone 
environmental review, and have subsequently been approved to coordinate roadway 
construction with potential land development. As such, RTP roadway extensions are not 
inherently growth-inducing, but would instead 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. Growth-inducing impacts are not 
considered significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures
 

. No mitigation measures are required. 

Significance After Mitigation
 

. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact LU-4 Some RTP projects could convert agricultural lands to 
transportation infrastructure. Although the actual level of 
impact from individual projects is not known at this time, the 
overall impact to agriculture is assumed to be Class I, 
significant and unavoidable. 

 
The extension and widening of a number of RTP roadways could encroach onto areas 
supporting agricultural production. Most projects would only affect narrow strips of 
agricultural land along existing right-of-way.  Nevertheless, roadway projects could result in 
the incremental loss of production at these locations, which include areas in Goleta, the Santa 
Ynez and Lompoc Valleys, and Santa Maria. 
 
Both irrigated agriculture and grazing could be affected by roadway improvement projects. 
Direct impacts could occur by displacing agricultural production, while indirect impacts (such 
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as trespassing and vandalism) could occur on adjacent agricultural lands following project 
implementation. 
 
Much of Santa Barbara County is underlain by prime agricultural soils, as defined by both the 
state Important Farmlands Inventory and the Natural Resources Conservation Service. The 
Santa Maria Valley and Santa Ynez Valley in particular contain extensive high-quality 
agricultural soils, defined as prime soils (Class I or II soils). A number of roadway extensions 
throughout the county could encroach on prime agricultural soils, or soils that could support 
high quality agricultural production. 
 
Areas with prime agricultural soils are generally considered most important for farming. 
However, as discussed under Methodology and Significance Thresholds, the County of Santa 
Barbara uses a complicated formula for determining the significance of impacts to agriculture. 
This formula assigns points for each of nine factors. Impacts are considered significant if the 
point total equals or exceeds 60. Based upon the county’s methodology, even projects that do 
not disturb any land outside the existing road right-of-way could have significant impacts. 
 
It is not known at this time whether or not impacts from any individual capital improvement 
project would exceed the 60-point threshold. 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 grazing lands. Nevertheless, because the actual 
magnitude of impacts from individual projects cannot be determined at this time, the overall 
impact to agriculture is assumed to be significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. No measures are available to mitigate the loss of agricultural 
lands, short of eliminating proposed roadways that would traverse areas containing prime soils. 
However, the following measures would incrementally reduce impacts to agricultural lands 
and existing agricultural production: 

LU-4(a) When new roadway extensions are planned, the local jurisdiction in 
which the RTP project is located shall assure that project-specific 
environmental reviews consider alternative alignments that reduce 
or avoid impacts to agricultural lands. 

 
LU-4(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-4(c) When new roadway extensions are planned in areas that contain 

sensitive farmland, the local jurisdiction in which the RTP project is 
located shall assure that project-specific environmental reviews 
consider the use of agricultural conservation easements on land of 
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at least equal quality and size as compensation for the loss of 
agricultural land.  Agricultural conservation easements could be 
implemented by directly purchasing easements or donating 
mitigation fees to a local, regional, or statewide organization or 
agency whose purpose includes the acquisition and stewardship of 
agricultural conservation easements.  

 
Mitigation measure LU-1 (a) above, which calls for appropriate setbacks and fencing, would 
also minimize trespassing and vandalism impacts. 
 

Significance After Mitigation

 

. Although the above measures would reduce impacts to 
agriculture to the degree feasible, such impacts cannot be fully mitigated due to the potential 
conversion of agricultural lands in Goleta, Santa Maria-Guadalupe, and the Santa Ynez and 
Lompoc Valleys. Impacts from individual projects will need to be addressed on a case-by-case 
basis; however, because impacts to individual agricultural properties cannot be assumed to be 
insignificant, agricultural impacts are considered potentially significant and unavoidable. 

Impact LU-5 The RTP includes policies that guide proposed development 
under the plan. Proposed RTP policies are consistent with 
other regional and local transportation policies. Impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant. 

 
Chapter 3 of the RTP is the Policy Element, which describes the goals and policies that guide 
facility development under the RTP. The six program goals of the RTP are to 
 

Provide for a comprehensive, coordinated, and balanced multi-modal transportation system that 
is safe, cost-effective, and environmentally sound, and that meets the mobility needs of 
individuals and business, while being consistent with the social, economic, and land use goals of 
the region. 
 
Preserve and maintain the existing transportation system, emphasizing safety, system security, 
mobility, and congestion relief. 
 
Promote alternative forms of transportation to reduce traffic congestion and air pollution and 
provide adequate choices for transportation alternatives. 
 
Utilize limited transportation funds efficiently and effectively. 
 
Promote an integrated multi-modal freight movement system with enhanced services and 
mobility within Santa Barbara County and the surrounding region. 
 
Encourage local land use decisions that shape demand for transportation services such that the 
services support community vitality and environmental sensitivity for current and future 
generations. 

 
Specific goals and policies are consistent with these program goals. The remainder of the RTP 
goals and policies are organized by specific issues and transportation modes, as discussed 
below: 
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• Systems Integration

 

. The RTP promotes a coordinated and equitable multi-modal system 
designed to serve the travel requirements of the region, integrating elements of systems 
management, technology, and land use. 

• Highway and Roadway Policies

 

. The RTP promotes the maintenance and enhancement of 
the roadway system, emphasizing safety, mobility, and congestion relief.  

• Bicycle Policies

 

. The RTP promotes bicycling as a commute alternative, providing bicycle 
access to activity and employment centers, and interregional connectivity. 

• Transit Policies

 

. The RTP promotes the expansion of public transit services within the 
County to meet the mobility needs of residents and visitors and to reduce traffic and 
parking congestion. 

• Rail Policies

 

. The RTP promotes rail infrastructure and programs to maximize rail use in 
Santa Barbara County. 

• Airport Policies

 

. The RTP promotes the efficient development of airports, supporting local 
airport classifications. 

• Pedestrian Policies

 

. The RTP promotes the provision of pedestrian facilities to encourage 
walking as an alternative form of transportation and as an element of an integrated multi-
modal transportation system. 

In general, proposed RTP policies encourage a multi-modal transportation network. Emphasis 
is placed on non-motorized vehicles, in part to reduce traffic congestion and air quality impacts 
associated with automobile use. Priority is given to constructing bicycle-related projects. When 
streets must be expanded or constructed, priority is given to upgrading facilities that already 
exist, rather than constructing new ones. The RTP includes thresholds that discourage 
constructing such facilities until they are physically necessary (rather than when funding 
becomes available). 
 
Proposed RTP policies would minimize environmental impacts to the extent possible, insofar as 
they preferentially encourage non-motorized transportation. This approach is consistent with 
local transportation goals and policies of all the general plans in the county, which are similarly 
framed. Proposed RTP policies are also consistent with the Santa Barbara County APCD’s 2007 
Clean Air Maintenance Plan (CAP), which promotes similar policies emphasizing alternative 
fuels and alternative transportation modes.  Consistency with the CAP is further discussed in 
Section 4.3, Air Quality. 
 
The RTP also includes a policy consistency analysis, which demonstrates the general similarity 
between the goals of the RTP and those of the other jurisdictions throughout the county. This 
section of the RTP shows the link between the circulation goals of the local agencies and the 
RTP. Specifically, many of the transportation projects called for by local agencies are discussed 
in this section, and ultimately included in the RTP’s Action Element. 
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Based on this analysis, the proposed RTP is found to be consistent with both regional and local 
transportation goals. 
 

Mitigation Measures
 

. None required. 

Significance After Mitigation

 

. The project is considered consistent with applicable plans 
and policies. 

c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. Table 4.2-1 identifies those 
projects that may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.2.2.b. The individual projects listed 
could create significant land use impacts but would not necessarily do so.  Several projects that 
involve new or relocated roadways would result in land use conflicts but would not displace 
existing land uses.  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. Figure 4.2-l illustrates those 
projects that include ROW encroachment and agricultural impacts. 

 
Table 4.2-1  RTP Projects that May Result in Land Use Impacts 

 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
CT-1 Hwy 101, between Santa Maria Way to 

Rte 135 & Highway 101 sep. 
LU-1, LU-3, LU-4 Potential impacts to commercial, 

residential, or agricultural lands; 
increase capacity 

CT-2 Hwy 101; Coast Village Rd./Old Coast 
Hwy./Hot Springs Rd. 

LU-1, LU-2, LU-3 Potential impacts could affect nearby 
residences and businesses, access 
may be restricted, increase capacity 

CT-5 Hwy 101 at Hollister Avenue 
interchange 

LU-1 Potential impacts could affect nearby 
residences and businesses 

CT-8 Hwy 101 between Mobile Pier Road in 
Ventura County to south of Casitas 
Pass Rd. in Santa Barbara County 

LU-1, LU-3, LU-4 Potential impacts to commercial, 
residential, or agricultural lands; 
capacity increase 

CT-9 
 

SR-192 from Alamar Ave to Mission 
Canyon Rd. 

LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to residential parcels 
and restrict access 

GO-2 Hollister Ave.  LU-2 Potential impacts to  access to 
businesses during construction and 
long-term operation 

SB-1 SR 225 at Las Positas and Cliff Dr.  LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
SM-1 Union Valley Parkway LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to residences and 

businesses, access may be disrupted 
SM-2 Blosser Rd: Donovan Rd to Taylor St, 

Cook St to Donovan Rd. 
LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to residences and 

businesses, access may be disrupted 
SM-3 Miller St. LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to residences and 

businesses, access may be disrupted 
SM-4 SR 135 at Union Parkway LU-1 Potential impacts to residential uses 

adjacent to the project 
SM-5 Betteravia Rd between Hwy 101 and 

SR 135 
LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to residences and 

businesses, access may be disrupted 
SBC-3 Tepusquet Rd between Foxen Cyn Rd 

and Santa Maria Mesa Rd 
LU-2, LU-4 Potential impacts to access and 

agricultural land 
SBC-4 Hwy 101 at Evans Dr., Coville and 

Greenwell 
LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to nearby businesses 

and access 
SBC-5 Hummel Dr between Union Valley 

Parkway and Mooncrest Ln 
LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
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Table 4.2-1  RTP Projects that May Result in Land Use Impacts 
 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
CT-PL-3 Hwy 101 between 0.44 miles south of 

Carpinteria Creek Bridge and Sycamore 
Creek Bridge 

LU-1, LU-3 Potential impacts to nearby residences; 
capacity increase 

CT-PL-4 SR 246; Purisima intersection LU-4 Potential impacts to agricultural lands 
CT-PL-5 SR 246 from Hwy 101 to SR 154 LU-1, LU-2, LU-3 Potential impacts to nearby residences, 

agricultural lands and businesses, 
access may be restricted 

CT-PL-6 SR 166 from Santa Maria to Guadalupe LU-3 Potential impacts to agricultural lands 
CT-PL-7 Hwy 101 northbound between Las 

Positas and Mission St. 
LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

and businesses 
CT-PL-8 Hwy 101 from Fairview Ave to Storke 

Rd 
LU-1, LU-3 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

and businesses; capacity increase 
CT-PL-11 SR 192 from Alamar Rd to Sycamore 

Canyon Rd 
LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to residential parcels, 

access may be restricted 
CT-PL-13 Hwy 101 at Gaviota rest stop LU-2 Potential impacts to roadside facilities 
CT-PL-35 Hwy 246/Purisima Rd Intersection LU-4 Potential impacts to agricultural areas 

B-PL-2 SR 246 at McMurray Rd LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to businesses, access 
may be restricted 

C-PL-2 Holly Ave to Caprinteria Ave LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
C-PL-4 Via Real at Santa Monica Creek bridge 

and Via Real between Santa Ynez Ave 
and Santa Monica Rd 

LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses, access may be 
restricted 

C-PL-5 Hwy 101 at Bailard LU-2 Potential impacts to access to 
residential areas 

Go-PL-1 Storke Rd from Whittier to City Limits LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
Go-PL-4 La Patera Rd; Calle Real to Railroad LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
Go-PL-6 Ellwood Station Rd LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
Go-PL-9 Overpass Road to Hollister Avenue LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby school 
GU-PL-1 SR 1 through Guadalupe LU-1, LU-2, LU-3 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

and businesses; access may be 
restricted; capacity increase 

LOM-PL-1 SR 246 to Lompoc (Central Ave 
Extension) 

LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences, 
access may be restricted 

LOM-PL-2 Hwy 1, North H St. LU-1, LU-3 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses; capacity increase 

SB-PL-1 Hwy 101 between Mission St./Las 
Positas St. 

LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby businesses 

SM-PL-1 Hwy 101 & SR 135 interchanges LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and business; access may be restricted 

SM-Pl-3 Hwy 101 at Betteravia LU-2 Potential impacts to access for nearby 
residences 

SM-PL-4 Miller St between Robles St and Cook 
St 

LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses; access may be 
restricted 

SM-PL-6 Intersection of Railroad Depot and 
Fester 

LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses; access may be 
restricted 

SM-PL-8 Hwy 101 at Main St LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses 

SM-PL-9 Betteravia Rd, Blosser, and SR 135 LU-1, LU-2, LU-4 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses and agricultural land; 
access may be restricted 

SM-PL-10 College Dr between Battle Rd to 
Betteravia Rd 

LU-4 Potential impacts to agricultural lands 

SM-PL-11 A St between McCoy Lane and Stowell 
Rd 

LU-3 Potential growth impacts due to 
increased capacity 
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Table 4.2-1  RTP Projects that May Result in Land Use Impacts 
 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
SM-PL-12 Miller St between Barcelius to Stowell 

Rd 
LU-2 Potential access impacts to nearby 

businesses 
SM-PL-13 McCoy Ln between A St and Mahoney 

Rd 
LU-3, LU-4 Potential impacts to agricultural lands 

and growth 
SM-PL-14 Foster Rd between SR 135 and Blosser 

Rd 
LU-4 Potential impacts to agricultural lands 

SM-PL-15 E Street LU-3, LU-4 Potential impacts to growth and 
agricultural land 

SBC-PL-1 Hollister Ave between San Antonio Rd 
and Hwy 101 

LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses; access may be 
restricted 

SBC-PL-2 La Purisima Rd between Hwy 101 and 
SR 246  

LU-3 Potential impacts to agricultural lands 

SBC-PL-4 Clark and Bradley Rd LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
SBC-PL-5 Clark Ave and Hwy 101 LU-1, LU-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences; 

access may be restricted 
SBC-PL-6 Bradley Rd and Santa Maria Way LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby businesses 
SBC-PL-7 Harris Grade Rd from SR 1 to Burton 

Mesa 
LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

SBC-PL-10 Los Carneros LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
C-1 Via Real at Sandy Land Reef Motel LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby businesses 
L-1 SR 1 to Allan Hancock College LU-4 Potential impacts to agricultural lands 
L-2 Santa Ynez River to Central Ave LU-4 Potential impacts to agricultural lands 

LOM-PL-3 South of Santa Ynez River from 
Lompoc Airport to Riverbend Park 

LU-4 Potential impacts to agricultural lands 

CT-16 Goleta Rail Station LU-1, LU-2, LU-3 Potential impacts to residential or 
businesses; access may be restricted; 
growth impacts 

SBCAG-5 Santa Barbara County LU-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
or businesses 

SMAT-1 Santa Maria LU-1, LU-2, LU-3 Potential impacts to residential and 
businesses; access may be restricted; 
growth impacts 

SMAT-PL-9 Santa Maria Valley LU-1, LU-3 Potential impacts to businesses; growth 
impacts 

COLT-PL-3 Lompoc Valley LU-1, LU-2, LU-3 Potential impacts to residential and 
businesses; access may be restricted; 
growth impacts 

COLT-PL-4 Lompoc Valley LU-1, LU-2, LU-3 Potential impacts to residential and 
businesses; access may be restricted; 
growth impacts 

MTD-PL-22 South Coast LU-1, LU-2, LU-3 Potential impacts to residential and 
businesses; access may be restricted; 
growth impacts 

SBC-PL-13 South Coast LU-1, LU-2, LU-3 Potential impacts to residential and 
businesses; access may be restricted; 
growth impacts 

LOMA-2 Lompoc Airport LU-1, LU-3 Potential impacts to businesses; growth 
impacts 

SMA-3 Santa Maria Airport LU-1, LU-3 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses; growth impacts 

SMA-4 Santa Maria Airport LU-1, LU-3 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses; growth impacts 

SMA-9 Santa Maria Airport LU-1, LU-3 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses; growth impacts 
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SM-PL-15
SM-PL-9

Project 
Number Project Description

CT-1 Widen Highway 101 between Santa Maria Way to Rte 135
CT-2 Widen Highway 101 to three lanes between Milpas St. and Cabrillo/Hot Springs

Add new Milpas Ave. southbound loop off-ramp;
Construct Cacique St. undercrossing
Construct auxiliary lane between Cabrillo/Hot Springs to Salinas and Salinas to Milpas
Revise existing Hwy 101 interchance at Cabrillo/Hot Springs
Construct roundabout at Coast Village Rd/Old Coast Hwy/Hot Springs

CT-8 Highway widening with HOV Lanes between Mobile Pier Road undercrossing in Ventura Co to south of
Casitas Pass Rd

SM-5 Betteravia Rd Circulation Improvements
SBC-3 Construction of new bridge on Tepusquet Rd
L-1 Construct Allan Hancock Bikeway
L-2 Construct Riverbend Bikeway
CT-PL-4 SR 246 Operational Improvements (passing lanes)
CT-PL-35 Intersection Improvements
SM-PL-9 Purchase ROW, widen to 8 lanes, signalize intersections
SM-PL-13 Improve McCoy Ln to secondary arterial standards (between A Street and Mahoney Rd)
SM-PL-15 Acquire ROW and construct four lane arterial on E Street (Fairway to Betteravia)
SM-PL-10 Improve N/S circulation on College Dr
L-PL-3 Extend Riverbend bike path to shopping areas near Lompoc Airport
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4.3  AIR QUALITY 
 
This section analyzes the impacts of the 2008 RTP upon local and regional air quality.  Both 
temporary impacts relating to construction activity and long-term impacts associated with 
population growth and associated growth in vehicle traffic and energy consumption are 
discussed.  This section is based on the technical air quality analysis prepared by SBCAG and 
included in Appendix C of this EIR. 
 
4.3.1 Setting 
 

a. Local Climate and Meteorology.  Air quality is affected by the rate and location of 
pollutant emissions and by climatic conditions that influence the movement and dispersion of 
pollutants.  Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature 
gradients, along with local and regional topography, provide the links between air pollutant 
emissions and air quality. 
 
The Santa Ynez Mountains separate Santa Barbara County into two regions, South County and 
North County, by acting as a partial barrier to the exchange of air between these two regions.  
The County has a Mediterranean climate characterized by warm, dry summers, and cooler, 
relatively damp winters.  Mild temperatures occur throughout the year, particularly near the 
coastline.  Maximum summer temperatures average 70 degrees Fahrenheit near the coast and in 
the high 80s to low 90s inland.  During winter, average minimum temperatures range from the 
40s along the coast to the 30s inland. 
 
Although precipitation is confined primarily to the winter months, occasional, tropical air 
masses result in rainfall during summer months.  Annual rainfall amounts range from about 10 
to 18 inches along the coast, with more substantial amounts in the higher elevations.  Sunny 
skies are common throughout most of the area.  However, low clouds and fog occur with some 
frequency over the ocean and adjacent coastal areas during late spring and summer which 
generally disperse by midday.  In general, there are 60 to 80 days per year which would be 
categorized as cloudy. 
 
Wind speed and direction play a major role in determining the areas most affected by air 
pollution.  In areas where a single prevailing wind direction dominates, pollutants emitted in 
that area are transported away from their source.  This may result in low concentrations in the 
source areas but can potentially cause high concentrations in downwind areas, especially ozone 
which takes time to form.  Wind speeds also play a role in dispersion.  High wind speeds cause 
pollutants to disperse over wide areas, generally lowering concentrations.  Conversely, low 
wind speeds are generally associated with higher concentrations.  In North County, the sea 
breeze is typically northwesterly throughout the year.  At night, the sea breeze dies, as air 
adjacent to the surface cools, it descends down the coastal mountains and mountain valleys, 
resulting in light land breezes.  The alternation of the land-sea breeze cycle can sometimes 
produce a “sloshing” effect, where pollutants are swept offshore at night and subsequently 
carried back onshore during the day.  This effect is exacerbated during periods when wind 
speeds are low. 
 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 4.3 Air Quality 
 
 

SBCAG 
4.3-2 

Another key factor that affects the concentrations of pollutants in the air is the stability of the 
atmosphere.  Restricted mixing and low wind speeds are generally associated with higher 
pollutant concentrations.  These conditions are typically related to temperature inversions 
(temperature increase with height) which cap the pollutants that are emitted below or within 
them.  During the months May to October, it is common for an inversion layer to form, with an 
average height of 1,500 feet above the ground surface.  Year-around, light onshore winds 
hamper the scattering of primary pollutants and the orientation of the inland mountain ranges 
interrupts air circulation patterns.  Pollutants become trapped, creating ideal conditions for the 
production of secondary pollutants (e.g., ozone, particulates, etc.).  Because poor air quality is 
often associated with air stagnation, it is reasonable to expect a higher frequency of pollution 
events in the southern portion of the County where light winds are frequently observed, as 
opposed to the North County where the prevailing winds are strong and persistent. 
 
 b. Pollutants.  Primary criteria pollutants are emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle 
tailpipe, an exhaust stack of a factory, etc.) into the atmosphere.  Primary criteria pollutants 
include carbon monoxide (CO), reactive organic gases (ROG), nitric oxide (NO), fine particulate 
matter (PM10 and PM 2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb).  Secondary criteria pollutants are 
created by atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions; reactive organic compounds 
(ROC) together with nitrogen oxides form the building blocks for the creation of photochemical 
(secondary) pollutants.  Secondary pollutants include oxidants, ozone (O3) and sulfate and 
nitrate particulates (smog).  The characteristics, sources and effects of critical air contaminants 
are provided in Table 4.3-1 on the following page. 
 
Santa Barbara County contains a wide variety of emission sources including stationary, area-
wide, on-road vehicles, and other mobile sources (2007 CAP).   The Santa Barbara County Air 
Pollution Control District (APCD) has developed a “planning inventory” which focuses on 
emission sources which can be controlled and reflects emission patterns found during episodic 
periods (e.g., summer months for ozone).  Based on the 2002 county-wide average daily 
“planning” emissions inventory (SBCAPCD, 2007 CAP), on-road motor vehicles emit the 
greatest quantities of anthropogenic NOx (46%) and 33% of anthropogenic ROC.   
 
In 1998, the California Air Resources Board identified particulate matter from diesel fueled 
engines as a toxic air contaminant.  Diesel particulates are emitted directly by diesel powered 
motor vehicles, and are typically in the form of PM2.5.  The majority of PM10 emissions in Santa 
Barbara County – of which approximately 1/3 is comprised of PM2.5 – comes from background 
non-anthropogenic sources (e.g., sea salt, wind blown dust) Figure 4.3-1 breaks down the 
annual PM10 sources.  
 
Normalizing for background, vehicle exhaust represents approximately 2-3 percent of the 
PM10/PM2.5 inventory.  However, re-entrained road dust created by on-road vehicles makes up 
17 percent of the PM10 inventory and 5 percent of the PM2.5 (APCD, SB 656 Report, 2006).          
 
While not considered a criteria pollutant, per se, greenhouse gases are considered to be any 
anthropogenic source that can contribute to global warming.  The “Greenhouse Effect” refers to 
the Earth’s ability to capture heat absorbed from the sun and the Earth’s surface.  Solar 
radiation from the sun passes through the atmosphere, 30% of which is immediately reflected 
back out into space.  The other 70% is radiated back from the earth and absorbed by greenhouse 
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gas chemicals, such as carbon dioxide, which leads to a subsequent warming effect underneath 
the atmosphere.  This is a natural cycle that provides an average temperature of approximately 
60 degrees Fahrenheit on the surface of the earth.  A growing body of scientific evidence has 
shown that increasing greenhouse gas emissions from anthropogenic sources (such as fossil fuel 
combustion) have the potential to generate large-scale global temperature increases (global 
warming).  The major greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4).  
 
The California Air Resources Board estimates that CO2 comprises approximately 90% of all 
GHG emissions statewide.  Air quality monitoring has shown that atmospheric concentrations 
of CO2 have been increasing, most likely a result of increased combustion of fossil fuels.   
According to the California Air Resources Board, the combustion of fuels related to 
transportation (including air travel) accounts for approximately 38% of total CO2 emissions 
statewide, with gasoline consumption (i.e. on-road mobile sources) accounting for the greatest 
portion of the transportation emissions. 
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Table 4.3-1.  Description Of Selected Air Contaminants 
 

PHOTOCHEMICAL OXIDANT (Ox) 

Characteristics- The term “photochemical oxidant” can include several different pollutants, but consists primarily of ozone (more than 90 percent) and a group of 
chemicals called organic peroxynitrates. Photochemical oxidants are created in the atmosphere rather than emitted directly into the air. Photochemical oxidants 
are created in the atmosphere rather than emitted directly into the air. Reactive organic gases and oxides of nitrogen are the emitted contaminants which 
participate in the reaction. Ozone is a pungent, colorless toxic gas which is produced by the photochemical process. Photochemical oxidant is a characteristic of 
southern California type smog, and reaches highest concentrations during the summer and early fall. 
 
Sources - Ozone is caused by complex atmospheric reactions involving oxides of nitrogen and reactive organic gases with ultraviolet energy from sunlight. 
Motor vehicles are the major source of oxides of nitrogen and reactive organic gases in the basin. 
 
Effects - The common manifestations of ozone and other photochemical oxidants are damage to vegetation and cracking of untreated rubber. Ozone in high 
concentrations (ranging from 0.15 ppm to 0.50 ppm) can also directly affect the lungs, causing respiratory and coronary irritation and possible changes in lung 
functions. These health problems are particularly acute in children and elderly people exposed to these pollutants. 

CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) 

Characteristics - CO is colorless, odorless, toxic gas produced through the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. Concentrations are higher in winter when more 
fuel is burned for heating purposes and weather conditions favor the build-up of directly emitted contaminants. 
 
Sources -The use of gasoline powered engines is the major source of this contaminant, with the automobiles being the primary contributor. CO emissions from 
gasoline powered engines are higher during winter months due to poor engine efficiency in cold temperatures. Various industrial processes also produce CO 
emissions through incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. 
 
Effects - CO does not irritate the respiratory tract, however, it passes through the lungs directly into the blood stream and, by interfering with the transfer of 
oxygen, deprives sensitive tissues of oxygen. 

NITROGEN OXIDES (NOx) 

Characteristics - It primarily consists of nitric oxides (NO) (a colorless, odorless gas formed from atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen when petroleum combustion 
takes place under high temperatures and/or pressure) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) (a reddish-brown irritating gas formed by the combination of nitric oxide with 
oxygen). Due to the role they play as ozone precursors, oxides of nitrogen are treated as non-attainment pollutants in Santa Barbara County. 
 
Sources - High combustion temperatures cause nitrogen and oxygen to combine and form nitric oxide. Further reaction produces additional oxides of nitrogen. 
Combustion in motor vehicle engines, power plants, refineries and other industrial operations are the primary sources in the region. Ships, railroads and aircraft 
are other significant emitters. 
 
Effects - Oxides of nitrogen are direct participants in photochemical smog reactions. The emitted compound, nitric oxide, combines with oxygen in the 
atmosphere in the presence of sunlight, to form nitrogen dioxide and ozone. Nitrogen dioxide, the most significant of these pollutants, can color the atmosphere 
at concentrations as low as 0.5 ppm on days of 21 0-mile visibility. NO2 is an important air pollutant in the region because it is a primary receptor of ultraviolet 
light. The latter initiates photochemical reactions, helping to form ozone and/or particulate nitrate. It will also react in the air to form nitrate particulates. 
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Table 4.3-1.  Description Of Selected Air Contaminants 
 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (SO2) 

Characteristics - SO 2  is a colorless, pungent, irritating gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels. In humid atmospheres, SO2 can 
form sulfur trioxide and sulfuric acid mist, with some of the latter eventually reacting to produce sulfate particulates. 
 
Sources -This contaminant is the natural combustion product of sulfur or sulfur-containing fuels. Fuel combustion is the major source, while chemical plants, 
sulfur recovery plants, and metal processing are minor contributors. 
 
Effects - At sufficiently high concentrations, sulfur dioxide irritates the upper respiratory tract. At lower concentrations, when in conjunction with particulates, SO2 
appears able to do still greater harm by injuring lung tissues. Sulfur oxides, in combination with moisture and oxygen, can yellow the leaves of plants, dissolve 
marble and eat away iron and steel. Sulfur oxides can also react to form sulfates which reduce visibility.. 

PARTICULATES (TSP and PM10) 

Characteristics - Atmospheric particulates are made up of finely divided solids or liquids such as soot, dust, aerosols, fumes and mists. About 90 percent by 
weight of the emitted particles are larger than 10 microns in diameter, but about 10 percent by weight, or 90 percent of the total number of particulates are less 
than 5 microns in diameter. The aerosols formed in the atmosphere, primarily sulfate and nitrate, are usually smaller than 1 micron. In areas close to major 
sources, particulate concentrations are generally higher in the winter, when more fuel is burned for heating, and meteorological conditions favor the build-up of 
directly-emitted contaminants. However, in areas remote from major sources and subject to photochemical smog (ozones), particulate concentrations can be 
higher during summer months because the presence of ozone increases the potential for SO2 and NO2 to convert to sulfate and nitrate particulates. 
 
Sources - Particulate matter consists of particles in the atmosphere resulting from many kinds of dust and fume-producing industrial and agricultural operations, 
from combustion, and from atmospheric photochemical reactions. Re-entrained road dust from vehicles is a significant source of particulates. Natural activities 
also put particulates into the atmosphere; wind-raised dust and ocean spray are two such sources of particulates. 
 
Effects - In the respiratory tract very small particles of certain substances may produce injury by themselves, or may contain absorbed gases that are injurious. 
Suspended in the air, particulates less than 5 microns in diameter can both scatter and absorb sunlight, producing haze and reducing visibility. They can also 
cause a wide range of damage to materials. 

HYDROCARBONS AND OTHER ORGANIC GASES (THC, CH4 NMHC (non-methane), AHC, NHC) 

Characteristics - Any of the vast family of compounds consisting of hydrogen and carbon in various combinations are known as hydrocarbons. Fossil fuels are 
included in this group. Many hydrocarbon compounds are major air pollutants, and those which can be classified as olefins or aromatics are highly 
photochemically reactive. Atmospheric hydrocarbon concentrations are generally higher in winter because the reactive hydrocarbons react more slowly in the 
winter and meteorological conditions are more favorable to their accumulating in the atmosphere to higher concentration before producing photochemical 
oxidants. Due to the role they play as ozone precursors, reactive hydrocarbons are treated as non-attainment pollutants in Santa Barbara County. 
 
Sources - Motor vehicles are a major source of anthropogenic hydrocarbons (AHC) in the basin. Other sources include evaporation of organic solvents and 
petroleum refining and marketing operations. Trees are the principal emitters of biogenic or natural hydrocarbons (NHC) (Chameides, 1988). 
 
Effects - Certain hydrocarbons can damage plants by inhibiting growth and causing flowers and leaves to fall. Levels of hydrocarbons currently measured in 
urban areas are not known to cause adverse effects in humans. However, certain members of this contaminant group are important components in the 
reactions which produce photochemical oxidants. 
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Figure 4.3-1 
Santa Barbara County Annual Average PM10 Source Appointments 

 

Background, 51.5%

Vehicle, 21.1%

Limestone, 0.4%
Secondary, 10.2%

Geological, 16.9%

 
Source: Santa Barbara County Particulate Matter Emission Reduction Study, 1991 
Vehicle Category: includes trucks, buses, heavy farm equipment, ships, trains, ships, aircraft. It does not include 
road or soil dust created by vehicles. 

 

 
  c. Local Regulatory Framework.  Air Quality regulations in Santa Barbara County are 
subject to both Federal and State standards.  The 1990 Clean Air Act mandated that the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 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 California Air Resources 
Board.  The California Air Resources Board is responsible for research activities, the 
establishment of California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) guidelines for air quality 
management, and the regulation of both stationary and mobile emission sources (i.e., motor 
vehicles).  The CAAQS are generally more stringent than corresponding Federal standards.  
Table 4.3-2 illustrates both the Federal and State current pollutant regulations. 
 
The California Air Resources Board established fourteen air basins and delegated local pollution 
control authority to Air Pollution Control Districts (APCD).  For Santa Barbara County, located 
within the South Central Coast Air Basin, air pollution control authority is vested with the Santa 
Barbara County APCD. 
 

Emission Regulations.  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 regulated by agencies other than Santa Barbara County APCD or ARB through 
CEQA and determinations of consistency with the CAP and other City and County General 
Plans. 
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Table 4.3-2.  Current Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Federal Standard California Standard 

Ozone 0.08 ppm (8-hr avg) 0.09 ppm (1-hr avg) 
0.07 ppm (8-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 0.053 ppm (annual avg) 0.18 ppm (1-hr avg) 
0.30 ppm (annual avg) 

Sulfur Dioxide 
0.03 ppm (annual avg) 
0.14 ppm (24-hr avg) 
0.5 ppm (3-hr avg) 

0.04 ppm (24-hr avg) 
0.25 ppm (1-hr avg) 

Lead 1.5 μg/m3 (calendar quarter) 1.5 μg/m3 (30-day avg) 

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

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
15 μg/m3 (annual avg) 
35 μg/m3 (24-hr avg) 12 μg/m3 (annual avg) 

ppm= parts per million 
μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
Source: California Air Resources Board, http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/signthres.pdf, December 
2007. 

   
Pending Greenhouse Gas Regulations.  The impetus for climate change legislation in the 

state was Assembly Bill 32 – The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.  AB 32 
requires the California Air Resources Board to establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for the 
year 2020, based on 1990 levels of GHG emissions.  Assembly Bill 1493, which was enacted in 
September 2004 (a few years before AB 32 was passed), can be seen as the mobile source 
component of AB 32 in that it requires vehicles manufactured after the year 2009 to adhere to 
CO2 emission standards.  The trend in increasing CO2 emissions will likely continue until AB 
1493 kicks in, as those vehicles manufactured after the year 2009 are incorporated into the 
overall vehicle fleet.   California Air Resources Board staff has estimated that the CO2 emission 
standards established by AB 1493 will result in an 18% reduction in GHG emissions by 2020 and 
a 27% reduction by 2030. 
 

d.  Current Air Quality.  Monitoring of ambient air pollutant concentrations is 
conducted by the ARB, Santa Barbara County APCD and industry.  Monitors operated by the 
ARM and APCD 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 APCD, are called Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
stations.  PSD stations are required by the APCD to ensure that new and modified sources 
under APCD permit do not interfere with the County’s ability to attain or maintain air quality 
standards.  Figure 4.3-4 illustrates shows the locations of all monitoring stations in Santa 
Barbara County that are currently in operation. 
 
The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District 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 
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historical data on the number of 1- and 8-hour state and 8-hour federal exceedances is provided 
in Figure 4.3-2.  Although state and federal ozone exceedances occur, the trend is positive with 
fewer exceedances occurring over time.  State and federal carbon monoxide standards have not 
been exceeded since 1985. Although federal annual PM10 standards have not been exceeded, the 
state standard has been exceeded as indicated in Figure 4.3-3.  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 being an attainment area for the 8-hour 
federal ozone standard, a “moderate” non-attainment area for the state ozone standard, and 
non-attainment for the state PM10 standard. 
 

 
Figure 4.3-2 

Historical Santa Barbara County Ozone Exceedances (1990-2006) 
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Figure 4.3-3 
 Historical Santa Barbara County PM10 Exceedances (1993-2002*) 

 

 
* PM10 data for 2003, 2004, and 2005 is currently not available. 

  
e.  Clean Air Plan.  The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (FCAAA) 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 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 FCAAA and the 1988 CCAA, the level of Santa Barbara County’s ozone problem originally 
resulted in the county being classified as a “moderate” non-attainment area.    
 
Since the passage of the 1990 FCAAA, six Clean Air Plan updates have been developed for 
Santa Barbara County: 1) 1993 Rate of Progress Plan; 2) 1994 Clean Air Plan (1-Hour Ozone 
Attainment Demonstration Plan); 3) 1998 Clean Air Plan; 4) 2001 Clean Air Plan (Maintenance 
Plan); 5) 2004 Clean Air Plan (State Triennial Update); and, 6) 2007 Clean Air Plan.  The current 
plan focuses on both a Maintenance Plan for the federal 8-hour ozone standard and triennial 
update and revision for the state 1-hour ozone standard. 
 
4.3.2 Impact Analysis 
 
  a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  This analysis follows the guidance and 
methodologies recommended in the Santa Barbara County APCD’s Scope and Content of Air 
Quality Sections in Environmental Documents, June 2008, the County of Santa Barbara 
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Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, 2006, and the CEQA Appendix G 
thresholds.   
 
The Santa Barbara County APCD Board has adopted the following thresholds of significance in 
October of 1995.  Many of these apply to single development projects and don’t necessarily 
apply to Regional Transportation Plans.  However, the following threshold was used for the 
analysis for the 2008 RTP: 
 

 The Plan will have a significant air quality impact on the environment if 
implementation of the Plan will result in the emissions of more than 25 lbs/day or 
4.56 tons/year of NOx or ROC from motor vehicle trips only; 

 
Short-Term Emissions Methodology.  The SBAPCD has not adopted significance thresholds for 
construction-related emissions because of their temporary nature.  Nevertheless, because the 
region does not meet the State 8-hour standards for ozone or the State standard for PM10, the 
County requires implementation of standard emission and dust control techniques for all 
construction.   
 
Long-Term Emissions Methodology.  With respect to long term impacts, because the RTP itself 
does not directly generate the emissions, County thresholds associated with “new” or Indirect 
Source Review do not apply in this case.  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 following significance threshold was used for the 
long-term emissions analysis: 
 

• The project’s long term impacts to air quality will be considered significant if the project 
results in mobile source emissions that exceed existing levels.  In this case, the pollutants 
of concern are ozone precursors (NOx and ROC) and fine particulate matter.   

 
The long-term emissions analysis compares the 2002 on-road mobile source emissions estimate 
from the 2007 CAP to the total countywide 2030 on-road emissions estimate of the 2008 RTP.  
The latter estimate incorporates all the roadway and transit improvement projects (no demand 
management projects) listed in the 2008 RTP out to 2030.  Since the two emission estimates are 
different (CAP reflects existing conditions while the 2008 RTP projects out 20+ years beyond the 
existing conditions), emissions related to growth (e.g., population, employment) and changes to 
the vehicle fleet composition will play a major role in the outcome of the analysis.  If 
countywide ROC or NOx emissions associated with the 2008 RTP do not exceed the 2007 CAP 
emission estimate for 2002, then the long-term air quality threshold of significance will not be 
violated. 
 
The socio-economic growth projections used for the 2008 RTP on-road mobile source emissions 
analysis were based on the Regional Growth Forecast 2002 (RGF 2002) (SBCAG, March 2002).  
The RGF 2002 projects countywide population, housing, and employment growth out to the 
year 2030.  These projections reflect the latest socio-economic planning assumptions for the 
County.   
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Traffic growth and characteristics were generated by SBCAG’s network travel demand model.  
The Santa Barbara Travel 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 projected in RGF 2002 (e.g., population increases, land 
use development) will impact travel demand in the County.    
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  Implementation of the RTP 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.  Long term 
emissions would be generated indirectly by the on-road vehicles, trains and aircraft which 
would utilize the capital improvements proposed. 
 

Impact AQ-1 Development under the 2008 RTP would have the potential to 
result in construction related air quality impacts.  These 
impacts would have an adverse effect on air pollution in Santa 
Barbara County.  However, with the incorporation of 
mitigation measures, impacts would be Class II, Significant 
but Mitigable. 

 
There are currently no air quality thresholds for construction related emissions in Santa Barbara 
County.  However, given the scope of the infrastructure improvements identified in the 2008 
RTP, a discussion of potential short term impacts is warranted.  There are three basic sources of 
short term emissions which would be generated by implementation of the RTP.  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.  The significance of daily emissions, 
particularly ROC and NOx emissions, generated by construction equipment utilized to build 
RTP improvements would depend on the number vehicles used and the hours of operation.  
The significance of fugitive dust (PM2.5 and PM10) emissions would depend upon the following 
factors: 1) the aerial extent of disturbed soils; 2) the length of disturbance time; 3) whether or not 
existing structures are demolished; 4) whether or not excavation is involved; and, 5) whether or 
not transport of excavated materials offsite is necessary.  The amount of ROC emissions emitted 
by oil-based substances such as asphalt is dependent upon the type and amount of asphalt 
utilized.  It should be noted that use of asphalt and other oil-based substances during 
construction are subject to APCD Rule 329 (Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials). 
 
Intersection improvements such as signalization, re-striping or signal coordination are not 
expected to generate significant short term impacts.  However, other RTP projects involve 
grading and paving, or the construction of permanent facilities.  Although any individual 
improvement may not generate significant short-term emissions, it is highly likely that several 
improvements would be under construction simultaneously, generating cumulative 
construction emissions which could impact air quality.  However, with the implementation of 
mitigation measures for individual projects, the resulting impacts would be reduced.  Impacts 
would be Class II, Significant but Mitigable.   
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  Mitigation Measures.  To reduce potentially significant short-term emissions, the 
following mitigation measures should be applied to individual projects as they are 
implemented: 
 

AQ-1(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 
shall ensure that Santa Barbara County APCD’s standard dust 
control measures are implemented.  These measures are included 
in the Appendix.  The measures shall be noted on all construction 
plans and the local jurisdiction shall perform periodic site 
inspections. 

 
AQ-1(b) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 

shall ensure that any haul trucks associated with the project are 
covered during the transportation of fill material.  This 
requirement shall be noted on all construction plans and the local 
jurisdiction shall perform periodic site inspections. 

 
AQ-1(c) The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 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 local jurisdiction of the 
construction schedule submitted in association with the project’s 
environmental review. 

 
AQ-1(d) The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall 

ensure that the Best Available Control Technology is implemented 
to reduce short-term NOx  emissions.  BACT measures shall 
include 2 degree timing retard, high pressure fuel injectors and 
reformulated diesel fuel, if available.  These measures shall be 
noted on all construction plans and the local jurisdiction shall 
perform periodic site inspections. 

 
AQ-1(e) The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall 

ensure that the removal of underground storage tanks is a 
permitted activity in accordance with SBCAPCD rules and 
regulations.  This shall be accomplished through the submittal of 
SBCAPCD permits to the local jurisdiction prior to issuance of a 
grading permit. 

 
  Significance after Mitigation.  With the implementation of the above mitigation, impacts 
related to short-term construction emissions would be less than significant. 
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Impact AQ-2 Implementation of the 2008 RTP would reduce emissions of 
ozone precursors as compared to implementation of the no 
project scenario.  Although implementation of the 2008 RTP 
would increase PM10 emissions as compared to existing levels, 
emissions would be less than the no project scenario.  
Therefore, long-term operational impacts would be Class III, 
Less than Significant.  

 
The list of capital improvement projects of the 2008 RTP includes widening of existing 
roadways and bridges, construction of new roadways, and construction of new transit and 
airport facilities.  Of all these projects, the roadway projects are considered to be the greatest 
source of long term emissions because ozone precursors are generated primarily by on-road 
vehicles.  The 2007 CAP contains countywide emission estimates reflecting both existing and 
future conditions.  The mobile emission estimates within these inventories assume a vehicle 
fleet growth from 289,530 vehicles in 2002 to 425,855 vehicles in 2020.  The emission estimates 
also considered all types of emitting modes (e.g., cold start, hot start, hot stabilized, diurnal 
running exhaust and tire wear).  The 2007 CAP indicates that ROC and NOx emissions are 
anticipated to decline due to advances in alternate fuels, more stringent engine emission 
regulations, and fleet turnover.  However, because this estimate of future emissions projects 
only out to the year 2020, it does not take into consideration overall growth in population, 
housing, employment, vehicles, vehicle activity (vehicle starts and vehicle miles of travel), or 
speed distribution changes that may result during the full 20 year forecast horizon of the 2008 
RTP.   
 
A Plan – No Project emissions analysis was prepared to holistically evaluate all improvements 
considered as a program rather than on a project-by-project basis using the same plan horizon 
year of 2030.  This emissions analysis isolates/reflects only the emissions impact associated with 
the capital improvements as identified in the “Plan” scenario or the lack of improvements in the 
“No Project” scenario.  Similarly, a Program – Plan emissions analysis was conducted to isolate 
the emissions impact of Program project emissions relative to Plan project emissions.    
 
The on-road mobile source emissions estimates for the 2008 RTP were produced with the EPA 
approved EMFAC2007 emission inventory model developed by the California Air Resources 
Board for use in California.   Table 4.3-3 shows the results of the long-term emissions analysis.  
The results of the comparative emissions analysis of each RTP scenario are provided in Table 
4.3-4.  The latter analysis is based on annual emissions which were computed for each scenario 
by summing 66.6% of the daily summer planning inventory and 33.3% of the daily winter 
planning inventory and multiplying by 365 days.  ROC and NOx are combined given that they 
are the two primary ozone precursor gases emitted by on-road mobile sources.   
 

Table 4.3-3.  Threshold of Significance Results (Roadway and Transit Improvements)  
Pollutant 

(Tons/day) 
Clean Air Plan 

Year 2002 
Clean Air Plan 

(Year 2020) 
RTP 

Year 2030 Plan 
Difference 

(2002 to 2030) 
ROC 13.28 t/d 4.58 t/d 3.22 t/d -10.06 t/d 
NOx 18.84 t/d 6.98 t/d 4.21 t/d -14.63 t/d 
CO 128.69 t/d 38.62 t/d 23.02 t/d -105.67 t/d 
PM10* 0.56 t/d 0.68 t/d 0.68 t/d +0.12 t/d 

* PM10 includes tire wear and brake wear emissions 
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Table 4.3-4.  Annual Regional Emissions Analysis (Roadway and Transit Improvements) 

RTP Alternative Annual Emissions 
ROC + NOx (tons/year) 

Annual Emissions 
CO (tons/year) 

Annual Emissions 
PM10 (tons/year)* 

2030 No Project 2,715.6 t/y 8,657.8 t/y 255.5 t/y 
2030 Program 2,737.5 t/y 8,785.6 t/y 262.8 t/y 
2030 Plan 2,708.3 t/y 8,402.3 t/y 248.2 t/y 
Plan to No Project 
Comparison -7.3 t/y -255.5 t/y -7.3 t/y 

Threshold 4.56 t/y 4.56 t/y 4.56 t/y 
Impact? NO NO NO 
* PM10 includes tire wear and brake wear emissions 
 
As shown in Table 4.3-3, implementation of the 2008 RTP does not violate the ozone impact 
Threshold of Significance.  This is due primarily to more stringent vehicle emission controls 
combined with fleet turnover over the 20-year forecast horizon. These emission trends are 
anticipated to occur despite projected growth in the vehicle population and vehicle activity.  
However, the analysis shows that PM10 emissions will increase by 0.12 tons per day by the Year 
2030 with implementation of the RTP’s Plan and Program projects.  This increase can be 
primarily attributed to increases in VMT and vehicles trips which, in turn, generate additional 
brake and tire wear.  While the increase in PM10 emissions can be considered an adverse impact, 
Table 4.3-4 indicates that the Plan scenario generates less PM10 emissions than the No Project 
scenario.  In addition, it should be noted that the 2008 RTP emission forecasts, regardless of 
which scenario, are less than the 2020 forecasts documented in the 2007 CAP.  Therefore, this 
impact would be considered less than significant.   
 
Table 4.3-4 indicates that the “Plan” alternative will result in lower on-road emissions of ozone 
precursor gases of ROC and NOx combined when compared with the “No Project” and 
“Program” scenarios.  Also, emissions of CO, and PM10 would be less for the “Plan” scenario 
relative to the “No Project” and “Program” alternatives.   The lower emission results under the 
“Plan” alternative are primarily due to increased average vehicle speeds resulting from the 
capacity increasing projects (ROC and CO) and increased transit ridership (ROC, NOx, CO, and 
PM10).  
 
As shown in Table 4.3-4, the ozone precursor emissions (ROC and NOx) are slightly higher 
under the “Program” scenario when compared to the “No Project” scenario.  This is due to a 
slightly higher estimate of Countywide VMT (approx. 15.3 million for the “Program” scenario 
versus 14.9 million for the “No Project” scenario) and higher average vehicle speeds resulting 
from the “Program” scenario’s capacity-increasing projects.  The increase is relatively minor 
and will be further reduced through the implementation of other projects not accounted for in 
the traffic model and air quality analysis (such as APCD’s Vehicle Buyback Program, Intelligent 
Transportation Systems projects, transportation demand management programs, and 
pedestrian/bicycle projects). 
 
Table 4.3-5 summarizes 2008 RTP policies that promote improvements to air quality. 
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Table 4.3-5.  2008 RTP Goals and Policies that Promote Air Quality Improvements 

RTP Policy Description 

1.4 The RTP program of projects shall be in conformance with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
and meet the NAAQS as required by the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 

1.5 
Encourage the use of alternative fuels, alternative transportation modes, and the application of 
advanced transportation and energy technologies to reduce vehicular emission and energy 
consumption 

1.7 Encourage the use of Transit-Oriented Development land use planning to facilitate walking and 
biking and develop transit rider-ship markets. 

1.8 
Increase transportation system efficiency, improve mobility, reduce travel demand and provide 
improved air quality through the implementation of system management, demand management 
strategies and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) applications. 

3 Promote bicycling as a commute alternative, providing access to activity and employment 
centers, interregional connectivity, and short trips. 

7 Promote the provision of pedestrian facilities to encourage walking as an alternative form of 
transportation and as an element of an integrated multi-modal transportation system. 

5.1 Encourage the increase in passenger rail service to and within Santa Barbara County. 

4 Promote expansion of public transit services with the county to meet the mobility needs of 
residents and visitors, and as a means to reduce traffic and parking congestion. 

 
 Mitigation Measures.  None required. 
 

Significance after Mitigation. The operational impacts of the RTP on the attainment of 
state and federal air quality standards are less than significant.  
 

Impact AQ-3 The proposed regional transportation projects included in the 
RTP would have the potential to add diesel fueled vehicles, 
which would result in the release of increased toxics into the 
air.  However, the release of such toxics associated with RTP 
project would be below the levels forecasted by the 2007 CAP.  
Therefore, impacts would be Class III, Less than Significant. 

 
In 1998, the California Air Resources Board identified particulate matter from diesel fueled 
engines as a toxic air contaminant.  In urban areas, diesel particulates contribute approximately 
70 percent of the known cancer risk associated with toxic air contaminants in California.  Diesel 
particulates are emitted directly by diesel powered motor vehicles and are typically in the form 
of PM2.5.  Secondary particulates are formed in the atmosphere through chemical reactions – 
typically involving oxides of nitrogen, sulfur dioxide and ammonia forming ammonium nitrate 
and ammonium sulfate particles.  These secondary particulates are also commonly measured in 
the PM2.5 size range.  Diesel particulates can be especially harmful when sensitive receptors 
(such as children and elderly people) are exposed to them near major transportation corridors, 
such as U.S. 101 or the Union Pacific Rail corridor. 
 
At this time, there are no CEQA thresholds established for mobile source project level toxics. 
For informational purposes, an analysis of 2030 on-road mobile source diesel PM10 emissions 
(primary) and diesel NOx and SOx (as surrogates for secondary PM10) is shown in Table 4.3-6. 
Results indicate that for diesel PM10 and SOx – there are no discerning differences between the 
2008 RTP scenarios.   Conversely, diesel NOx emissions under the “Program” and “Plan” 
scenarios are greater than the “No Project” RTP scenario. This is primarily due to increased 
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average vehicle speeds resulting from the Plan capacity increasing projects in the 2008 RTP and 
increased transit service (i.e., greater diesel urban bus activity).  As shown below, the 2008 RTP 
emission forecasts - regardless of which scenario - are less than the 2020 forecasts documented 
in the 2007 CAP.   
 

Table 4.3-6.  On-Road Mobile Source Toxics Comparison 

Vehicle Activity Diesel PM10 (tons/day) Diesel NOx (tons/day) SOx (tons/day) 
2007 Clean Air Plan (2020) 0.12 2.75 0.07 
2008 RTP No Project (2030) 0.09 1.75 0.07 
2008 RTP Program (2030) 0.09 1.76 0.07 
2008 RTP Plan (2030) 0.09 1.85 0.07 
 
 Mitigation Measures:  None required 
 
 Significance after Mitigation:  Class III, less than significant 
 

 Impact AQ-4 Re-entrained dust has the potential for increasing the PM10 
amounts in Santa Barbara County.  The increase in growth 
expected through the RTP lifespan would likely result in 
additional vehicles adding to the PM10 and PM2.5 levels in the 
area.  With implementation of planned Santa Barbara County 
control measures to reduce such emissions, impacts would be 
Class III, Less than Significant. 

 
As part of the scoping for this EIR, comments were received regarding the human health risks 
associated with re-entrained road dust.  The concern was premised on the fact that 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. The synergistic effects of road dust (typically measured as PM10) with ozone, 
the hazardous constituents of re-entrained road dust itself (carcinogens, irritants, pathogens) 
and how they can contribute to respiratory illnesses such as asthma and allergies were 
emphasized and cited as part of this correspondence.    
 
In Santa Barbara County, direct tailpipe emissions of particulate matter from motor vehicles 
only represent approximately 2-3 percent of the anthropogenic PM10 inventory.  Conversely, re-
entrained road dust emissions are estimated to represent 17 percent of the PM10 planning 
inventory.  Within the urbanized areas of the County where on-road activity levels are the 
greatest (e.g., Santa Barbara and Santa Maria), this percentage increases (SB656 Report, APCD, 
2006).  Although on-road mobile source activity is a factor in generating re-entrained road dust 
emissions, this source of fine particulates is not directly addressed as part of the on-road mobile 
source emission inventory.  Instead, paved road dust is classified as an area source by the 
California Air Resources Board and the Santa Barbara County APCD.    
 
In 2003, the California Legislature enacted SB656 to reduce public exposure of airborne 
particulate matter. SB656 required the California Air Resources Board to develop and adopt by 
January 1, 2005 a list of readily available, feasible and cost-effective control measures that could 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 4.3 Air Quality 
 
 

SBCAG 
4.3-17 

be employed by the California Air Resources Board and local air districts (i.e., Santa Barbara 
County APCD) to reduce PM10 and PM2.5.  In response to SB656, the Santa Barbara County 
APCD has identified several control measures aimed at reducing PM10 and PM2.5 emissions.  
These measures are described in Table 4.3-7. 
 
The most applicable measure to on-road vehicles listed in Table 4.3-7 – specifically to re-
entrained road dust – is Source Category 1: implementation of street sweeping requirements 
using PM10 efficiency sweepers.  This measure is most applicable to the urbanized areas of the 
County given that vehicle related particulate emissions comprise a greater percentage of the 
anthropogenic particulate emission profile in these areas (SB656 Report, APCD, 2006). At this 
time, the two most populated Cities in Santa Barbara County, Santa Barbara and Santa Maria, 
each implement street sweeping programs.   
 
There are no existing or proposed policies in the 2008 RTP that either encourage or discourage 
the practice of street sweeping on city streets.  RTP Policy 7.5 does encourage the use of 
alternative fuels which applies to the street sweeping vehicles themselves. Street sweeping 
vehicles are typically diesel powered which may offset to some degree the benefit of reducing 
re-entrained road dust particles off the street by directly emitting diesel particulates and NOx.  
APCD policies encourage that future alternative fuel funding decisions be made with a greater 
emphasis on alternative fuel infrastructure development projects to promote city fleet 
conversions to alternative fuel technologies.  The APCD policy further encourages future 
alternative fuel funding decisions to be made with a greater emphasis on dedicated fuel vehicle 
purchases rather than conversion projects and, the local application of proven technologies as 
opposed to projects which promote technological innovations and the greater promotion of the 
application of controls to address a specific technology type or fuel (e.g., heavy duty diesel 
trucks).  These policies serve to minimize the potential pollutant tradeoff (re-entrained road 
dust vs. directly emitted PM10/2.5 and NOx) from the county’s existing and future street 
sweeping programs.  
 

Table 4.3-7.  Santa Barbara County Proposed PM10 and PM2.5 Control Strategy 

Source Category 1 
Source Contributor Paved Roads 
Control Description Establish requirements for sweeping existing roads using PM10 

efficiency sweepers 
Expected Cost Effective, $/ton PM10 reduced $33-$1070 
Expected Emission Control Efficiency, % PM10 efficient sweeper reduces street soil loading by 86%; 

non-PM10 efficient sweeper reduces street soil loading by 55% 
Rule Adoption Timeline 2007/2008 
Source Category 2 
Source Contributor Unpaved Roads 
Control Description Set control requirements for unpaved roads (e.g., setting speed 

limits) 
Expected Cost Effectiveness, $/ton PM10 reduced $1100 
Expected Emission Control Efficiency 1% 
Rule Adoption Timeline 2008/2010 
Source Category 3 
Source Contributor Construction/Demolition 
Control Description Establish requirements for earthmoving, demolition, and 

grading operations including the following: 
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Table 4.3-7.  Santa Barbara County Proposed PM10 and PM2.5 Control Strategy 
 
a. applying water 
b. posting speed limits to 15 mph 
c. require dust control plans for designated projects 
d. setting minimum soil moisture for earthmoving activities 
e. applying chemical stabilizers/dust suppressants 

Expected Cost Effectiveness, $/ton PM10 reduced $300-$86,000 
Expected Emission Control Efficiency, % 13-84 
Rule Adoption Timeline 2009/2011 
*Based on a request by the County Fire Department, the APCD is also considering revising APCD Rule 312 in the 2006-07 
timeframe.  This rule revision would apply a no-burning restriction of any combustible refuse in an open outdoor fire in the North 
County – which is currently the only area in the County not subject to existing rule. 
 
 Mitigation Measures:  None required 
 
 Significance after Mitigation:  Class III, less than significant 
   

c. Cumulative Impacts.  Construction of the projects identified by the 2008 RTP would 
emit pollutants into the air.  On a cumulative level, construction emissions could emit large 
amounts of pollutants.  However, because Santa Barbara County does not have construction 
thresholds and the nature of the emissions analysis in this EIR, it is difficult to determine the 
significance of these impacts.  However, with full implementation of the construction mitigation 
measures listed above, the impact could be classified as less than significant.  Additionally, the 
RTP would also include improvements to the roadway infrastructure that would allow for 
greater capacity and LOS.  The improvements would benefit air quality due to increased flow of 
traffic, rather than idling.  
 
 Impact AQ-5 The proposed RTP forecast horizon is not consistent with the 

2007 CAP.  However, since the RTP and CAP socio-economic, 
vehicle activity growth assumptions and associated emissions 
estimates are identical, and the RTP implements the on-road 
mobile source emission control strategy of the CAP, impacts 
would be Class III, Less than Significant. 

 
Vehicle use, energy consumption, and associated pollutant emissions are directly related to 
population growth.  If the 2007 CAP growth assumptions are likely to be exceeded as a result of 
the proposed RTP improvements, then the RTP cannot be found consistent with the CAP. To 
determine consistency, several comparisons can be made to gauge the growth inducing impacts 
of the RTP with the growth assumptions of the 2007 CAP.  Namely, these are the socio-
economic assumptions (population, housing and employment), vehicle activity assumptions 
(VMT and trips) and resulting ozone precursor emissions (ROC + NOx).   
 
The socio-economic assumptions for both the 2008 RTP and 2007 CAP are based on SBCAG’s 
2002 Regional Growth Forecast.  Additionally, both planning efforts used the same model data 
inputs, resulting in matching vehicle activity output from the traffic model.  Therefore, the 
emissions estimates for the future years are identical when comparing the 2008 RTP and the 
2007 CAP. 
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Another consideration of consistency is how the 2008 RTP implements/promotes the on-road 
mobile source emission control strategy in the 2007 CAP.   Table 4.3-5 lists the 2008 RTP policies 
that promote the on-road mobile source air quality objectives in the 2007 CAP.  More 
specifically, Table 4.3-8 lists the projects and programs approved by the SBCAG board as part of 
the 101 In-Motion process for incorporation into the 2008 RTP.  All of the projects and programs 
listed were adopted as Transportation Control Measures in the 2007 Clean Air Plan.   
 
 

Table 4.3-8.  2008 101-In-Motion Recommended Projects/Programs 
Adopted as TCMs for 2007 Clean Air  

 

Add a Carpool/High Occupancy Lane both directions south of Milpas to County Line 
Enhanced rail service for commuters, Camarillo/Oxnard/Ventura to Goleta 
Increase express bus services to North County 
Connect local bus and shuttles with rail and regional services 
Provide bus priority on selected streets through signal priority, queue jumps, bulb-outs 
Provide vanpool/carpool trip reduction incentives 
Peak period parking management – apply variable parking rates as feasible by jurisdiction 
Encourage telecommuting and flexwork/time schedules by employers 
Promote individualized marketing for demand management strategies 
Add capacity and install meters at selected ramps 
Use Intelligent Transportation Systems technology to inform traveling public and smooth operations including:  
freeway service patrol, 511 phone service, internet traffic and transit reports and variable message signs 

 

 
Outside the Highway 101 Corridor, several of the RTP roadway improvement projects provide 
improved access to areas with existing or anticipated congestion.  Major extension projects 
include: the Central Avenue extension in Lompoc; the Union Valley Parkway and McCoy Lane 
extensions in and around the City of Santa Maria; the Fowler and Ekwill extensions and the 
construction of missing Cathedral Oaks Road segments in the City of Goleta; and the extension 
of Via Real and Carpinteria Avenue in Carpinteria.  These extensions would cross primarily 
undeveloped agricultural and /or open space areas.  However, these projects are needed due to 
a lack of sufficient roadway capacity or are proposed in local Circulation Elements as necessary 
to reduce future congestion anticipated as local General Plans are built out.  It can be argued 
that these extensions address the potential adverse impacts associated with planned growth on 
the existing system by providing additional capacity, improving system efficiency and reducing 
forecast congestion levels. 
 
Furthermore, a congestion management program (CMP) for Santa Barbara County was adopted 
in January, 1992 and was most recently updated in 2003.  This program is closely related to the 
RTP in that the RTP includes several improvements which were originally proposed in the 
CMP. The CMP identifies congestion reduction mechanisms for the CMP network which also 
serve to reduce air emissions.  These mechanisms include:  traffic analyses which assess impacts 
and provide appropriate mitigation; consideration of system-wide improvements to improve 
circulation and/or reduce emissions as part of deficiency plans; and a policy calling for each 
jurisdiction to assure that future development will help to achieve a job/housing balance. 
 
Consistent with the transportation control measures in the 2007 CAP (refer to Table 4.3-8 and 
Table 4.3-9), the 2008 RTP identifies other means of reducing potential emissions beyond what 
can be reflected in SBCAG’s travel model (e.g., TDM programs, pedestrian/bicycle 
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improvements, commuter rail improvements etc.). Qualitatively, these RTP projects serve to 
promote the implementation of the transportation control measures (TCMs) identified in the 
2007 CAP and will help offset the .02 tons per day NOx difference between the “Plan” and 
“Program” RTP alternatives.  
 
The 2007 CAP identifies TCMs as a way to attain the air quality goals specified in the Clean Air 
Act.  TCMs work by altering the way motor vehicles are used by reducing total vehicle miles 
traveled at critical times and places, and reducing the use of highly polluting operating modes.  
TCMs reduce emissions from on-road motor vehicles and trucks by: improving the existing 
transportation system to allow motor vehicles to operate more efficiently; inducing people to 
change their travel behavior to less polluting modes; or, ensuring emission control technology 
improvements in the motor vehicle fleet are fully and expeditiously realized. 
 

Table 4.3-9.  2007 CAP TCMs 
 

Currently Adopted 
T-1 Trip Reduction Ordinance 
T-2 Employer Based Transportation Demand Management Programs 
T-3 Work Schedule Changes 
T-4 Area-wide Ridesharing Incentives 
T-5 Improve Commuter Public Transit Service 
T-6 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes/High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes 
T-7 Traffic Flow Improvements 
T-8 Parking Management 
T-9 Park-and-Ride/Fringe Parking 

T-10 Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs 
T-13 Accelerated Retirement of Vehicles 
T-17 Telecommunications 
T-18 Alternative Fuels 
T-19 Public Education 
T-20 Parking Management to Reduce Non-commute Single Occupant Vehicle Use 

Proposed for Further Study 
T-9 Park and Ride (new project) 

Proposed as Contingency Measures 
T-21 Enhanced Inspection and Maintenance Program 

Source: 2007 Santa Barbara County CAP 
 

 
RTP projects that implement each TCM illustrated in Table 4.3-9 that applies to transportation 
projects are described in the paragraphs below.   
 
T-4: Area-wide Ridesharing Incentives 
 
This TCM is a voluntary measure that promotes ridesharing.  Ridesharing is a cooperative 
effort of two or more people to travel together.  Examples are carpools, vanpools, bus pools, 
trains, and public transit.  The secondary function of rideshare programs, the promotion of 
other alternatives to single occupancy vehicles, serves to support and enhance other TCMs.  The 
RTP includes many projects that support transit and ridesharing.  The following RTP projects 
support this TCM: 
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SBCAG-TS1 
C-PL-9 

 
T-5: Improve Commuter Public Transit Service 
 
Projects supporting this TCM include transit service by bus, rail and airplane offered by an 
operator on a regular schedule.  The purpose of this TCM is to increase capacity on existing 
routes, new routes proposed by public transit operators, and increased ridership on existing 
routes.  The following RTP projects support this TCM: 
 
 Program:  Plan: 
 COLT-1     CT-PL-25 through CT-PL-33 

CT-14 through CT-16    COLT-PL-3 through COLT-PL-5 
 EL-1      EL-PL-3 and -4 

Gu-3      Gu-PL-5 
MTD-2, -4, and -5    IC-PL-3, -4, -7, -8 
SMAT-1, -2, -4, and -5    MTD-PL-1, -4, -6, -13, -14, -17, -18   

 SBC-9      MTD-PL-20, -22, -23, -27, -28 
SBCAG-3 through SBCAG-5   SBC-PL-15 

 SLORTA-1      SBCAG-PL-1 
 SMOOTH-1 and -2    SMAT-PL-1, -3, -9, -10, -11, -13, -14 

SYVT-1     SMOOTH-PL-1, -3, -4, and -5 
       SYVT-PL-2 and -3 
 
T-6: High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes/High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes 
 
HOV lanes are segments of roadway restricted to only HOV vehicles (2 or more persons).  The 
aim of this is to promote ridesharing.  The following RTP projects support this TCM: 
 
 CT-8 
 CT-PL-3  
 
T-7: Traffic Flow Improvements 
 
Traffic flow improvements include a range of strategies that enhance the capacity and efficiency 
of a roadway system, without adding extra lanes or new roads.  These strategies can be 
grouped into three main types: traffic signalization, traffic operations, and enforcement and 
management.  The following RTP projects support this TCM: 
 
Traffic Signalization 
 SBC-6  
 B-PL-4 

C-PL-3 
 CT-PL-22 
 SBC-PL-5 
 SM-PL-9 
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Traffic Operations 
CT-5 
Go-1 and -2 
Gu-2 
SB-1 

 SBC-1, -2, and -6 
SM-9 
CT-PL-10, -15, and -35 
B-PL-4 
C-PL-1, -3, and -6 

 Go-PL-3 and  -5 
SB-PL-1 
SM-PL-7 and -10 

  
Enforcement and Management 
 CT-11, -12, and -13  

SBCAG-2 
 CT-PL-17 through CT-PL-21, -23 and -24 
 SBC-PL-13 
 
T-9: Park-and-Ride/Fringe Parking 
 
Park and ride lots provide a supporting role to transit, bicycling, and ridesharing TCMs.  The 
projects listed in this analysis are examples of cost effective trip reducing projects that support 
other TCMs.  The following RTP projects support this TCM: 
 
 C-PL-9 

SBC-PL-14 
 SM-PL-1 
 
T-10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs 
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian programs aim at reducing the reliance on automobiles.  They support 
recreation and mobility through both neighborhoods in addition to major thoroughfares.  The 
following RTP projects support this TCM: 
 

Program:  Plan: 
C-1 and -2  C-PL-7 and -8 
CT-5    CT-PL-14, -16, and -22  
Go-3 and -5   Go-PL-2, -5, -7, and -8 
Gu-2    GU-PL-3 
SBC-7    LOM-PL-3 and -4 
L-1    SB-PL-2 through SB-PL-8 
SB-2 through SB-5  SBC-PL-3, 7, -8, -9, -11, and -12  
SM-6    SM-PL-16   
Sol-1    Sol-PL-1 through Sol-PL-4 
SBC-8  
SM-10  
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T-18: Alternative Fuels 
 
The alternative fuels TCM covers the conversion of gasoline-powered vehicles to alternative 
fuels, replacement of gasoline-powered vehicles with new alternative fuel vehicles, increasing 
the infrastructure needed to successfully operate alternative fuel fleets, and new applications of 
electric powered vehicles.  The following RTP projects support this TCM: 
  
 MTD-2 
 MTD-PL-8 and -9, 

MTD-23 through MTD-PL-24 
 MTD-PL-27 
 
In conclusion, the underlying socio-economic and vehicle activity growth assumptions between 
the 2007 CAP and 2008 RTP are identical.  Therefore, the ozone precursor emission estimates in 
the 2008 RTP are consistent with those projected in the 2007 CAP.  The 2008 RTP includes 
roadway and intersection improvements which reduce existing and future congestion, thereby 
reducing emissions.  Additionally, because the 2008 RTP includes policies and projects which 
promote the implementation of the 2007 CAP TCMs, the 2008 RTP is considered to be consistent 
with the 2007 CAP.  Impacts related to the consistency are considered to be Class III, Less than 
Significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures. None required. 
 

Significance After Mitigation. The RTP is considered consistent with the CAP. 
 
 d.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  At this time, federal, state, or local air quality planning 
regulations or guidelines have not formally established thresholds for evaluating project level 
greenhouse gas emissions.  However, in recognition of this emerging public policy issue, a 
quantitative assessment of greenhouse gas emissions is included in the 2008 RTP.  
 
The analysis focuses on carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions.  Neither the state nor the Santa Barbara 
County APCD has established significance thresholds for GHG emissions, including CO2.  The 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has been tasked with developing 
guidelines/thresholds for evaluation of significant climate change impacts in CEQA 
documents.  OPR will be working closely with ARB staff to develop these thresholds.  For this 
analysis, OPR’s June 19, 2008 Technical Advisory (CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate 
Change Through CEQA Review) was reviewed to determine how impacts of the RTP could be 
assessed.  OPR’s recommended approach was used to determine potential significant impacts 
for the 2008 RTP, as described below: 
 

“Each public agency that is a lead agency for complying with CEQA needs to develop its 
own approach to performing a climate change analysis for projects that generate GHG 
emissions.  A consistent approach should be applied for the analysis of all such projects, and 
the analysis must be based on best available information.  For these projects, compliance 
with CEQA entails three basic steps: identify and quantify the GHG emissions; assess the 
significance of the impact on climate change; and if the impact is found to be significant, 
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identify alternatives and/or mitigation measures that will reduce the impact below 
significance.” 

 
An analysis of 2030 CO2 emissions was completed and is shown in Table 4.3-10.  Results 
indicate that the 2008 RTP “Plan” scenario achieves the lowest CO2 emissions (7,310 t/d) of the 
three RTP alternatives.  However, it should be noted this level is greater than the 2002 baseline 
reported in the 2007 CAP. 
 

Table 4.3-10  Carbon Dioxide Emission Comparison 
 

Analysis CO2 Emissions (tons/day) 
2007 Clean Air Plan – Year 2002 4,970 

2008 RTP “No Project” – Year 2030 7,450 
2008 RTP “Program” – Year 2030 7,610 

2008 RTP “Plan” – Year 2030 7,310 
Year 2002 to 2030 Plan +2,340 

Plan to No Project comparison -140 
 
Results of the analysis indicate the following: 
 

• By the Year 2030, in the absence of federal and state regulations, CO2 emissions from on-
road mobile sources will increase by roughly 50%. 

• Looking at the RTP projects in isolation, the “Program” scenario would result in the 
addition of 160 tons (a 2% increase) of CO2 emissions per day when compared with the 
“No Project” scenario.  This can be attributed to higher VMT estimates for light-duty 
vehicles under the “Program” scenario. 

• Of the three alternatives, the “Plan” scenario would result in the least amount of CO2 
emissions in the Year 2030.  Implementation of the “Plan” projects would reduce CO2 
emissions by 140 tons per day compared to the “No Project” scenario. 

 
In observing the increase in CO2 from the present day to 2030 (50%), it is incumbent by SBCAG 
to encourage trip reduction and alternative mode choice to reduce the rate of growth in VMT.  
The SBCAG Traffic Solutions programs and alternative mode projects help to achieve these 
reductions in the rate of VMT growth.  Additionally, the following measures would help offset 
increases in GHG emissions, such as:  
 

• Use of trees and other landscaping to provide shade, absorb CO2 and reduce heat 
radiation from hard surfaces. 

• Promoting the use of non-vehicle related travel 
• Requiring the environmental documents for the individual projects include a 

sufficient GHG analysis 
• Use of non-toxic, recycled content building materials 

 
ARB is developing additional GHG reduction measures and these will be incorporated into 
transportation projects, as feasible.   
 
While full implementation of the Plan projects results in slightly less CO2 emissions than the No 
Project scenario, it’s important to acknowledge that some of the projects, taken individually, 
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may contribute to cumulative impacts.  For example, construction of some RTP projects would 
result in increased emissions cumulatively.  In the absence of regulatory controls, it’s difficult to 
recommend specific mitigation measures for construction activities.  Lead agencies on these 
individual RTP projects will most likely be subject to pending CEQA regulations for greenhouse 
gases and would conduct a separate GHG emissions analysis in the environmental review 
phase of the project. 
 
It should also be noted that the pending California Senate Bill 375 would require SBCAG to 
develop a “Sustainable Communities Strategy” in its RTP updates.  Elements of the strategy will 
examine land use-transportation relationships, travel patterns, impacts on climate change, 
greenhouse gas emissions, and jobs-housing relationships, among other factors.  If passed, 
SBCAG will develop the strategy in its next RTP update with extensive public, stakeholder, and 
local agency participation, to meet targeted reductions in greenhouse gas emissions set by the 
Air Resources Board. 
 

e.  Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts.  The proposed projects found in 
Table ES-2 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 
features would associate with Impacts AQ-2 through AQ-4.  Further, projects that include 
transit expansion would associate with Impacts AQ-3 and AQ-4.  It would be redundant to 
show that all projects with construction components have these air quality impacts.  Additional 
specific analysis will need to be conducted as the individual projects are designed and 
implemented in order to determine the actual magnitude of impact.  Mitigation measures 
discussed above could apply to these specific projects.   
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4.4 NOISE 
 
4.4.1 Setting 
 

a. 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 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. To evaluate community 
noise on a 24-hour basis, the day-night average sound level was developed (Ldn). 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 identical to the Ldn with one exception. The CNEL adds 5 dB to evening noise 
levels (7:00 PM to 10:00 PM). Thus, both the Ldn and CNEL noise measures represent a 24-hour 
average of A-weighted noise levels with Ldn providing a nighttime adjustment and CNEL 
providing both an evening and nighttime adjustment. 
 

b. Land Use Compatibility. The State Office of Noise Control has established 
guidelines to provide the community with a noise environment deemed to be generally 
acceptable.  Figure 4.4-1 depicts ranges of noise exposure levels considered compatible with  



.

COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE
Ldn, dBA LAND USE CATEGORY 

55 60 65 70 75 80 85
RESIDENTIAL – LOW DENSITY 
SINGLE FAMILY, DUPLEX, 
MOBILE HOMES 

RESIDENTIAL – MULTI FAMILY 

TRANSIENT LODGING – 
MOTELS, HOTELS 

SCHOOLS, LIBRARIES, 
CHURCHES, HOSPITALS, 
NURSING HOMES 

AUDITORIUMS, CONCERT 
HALLS, AMPHITHEATRES 

SPORTS ARENA, OUTDOOR 
SPECTATOR SPORTS 

PLAYGROUNDS,
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS 

GOLF COURSES, RIDING 
STABLES, WATER 
RECREATION, CEMETERIES 

OFFICE BUILDINGS, BUSINESS 
COMMERCIAL AND 
PROFESSIONAL 

INDUSTRIAL, 
MANUFACTURING, UTILITIES, 
AGRICULTURE 

 CLEARLY ACCEPTABLE – Specified land use is satisfactory, based on the assumption that any buildings involved are 
of normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements 

 NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE – New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of 
the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.  Conventional 
construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems of air conditioning will normally suffice. 

 NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE – New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If new 
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and 
needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

 CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE – New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.
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various types of land uses. 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. 
 
With regard to noise-sensitive residential uses, the recommended exterior noise limits are 60 
dBA CNEL for single family residences and 65 dBA CNEL for multi-family residences. 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. 
 

c. Noise Control Measures. Noise can be controlled at its source, along its transmission 
path, at the receiver or through a combination of these measures. Federal and State regulations 
provide for certain controls on noise sources, like motor vehicles. The County of Santa Barbara 
has adopted additional provisions that restrict the generation of noise within the community. 
The noise level standards that have been adopted by the County of Santa Barbara are more 
stringent than State Office of Noise Control guidelines for residential and commercial noise 
levels and the County has placed limitations on noise produced by equipment operation, 
human activities, and construction. 
 

d. 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. 
 

Motor Vehicle Traffic

 

. Motor vehicles are the most important 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 noisiest single road corridor in the county is Highway 101, due to both the high traffic 
volumes experienced and the high speed of traffic. In 1996, daily traffic on Highway 101 ranged 
from 19,700 vehicles (north of Route 246) to 124,000 vehicles (south of Las Positas Road in Santa 
Barbara). Based upon this number of vehicles, noise levels along the entire Highway 101 
corridor exceed 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. 
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 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 
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surrounding areas have been planned to ensure that noise levels remain at acceptable levels for 
the various uses. 
 
The remaining airports in the county, Lompoc and Santa Ynez, 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. New Cuyama Airport is a small public 
airport not currently in use, pending needed improvements. 
 
In addition to the four active county airports, flight operations occur at Vandenberg Air Force 
Base, located near the City of Lompoc. While these operations are limited, the resulting 65dB 
contour does extend into a portion of the City of Lompoc. 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. Although 
single-event noise exposure resulting from helicopter operations are potentially annoying, 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 Railroad lines also generate noise in limited areas. The Union Pacific Railroad right-of-
way traverses the county within the coastal area of much of the county, passing through the 
cities of Carpinteria, Santa Barbara and Guadalupe.  This rail corridor is used by Union Pacific 
freight trains an average of 10 to 16 trips per day (personal communication, Linda Valdez, 
January 14, 2008). The Santa Maria Railroad originates in the City of Santa Maria and travels 
westward through Santa Maria to connect with the Union Pacific railroad line in Guadalupe. An 
average of one local freight train operates on this line each day (personal correspondence, Dave 
Jennings, Santa Maria Railroad, 2008). 

AMTRAK provides intercity passenger rail service through the county. According to the 
LOSSAN North Strategic Plan (December 2007), ten trains per day operate between Los Angeles 
and Santa Barbara, while four trains per day operate between Santa Barbara and San Luis 
Obispo.  
 
Noise is generated during rail operations by locomotives starting and stopping, trains braking, 
the connection and disconnection of cars, train whistles, and track noise (the trains’ wheels 
running on the track). While much of the rail corridor is through open areas in the northern part 
of the county, trains running along the southern portion of the track generate noise that can be 
heard by nearby residents. Noise levels within about 100 feet of the tracks in the South County 
area (between Goleta and the Ventura County line) could be exposed to noise levels above 65 
dBA CNEL. 
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4.4.2 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 upon levels presented in the USEPA document Noise from Construction Equipment and 
Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances (1971). Long-term traffic-related noise was 
estimated using a modification of the Federal Highway Noise Prediction Model. 
 
Pursuant to the State CEQA guidelines, potentially significant impacts would result if the 
project would result in: 
 

• 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; 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-
borne noise levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project; or 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project. 

 
In addition, the County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual states 
that noise impact are considered significant in the following instances: 
 

• Noise from grading and construction activity proposed would occur within 1,600 feet 
of sensitive receptors, including schools, residential development, commercial lodging 
facilities, hospitals, or care facilities.  This is based upon an assumed average 
construction noise level of 95 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the source, which 
would result in a noise level of approximately 65 dBA at a distance of 1,600 feet. 

• The proposed project would generate noise levels in excess of 65 dBA CNEL and 
could affect sensitive receptors. 

• Outdoor living areas of noise-sensitive uses would be subject to noise levels in excess 
of 65 dBA CNEL. 

• Interior living areas of noise-sensitive uses would be subject to noise levels in excess 
of 45 dBA CNEL. 

• The project would substantially increase the ambient noise levels for noise-sensitive 
receptors in adjoining areas.  This would include instances where ambient noise 
levels affecting sensitive receptors exceed 65 dBA CNEL as well as instances where 
ambient noise levels increase substantially, but remain below 65 dBA CNEL.  As 
shown in Table 4.4-1, a substantial increase for areas where the ambient noise level 
would remain below 65 dBA CNEL is defined as a 5 dB increase where the ambient 
level is below 60 dBA CNEL and a 3 dB increase where the ambient level is from 60-
65 dBA CNEL.  These definitions are consistent with the Federal Interagency 
Committee on Noise (FICON) recommendations, which were developed as a result of 
studies that relate aircraft noise levels to the percentage of people highly annoyed by 
various noise levels.   
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To mitigate construction impacts, the Thresholds Manual indicates that construction within 1,600 
feet of sensitive receptors shall be limited to weekdays between the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 
P.M. 

 
Table 4.4-1.  Significance of Changes in  

Noise Exposure 
 

Ambient Noise Level Without 
Project (CNEL) Significant Impact 

< 60 dBA + 5.0 dBA or more 

60 – 65 dBA + 3.0 dBA or more 

> 65 dBA + 1.5 dBA or more 

 
Long-term noise level increases are considered a result of the RTP only if RTP implementation 
involves an improvement project that introduces a new noise source or moves an existing noise 
source closer to a sensitive receptor (extension of a road through a residential area, for 
example). Increases in traffic on existing roads on which no improvements are planned are not 
considered impacts of the RTP, but rather are a result of general increases in traffic. 
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This section describes generalized 
impacts associated with some of the projects anticipated in the RTP. Table 4.4-4 in Section 4.4.2.c 
lists the specific projects that could result in the impacts discussed in this section.  
 

Impact N-1 Construction activity associated with road, bike, rail, and 
airport projects would create temporary noise level increases in 
discreet locations throughout the county over the life of the 
RTP. This is considered a Class II, significant but mitigable 
impact. 

 
The operation of heavy equipment during the construction of roadway infrastructure would 
result in temporary increases in noise in the immediate vicinity of individual construction sites. 
As illustrated in Table 4.4-2, average noise levels associated with the use of heavy equipment at 
construction sites can range from about 78 to 88 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 
involve the use of such equipment as backhoes, bulldozers, shovels, and front end loaders. 
 
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 a few hundred feet of construction 
sites would be expected to be exposed to unacceptable noise levels.  
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Table 4.4-2.  Typical Noise Level Ranges at Construction Sites 
 

Construction Phase 
Average Noise Level at 50 Feet 

Minimum Required 
Equipment On-Site 

All Pertinent Equipment 
On-Site 

Clearing 84 dBA 84 dBA 
Excavation 78 dBA 88 dBA 
Foundation/Conditioning 88 dBA 88 dBA 
Laying Subbase, Paving 78 dBA 79 dBA 
Finishing and Cleanup 84 dBA 84 dBA 
Source:  Bolt, Beranek and Newman, “Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building 

Equipment, and Home Appliances,” prepared for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1971. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. Local noise ordinance requirements would apply to construction 
activity associated with RTP implementation. In addition, the following mitigation measures 
are recommended: 

N-1(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 
shall ensure that, where residences or other noise sensitive uses are 
located within 1,600 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 1,600 feet of sensitive receptors requires 

pile driving, 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. 

 
Significance After Mitigation

 

. With implementation of local noise control requirements 
and proposed mitigation, impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Impact N-2 Various RTP projects could potentially expose sensitive 
receptors to noise in excess of normally acceptable levels. This is 
considered a Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
 Roadways. The RTP includes many roadway modification projects, a number of which 
involve widening of existing facilities for the purpose of increasing their capacity. Such projects 
would not in themselves introduce new traffic, but rather are intended to relieve current or 
projected future traffic congestion or poor safety conditions. However, in some cases, widening 
projects would accommodate increased traffic speed. Although many of the planned widening 
projects are in rural areas where sensitive noise receptors would not be affected, several would 
move traffic closer to noise-sensitive land uses. Widening projects with the potential to create 
significant noise impacts include Highway 101 in the Santa Barbara, Goleta, and Santa Maria 
areas, portions of Routes 1, 246, 135 , and 166, and several arterial widenings proposed in the 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 4.4  Noise   
 
 

  SBCAG 
4.4-8 

Santa Maria, Goleta, Summerland, and Lompoc areas.  Specific widening projects with the 
potential to create significant noise impacts are listed in Table 4.4-4 in Section 4.4.2.c. 
 
Various improvements proposed for Highway 101 would increase the capacity of the freeway, 
thereby accommodating increased traffic levels. The projected increase in noise on three 
segments of Highway 101 is shown in Table 4.4-3. As indicated, noise levels exceed 65 dBA 
CNEL along each of the studied freeway segments and are expected to increase in all locations 
as traffic levels increase.  In addition, noise level increases at receptors along these highway 
segments would exceed 1.5 dBA. It should also be noted that the noise levels presented in Table 
4.4-3 are worst-case figures that do not account for the noise attenuating effects of topography, 
buildings, walls, and other barriers. In reality, many areas along the freeway corridor are at 
least partially shielded from traffic noise by one or more of these factors. 
 

Table 4.4-3.  Current and Future Noise Levels Along the Highway 101 Corridor 
 

Freeway Segment 

Noise Level at 100 Feet 
from Freeway Centerline 

(dBA CNEL) 
Noise Level Change 

(2005-2030) 

Distance to 65 dBA 
CNEL Noise Contour 

in 2030 (feet) 2005   2030 
South of Las Positas Road (Santa 
Barbara 

78.9 81.5 +2.7 4,518 

North of Highway 246 (Buellton) 70.3 75.2 +4.9 1,047 
At the San Luis Obispo County 
Line 

75.5 79.7 +4.1 2,929 

Note: All noise levels assume no attenuation due to topography or other barriers. In reality, noise levels are likely somewhat lower 
than presented herein. 

 
The RTP contemplates roadway extensions in certain areas. These include Central 

Avenue in Lompoc, and Union Valley Parkway and E Street in Santa Maria. New roadways 
would introduce traffic into areas currently not experiencing roadway noise.  These roadways 
extensions are expected to result in noise levels that exceed 65 dBA CNEL at adjacent residential 
receptors.   

 
Airports. Although an increase in aircraft operations at the four airports in the county is 

not part of the RTP per se, proposed improvements at two airports - Santa Barbara and Santa 
Maria - would support increased operations. Therefore, some airport projects would be 
indirectly responsible for incrementally increasing ambient noise levels near airports. Santa 
Maria Public Airport, in particular, plans a substantial number of facility improvements/ 
expansions that would be expected to accommodate increased air travel and that may alter 
noise patterns in the vicinity of the airport. Planned improvements with the potential to 
accommodate additional air traffic or modify noise patterns in the area include construction of 
new taxiways, extension and modification of existing taxiways, construction of new access 
roads, and construction of new hangars. 
 
Existing noise contours at Santa Ynez, Santa Maria, Lompoc, and Santa Barbara Airports are 
shown on Figures 4.4-2 through 4.4-5. Future noise contours for Santa Barbara Airport is shown 
on Figure 4.4-6.  Existing and planned noise-sensitive uses are projected to fall within the 60 and 
65 dBA CNEL noise contours for both airports; however, despite the increased traffic  
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Santa Maria Airport Influence AreaAerial Source:  AirPhotoUSA, 2000.
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anticipated for both facilities, overall noise levels are expected to decline due to the introduction 
of newer, quieter aircraft. Because an increase in noise is not anticipated, no significant impacts 
due to aircraft operations would occur. Nevertheless, the level of impact would need to be 
analyzed further and, if necessary, mitigated during future review of airports’ conditional use 
permits and master plans for aircraft operations. 
 

Rail Operations. Proposed rail projects include additional sidings, replacement of existing 
track with new track and the installation of new and/or additional passenger facilities. These 
improvements would support the expansion of passenger rail service, which is expected to 
consist of an additional Pacific Surfliner train to increase service between Los Angeles and San 
Luis Obispo, additional service (3 round trips) between Los Angeles and Goleta and between 
Goleta and San Luis Obispo (2 round trips), and a new Coast Daylight. These additional train 
trips would incrementally increase ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the rail line. Because 
some land uses, particularly in the South County area, are already exposed to rail noise levels 
exceeding 65 dBA CNEL, the additional noise associated with expansion of passenger service 
would be adverse. However, assuming a six-train increase in passenger service (three trains 
during the day, and three during the evening), the noise level increase at 100 feet from the 
tracks would increase by only about 0.2 dBA (see Appendix D for calculations).  Though 
individual trains may cause periodic annoyance, the overall change in the noise environment 
would not be significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures
 

. The following mitigation measures would apply to the 2008 RTP: 

N-2(a) If an RTP project is located within 1,000 feet of sensitive uses, the local 
jurisdiction in which the project is located shall ensure that a noise 
survey is conducted to determine 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) Various sound attenuation techniques shall be considered where new 

or expanded roadways are found to expose receptors to noise 
exceeding normally acceptable levels. 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. 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. 
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Significance After Mitigation

 

. Implementation of the recommended programmatic 
measures would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.  However, it should be 
noted that the construction of sound attenuation devices may create aesthetic impacts that may 
be undesirable.  To mitigate this potential secondary impact to the degree feasible, the following 
measure is recommended: 

N-2(c) 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. 

 
c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. Table 4.4-4 identifies those 

projects that may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.4.2.b. The individual projects listed 
could create significant noise 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 these specific projects. 
 

Table 4.4-4.  RTP Projects that May Result in Noise Impacts 
 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
CT-1 Hwy 101, between Santa Maria Way to Rte 

135 & Highway 101 sep. 
N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-2 Hwy 101; Coast Village Rd./Old Coast 

Hwy./Hot Springs Rd. 
N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-4 Hwy 101 at Linden and Casitas Pass 

interchanges in Carpinteria 
N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-5 Hwy 101 at Hollister Avenue interchange N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-7 Hwy 101 at Union Valley Parkway 

interchange 
N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-8 Hwy 101 between Mobile Pier Road in 

Ventura County to south of Casitas Pass Rd. 
in Santa Barbara County 

N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

CT-9 
 
 

SR-192 from Alamar Ave to Mission Canyon 
Rd. 

N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

Gu-2 SR 1 in Guadalupe N-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction 

SB-1 SR 225 at Las Positas and Cliff Dr.  N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SM-1 Union Valley Parkway N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SM-2 Blosser Rd: Donovan Rd to Taylor St, Cook 
St to Donovan Rd. 

N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SM-3 Miller St. N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SM-4 SR 135 at Union Parkway N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SM-5 Betteravia Rd between Hwy 101 and SR 135 N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SBC-3 Tepusquet Rd between Foxen Canyon Rd 
and Santa Maria Mesa Rd 

N-1 Potential impacts during construction 
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Table 4.4-4.  RTP Projects that May Result in Noise Impacts 
 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
SBC-4 Hwy 101 at Evans Dr., Coville and Greenwell N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SBC-5 Hummel Dr between Union Valley Parkway 

and Mooncrest Ln 
N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SBC-6 Union Valley Parkway at Bradley Rd N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
SBC-7 Cathedral Oaks to Merida Dr N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-PL-2 Hwy 101 at Santa Maria Bridge N-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction 
CT-PL-3 Hwy 101 between 0.44 miles south of 

Carpinteria Creek Bridge and Sycamore 
Creek Bridge 

N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

CT-PL-4 SR 246 N-1 Potential impacts during construction 
CT-PL-8 Hwy 101 from Fairview Ave to Storke Rd N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-PL-11 SR 192 from Alamar Rd to Sycamore Canyon 

Rd 
N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-PL-13 Hwy 101 at Gaviota rest stop N-1 Potential impacts to nearby services 

during construction 
CT-PL-15 SR246 between Buellflat Rd and 5th St N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-PL-34 Hwy 166 East N-1 Potential impacts during construction 
B-PL-2 SR 246 at McMurray Rd N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
C-PL-2 Holly Ave to Carpinteria Ave N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
C-PL-4 Via Real at Santa Monica Creek bridge and 

Via Real between Santa Ynez Ave and Santa 
Monica Rd 

N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

C-PL-5 Hwy 101 at Bailard N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

Go-PL-1 Storke Rd from Whittier to City Limits N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

Go-PL-4 La Patera Rd; Calle Real to Railroad N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

Go-PL-6 Ellwood Station Rd N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

Go-PL-9 Overpass Road to Hollister Avenue N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

GU-PL-1 SR 1 through Guadalupe N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

LOM-PL-1 SR 246 to Lompoc (Central Ave Extension) N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

LOM-PL-2 Hwy 1, North H St. N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SB-PL-1 Hwy 101 between Mission St./Las Positas St. N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SM-PL-1 Hwy 101 & SR 135 interchanges N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SM-PL-4 Miller St between Robles St and Cook St N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SM-PL-6 Intersection of Railroad Depot and Fester N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 

SM-PL-7 Stowell Rd at College Dr N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 
during construction and operation 
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Table 4.4-4.  RTP Projects that May Result in Noise Impacts 
 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
SM-PL-8 Hwy 101 at Main St N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SM-PL-9 Betteravia Rd, Blosser, and SR 135 N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SM-PL-10 College Dr between Battle Rd to Betteravia 

Rd 
N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SM-PL-11 A St between McCoy Lane and Stowell Rd N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SM-PL-12 Miller St between Barcelius to Stowell Rd N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SM-PL-13 McCoy Ln between A St and Mahoney Rd N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SM-PL-14 Foster Rd between SR 135 and Blosser Rd N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SM-PL-15 E Street N-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction 
SBC-PL-1 Hollister Ave between San Antonio Rd and 

Hwy 101 
N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SBC-PL-2 La Purisima Rd between Hwy 101 and SR 

246  
N-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction 
SBC-PL-4 Clark and Bradley Rd N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SBC-PL-5 Clark Ave and Hwy 101 N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SBC-PL-6 Bradley Rd and Santa Maria Way N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SBC-PL-7 Harris Grade Rd from SR 1 to Burton Mesa N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
C-1 Via Real at Sandy Land Reef Motel N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-14 UPRR  N-1 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction 
CT-16 Goleta Rail Station N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SBCAG-5 Santa Barbara County N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
CT-PL-31 Los Angeles and Goleta N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
CT-PL-32 Los Angeles to San Franscisco N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
CT-PL-33 Goleta to San Luis Obispo N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
SMAT-1 Santa Maria N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
C-PL-9 Hwy 101 at Bailard intersection N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
COLT-PL-3 Lompoc Valley N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
COLT-PL-4 Lompoc Valley N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
MTD-PL-22 South Coast N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SBC-PL-13 South Coast N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SYA-1 Santa Ynez Airport N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
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Table 4.4-4.  RTP Projects that May Result in Noise Impacts 
 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
SYA-2 Santa Ynez Airport N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SYA-3 Santa Ynez Airport N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
LOMA-1 Lompoc Airport N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
LOMA-2 Lompoc Airport N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
SBA-1 Santa Barbara Airport N-2 Potential impacts during operation 
SBA-2 Santa Barbara Airport N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
SBA-3 Santa Barbara Airport N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
SMA-3 Santa Maria Airport N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SMA-4 Santa Maria Airport N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SMA-9 Santa Maria Airport N-1, N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during construction and operation 
SMA-12 Santa Maria Airport N-2 Potential impacts to nearby residences 

during operation 
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4.5 AESTHETICS 
 
4.5.1 Setting 
 

a. Visual Character of the County. Santa Barbara County is renowned for the scenic 
beauty of its seascapes and mountains. The coastal shelves nestled between ocean and 
mountains; the scenic inland valleys with large expanses of cultivated farmlands and gently 
rolling hillsides; and the rugged Los Padres National Forest are all key elements which define 
the county’s scenic beauty. The county is largely rural in character, with distinct compact urban 
communities separated by substantial public open space and private grazing lands. 
 
The foothill elevations typically reach about 800 feet above sea level. The mountain ranges crest 
between four and five miles inland (north and east) from the coast and reach elevations 
between 3,200 and 3,800 feet above sea level. 
 
The coastal plain is characterized by gentle slopes stepping up gradually towards the foothills, 
crossed and interrupted occasionally by streams and steep gradients. These streams, which 
drain the coast facing watersheds, have cut conspicuous channels across the coastal plain, 
creating a diverse and varied topography with locally steeper slopes and highly visible stream 
channels. 
 
Much of the county is also heavily vegetated with a variety of mature trees. There are numerous 
areas dominated by clustered stands of native oaks, taller narrow ribbons of lighter colored 
sycamore trees, and mature introduced pines and eucalyptus woodlands. 
 
The nature of urban development varies throughout the county. The Santa Maria Valley is 
characterized as a low-density urban center, with supporting suburban residential development 
in unincorporated Orcutt. The Santa Ynez Valley is typified by smaller, more rural 
communities, clustered near the major highways of SR 246, SR 154 and Highway 101. Lompoc is 
a medium-sized urban center, isolated by its relative distance from Highway 101. Urban 
development in the south county generally follows the Highway 101 corridor, from Winchester 
Canyon to the Ventura County line. Urban development along the coast is typically compact, 
and respects the existing dominant geographic features, including the ocean and the coastal 
mountains. The City of Santa Barbara in particular is characterized by a high level of urban 
design. Streets are typically designed as features to complement existing and planned land uses, 
and are not in themselves intended as dominant urban features. 
 

b. Primary Viewing Corridors. The Coastal Land Use Plan adopted and implemented 
by the County of Santa Barbara has identified Highway 101 as a scenic view corridor. Expansive 
views are available from various points along this highway. The Scenic Values Survey, 
conducted as part of Santa Barbara County’s Open Space Element (1979), indicates that portions 
of other state highways also traverse scenic areas; in particular SR 154, SR 1, SR 135, and Foxen 
Canyon Road. However, nearly all state highways in the county can be characterized as 
traversing scenic areas, whether in urban centers or crossing rural landscapes. These include: SR 
192 (along the Santa Barbara foothills), SR 246 (between SR 154 and Lompoc), and SR 166 (from 
Santa Maria eastward through the Cuyama River valley). The Union Pacific railroad line, used 
daily by AMTRAK, is another scenic transportation corridor in the county. 
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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. 
However, the City of Santa Barbara has adopted Highway 101 Santa Barbara Coastal Parkway 
Design Guidelines, which specify that the City will preserve and maintain the historic character 
of the segment of Highway 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. 
 
4.5.2  Impact Analysis 
 
  a.  Methodology and Significant 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.  
 
Pursuant to the State CEQA guidelines, potentially significant impacts would result if the 
project would result in: 
 

• the change would adversely affect a viewshed from a public viewing area (such as a 
park, scenic highway, roadway, or other publicly-accessible property); 

• new light and glare sources are introduced that substantially alter the nighttime 
lighting character of the area; or  

• an existing identified visual resource is adversely altered or obstructed.   
 

The Visual Aesthetic Impact Guidelines of the County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds 
and Guidelines Manual identify four specific landscapes of particular value to the County; these 
include 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? 

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? 
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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 some of the projects anticipated under the RTP. Table 4.5-1 in Section 
4.5.2.c. summarizes the specific projects that could result in the impacts discussed in this 
section. 
 

Impact AES-1 The design of some of the proposed transportation projects 
may affect public views along designated scenic corridors, 
adjacent landscaping, and other highways considered to have 
high scenic qualities. This is considered a Class II, significant 
but mitigable impact. 

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

 
• Blockage of views by construction equipment and staging areas 
• Disruption of views by temporary signage 
• Exposure of slopes and removal of vegetation 

 
With regard to long-term aesthetic impacts, implementation of the 2008 RTP would generally 
result in modification to existing transportation facilities within existing highway, roadway or 
railroad rights-of-way, or on existing airport lands. For most of these types of projects, aesthetic 
impacts are generally considered adverse but less than significant because they represent 
further intensification of an existing manmade setting rather than outright loss of a pristine, 
natural setting.  Further, many of the projects are at-grade with the surrounding environment 
and are not likely to result in massive obstructions or blockages of surrounding views.   
 
New roadways, or substantial increases in roadway dimensions, are proposed in a few areas. 
Planned extensions include the extension of Central Avenue in Lompoc, and Union Valley 
Parkway and “E” Street in the Santa Maria area. Major widening projects include Highway 101 
in the Santa Barbara, Goleta, and Santa Maria areas, Route 1 in the Lompoc area, Route 246 
between Lompoc and Buellton, and Route 166 between Santa Maria and Guadalupe.  For such 
projects, significant adverse aesthetic impacts could occur. 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 projects would 
degrade the existing visual condition of the area in which they are proposed. 
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Mitigation Measures

 

. The following mitigation measures would minimize long-term 
visual impacts generated by proposed interchanges and roadway extensions: 

AES-1(a) Where a particular RTP improvement affects adjacent landforms, the 
local jurisdiction in which the project is located shall ensure that 
recontouring provides a smooth and gradual transition between 
modified landforms and existing grade. This requirement can be 
accomplished through the placement of conditions on the project by 
the local jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 

 
AES-1(b) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall 

ensure that associated landscape materials and design enhance 
landform variation, provide erosion control and blend with the 
natural setting. This requirement can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during 
individual environmental review. 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 local jurisdiction or lead agency of a particular RTP project 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. This requirement 
shall be accomplished through the placement of conditions on the 
project design by the lead agency during the project specific 
environmental review and by ensuring that specific design 
considerations to achieve this mitigation are enacted at each stage of 
design by the lead agency, local jurisdictions and SBCAG personnel. 

 
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, as described in Mitigation Measure N-2(c). 

 
Significance After Mitigation

 

. With proposed mitigation measures, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Impact AES-2 Development of proposed roadway projects would contribute 
to the alteration of the county’s character from a rural (or 
semi-rural) to a somewhat more suburban condition. This is 
considered Class I, significant and unavoidable impact. 
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Some of the proposed roadway extensions and interchanges would introduce visual features 
that would alter the existing rural or semi-rural character of the area in which they are 
proposed. In addition, road widenings would change the character of a number of rural country 
roads to that of a more suburbanized community by increasing pavement and potentially 
removing roadside native plant species, including oak trees. Ancillary facilities constructed 
along new or existing roads (such as lighting, bus shelters, and signs) would further contribute 
to the trend toward greater visual suburbanization.  It should be noted that the majority of the 
projects included in the RTP would occur in developed areas or adjacent to urban 
environments. 
 
The visual effect of roadway projects would be greatest in the more rural areas of the county. 
Projects with particularly high potential to alter the rural character of the county include the 
proposed widenings of Route 246 between Lompoc and Buellton, Route 1 from Las Cruces to 
Lompoc, and Route 166 between Santa Maria and Guadalupe. The proposed widening of 
Highway 101 in Santa Barbara would also have a significant effect, due to the loss of roadside 
vegetation, changes in topography, and the designation of the road as a scenic highway. A 
complete listing of projects that could alter the existing rural character is included in Table 4.5-1 
at the end of this section. 
 
The overall visual effect of such projects, whether or not they are in designated scenic areas, 
would contribute to an incremental transformation in visual character from rural to more urban 
or suburban. This is considered a significant impact. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. The following mitigation measures would reduce project-specific 
impacts related to aesthetic impacts to the degree feasible. 

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 1:1 basis and incorporated into the 
landscaping design for the roadway (note: the oak tree 
replacement rate may be higher than 1:1 in some jurisdictions, 
including the County of Santa Barbara). 

 
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. 

 
AES-2(c) Bus shelters and other ancillary facilities constructed under the 

RTP shall be designed in accordance with the architectural review 
requirements of the local jurisdiction in which the project is 
proposed. Bus shelters shall incorporate colors and wood 
materials complementary of the natural surroundings. 

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

 

. Implementation of the above mitigation measures would 
reduce project-specific impacts to the extent feasible. Nevertheless, the incremental alteration of 
the area’s current rural or semi-rural character to a more suburban environment is considered a 
significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact. 

c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. Table 4.5-1 identifies those 
projects that may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.5.2.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 4.5-1.  RTP Projects That May Result in Aesthetic Impacts 

 

Project Jurisdiction Project Description Impact Description of Potential Impact 

CT-1 Caltrans Widen Highway 101 between 
Santa Maria Way to Route 135 
and Highway 101 separator 

AES-1, 2 Scenic highway; loss of rural 
character 

CT-2 Caltrans Highway 101 Widening; Coast 
Village Road/Old Coast 
Highway//Hot Springs Road 

AES-1, 2 Scenic highway; loss of vegetation 
and change in character 

CT-7 Caltrans Highway 101 at Union Valley 
Parkway interchange 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

CT-13 Caltrans Install TMS Field Elements 
(Microwave Vehicle Detection 
System in conjunction with 
Vehicle Sensor Nodes and 
CCTV) 

AES-1 Scenic highway 

CT-PL-5 Caltrans SR 246 from Hwy 101 to SR 
154 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

CT-PL-6 Caltrans Route 166 widening from Santa 
Maria to Guadalupe 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

CT-PL-12 Caltrans Route 1 widening from Las 
Cruces to Lompoc 

AES-1, 2 Scenic highway; alteration of rural 
character 

SBC-3 Santa Barbara 
County 

Tepusquet Road between 
Foxen Canyon Road and Santa 
Maria Mesa Road 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

SBC-PL-1 Santa Barbara 
County 

Hollister Avenue between San 
Antonio Road and Highway 101 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

SBC-PL-2 Santa Barbara 
County 

La Purisima Road between 
Highway 101 and SR 246 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

SBC-PL-5 Santa Barbara 
County 

Clark Ave and Highway 101 AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

SBC-PL-
10 

Santa Barbara 
County 

Los Carneros Road widening AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

SBC-PL-
14 

Santa Barbara 
County 

Park and Ride lot AES-1, 2 Scenic highway; change in character 

LOM-PL-1 Lompoc SR 246 to Lompoc (Central Ave 
Extension) 

AES-1, 2 Scenic highway; loss of rural 
character 

SM-1 Santa Maria Union Valley Parkway 
extension; Hummel to California 

AES-2 Lighting; degrade rural character 

SM-PL-10 Santa Maria College Drive between Battle 
Road to Betteravia Road 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

SM-PL-11 Santa Maria A Street between McCoy Lane 
and Stowell Road 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 
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Table 4.5-1.  RTP Projects That May Result in Aesthetic Impacts 
 

Project Jurisdiction Project Description Impact Description of Potential Impact 

SM-PL-12 Santa Maria Miller Street between Barcelius 
to Stowell Road 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

SM-PL-13 Santa Maria McCoy Lane between A Street 
and Mahoney Road 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

SM-PL-14 Santa Maria Foster Road between SR 135 
and Blosser Road 

AES-2 Alteration of rural character 

SM-PL-15 Santa Maria E Street Extension AES-2 Alteration of rural character 
* Indicates a new project in the 2008 RTP. 
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4.6 WATER RESOURCES 
 
This section discusses the impacts that development facilitated by the RTP could have 
on water supplies and quality.  This section relied on information from the 2005 Santa 
Barbara County Groundwater Report and the 2007 Santa Barbara Countywide Integrated 
Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP). 
 
4.6.1 Setting 
 
The county contains four principal 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 is variable, and streamflow is flashy.  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. The current average annual water 
supplies for Santa Barbara County total about 223,000 AFY, plus about 90,000 AFY in return 
flows to useable groundwater basins. 
 
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 15 alluvial basins. Groundwater is also obtained from bedrock 
aquifers in the hills that surround the alluvial basins.  Additional water supplies are available to 
certain cities and communities from the Coastal Branch Aqueduct of the State Water Project. 
 
In general, water supplies in the county have been and continue to be limited. 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 significant environmental effects (“Available Yield”). Such water 
source limitations make water conservation a necessity in the county. 
 
Portions of the county, notably the South Coast area, receive water from various water districts 
that distribute both surface water and groundwater pumped from local basins.  Surface water 
supplies are primarily committed to existing water demand.  Therefore, water demands from 
new projects in the county are assumed to come entirely from the 15 county groundwater 
basins. 
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According to the 2005 Santa Barbara County Groundwater Report, 5 of the 16 groundwater basins 
are currently overdrafted.  Overdrafted basins include: the Cuyama Basin, the Santa Maria 
Basin, the San Antonio Basin, the Santa Ynez Upland Basin, and the Santa Rita sub-area of the 
Lompoc Basin.  Since the 2003 Groundwater Report, the Buellton Uplands Basin has returned to 
equilibrium along with the Lompoc Plain and Uplands Basins.  Additionally, the South Coast 
Basins are in equilibrium or surplus.  Table 4.6-1 shows the status of the county’s groundwater 
basins, with the corresponding threshold where consumption would result in a significant 
impact. 
 

Table 4.6-1.  Groundwater Basin Status 
 

Basin Available 
Storage (AF) Surplus/(Overdraft) (AFY) Threshold of 

Significance (AFY) 
Santa Ynez Uplands 900,000 (2,028) 61 
Buellton Uplands 154,000 800 22 
San Antonio 800,000 (9,540) 23 
Lompoc 170,000 (991) 12 
Santa Maria 1,100,000 (2,368) 25 
Cuyama 1,500,000 (28,525) 31 
Montecito 14,400 8900 4 
Foothill 5,000 Not subject to overdraft per 

SB/LCMWC1 agreement 
4 

Goleta North/Central 29,000 Not subject to overdraft per 
Court decision 

2 

Goleta West 7,000 268 Unknown 
Carpinteria 50,000 1,400 - 
Santa Barbara City 10,000 9153 - 
More Ranch N/A 60 - 
Ellwood to Gaviota Coastal Basins N/A N/A None applied 
Gaviota to Pt. Conception Coastal 
Basins 

N/A N/A None applied 

Santa Ynez River N/A Not subject to overdraft - 
1 Santa Barbara/La Cumbra Municipal Water District 
 
Source:  2005 County of Santa Barbara Groundwater Report, County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines 
Manual, 2002. 

 
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 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 found everywhere. These discharges are mostly unregulated, 
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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 significantly 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, 2007). 

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 approximately 8,000 pounds 
per day of salts.  Additionally, in the Santa Ynez watershed, the State Water Project water is 
mixed with water rights releases from Bradbury Dam to lower the salt content of flows 
downstream.  Since 1977, discharge of State Water Project water has tended to lower the total 
dissolved solids (TDS) of groundwater in the vicinity of these sources (IRWMP, 2007). 
 
4.6.2 Impact Analysis 
 
 a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Pursuant to the State CEQA guidelines, 
potentially significant impacts would result if the project would result in: 

 
• 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 (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted); 

• 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; 

• Fail to have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed; or 

 
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 
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• Paving of areas with good groundwater recharge capability; or the potential for 
substantial water quality degradation. 

 
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This section describes generalized impacts 

associated with some of the projects anticipated under the RTP.  
 

Impact W-1 Construction and maintenance of RTP projects would 
incrementally increase countywide water demand. Such impacts 
would be Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
Implementation of the proposed RTP projects would result in both short-term and long-term 
impacts to the county’s water supply. During grading 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 project is considered potentially significant. 
 
Most of the proposed roadway, transit, airport and rail system improvements involve 
modification of existing facilities. As such, a substantial increase in landscaped areas is not 
anticipated for these projects. Nevertheless, irrigation of landscaping associated with the 
proposed RTP projects would require water, and therefore contribute to long-term adverse 
impacts to water supply. 
 
According to the County’s Groundwater Thresholds Manual, an acre of groundcover, shrubs 
and trees requires between 1.5 and 1.8 acre-feet of water per year.  Although the increase in 
landscaped areas resulting from individual RTP projects cannot be precisely estimated, it can be 
assumed that watering demand increases in locations with overdrafted groundwater basins 
would occur.  Several major RTP projects are located in areas served by the Santa Maria, 
Lompoc, Santa Ynez, San Antonio, and Cuyama Basins, all of which are in a state of overdraft.  
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 such instances, lead agencies for individual RTP projects 
will need to consider and, as necessary, mitigate potential water supply impacts as part of 
future project-specific environmental reviews. 
 
Major RTP projects, particularly roadway extensions, 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 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.  The lead agencies for individual RTP projects will need to consider 
potential groundwater recharge impacts as part of future project-specific environmental 
reviews. 
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Mitigation Measures

 

. The following mitigation measures address potential impacts to 
water supplies: 

W-1(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that, where economically feasible, reclaimed and/or 
desalinated 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. 

 
W-1(b) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 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.  This shall be accomplished through the placement of 
conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. 

 
W-1(c) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall 

ensure that, if feasible, landscaping associated with proposed 
improvements is maintained using reclaimed and/or desalinated 
water. This shall be accomplished through the placement of 
conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. 

 
W-1(d) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall 

ensure that porous pavement materials are utilized, where feasible, to 
allow for groundwater percolation. Rural bicycle trails shall be left 
unpaved, where appropriate. This shall be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during 
individual environmental review. 

 
Significance After Mitigation

 

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

Impact W-2  Construction of, and vehicular operations on, proposed 
transportation facilities could result in erosion and 
contaminants in runoff, which could degrade surface and 
ground water quality. This impact is considered Class II, 
significant but mitigable. 

 
Construction and expansion of transportation facilities throughout the county may generate 
significant adverse impacts to surface water quality. Pollutants and chemicals associated with 
urban activities would run off new roadways (and other new transportation facilities such as 
parking lots, airport runways, and train stations), flowing into nearby bodies of water. 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 remains largely untreated, 
thus resulting in the incremental long-term degradation of water quality. It should be noted that 
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water contamination from urban runoff is an infrequent event and primarily occurs during and 
immediately following precipitation. 
 
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. This impact is considered potentially significant. 
 
Grading and vegetation removal in proximity to creeks for construction of the 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. Many RTP projects would be subject to these 
regulations. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. The following mitigation measures are required to reduce 
potential impacts to water quality: 

W-2(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 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.  This shall be 
accomplished through the placement of conditions on the project by 
the local jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 

 
W-2(b)  The local jurisdiction in which an RTP road widening or roadway 

extension project is located 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. This shall be accomplished through the placement of 
conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. 

 
W-2(c) For roadway projects that would disturb at least one acre, a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (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, 
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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. 

c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. All RTP projects that require 
new construction or landscaping may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.6.2.b above and 
are therefore, not mentioned in a table format. Individual projects could create significant 
impacts to water resources 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. 
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4.7 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES and FLOODING 
 

4.7.1 Setting 
 
The projects contemplated in the RTP Update lie primarily within the four urban study areas: 
South Coast, Santa Maria-Orcutt, Santa Ynez Valley, and Lompoc. All of the urban study areas 
lie in one of two geomorphic provinces, 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 are primarily within the 
Southern Transverse 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. 
 

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 
north 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). 
 
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 the potential for 
injury to occupants or uses of the structures is high. The highest potential for fault rupture is 
directly on the active faults. 
 
Liquefaction: Liquefaction (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 
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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.  
 
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 significant 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: Based on County Seismic Safety Element criteria, three areas appear to be 
subject to this hazard: 
 

• Isla Vista - Santa Barbara Airport 
• Santa Barbara City Harbor Area 
• Carpinteria 

 
Flooding: The flooding hazard is the highest in the 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. 
 

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 does have areas of rolling hills. To the west is the 
flood plain opening to the Pacific Ocean. In the southern portion of the valley (south of the 
Santa Maria Valley Railroad), incised topography with local closed depressions dominate 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 valley on Vandenberg Air Force Base, east-west to northwest-southwest 
geologic structures could exist along the south edge of the city. This could cause high 
groundshaking potential, although this has not occurred to date. 
The Santa Monica 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 
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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, but this has 
not been determined. 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 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. 
 
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 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 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 4.7  Geologic Processes and Flooding   
 
 

  SBCAG 
4.7-4 

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 high potential areas along U.S. 
101 and higher potential at Ballard and Alamo Pintado Road. Areas adjacent to steep arroyos 
may not be mapped and should be considered as having high potential. 
 
Expansive, Collapsible/Compressible Soils: The potential for expansive soils is classified as 
moderate, but local areas (particularly around the airport and along Baseline Avenue) may have 
a higher potential. Low expansion potential soils may also be found along State Route 246 and 
Highway 101. 
 
Collapsible soils potential is low along State Route 246 and Highway 101, and moderate at the 
airport and along Baseline Avenue. 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 been mapped or considered generally in previous mapping. 
 
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 darns. 
 

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 and featureless, 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. 
The alluvial plain upon which Lompoc rests south of the River is underlain by floodplain 
deposits laid down primarily by the Santa Ynez 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. 
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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. 
 
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 ranges 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. 
 
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: 

 
• Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk 

of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong 
seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, or 
landslides;  

• Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 
• Result in the loss of a unique geologic feature; 
• 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;  

• Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property; or 
• 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. 

 
In addition, Santa Barbara County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual 
(January 1995, updated as of 2002) includes “Geologic Constraints Guidelines.” In accordance 
with the Geologic Constraints Guidelines, impacts are considered significant if proposed 
transportation system improvements could: 
 

• Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong 
seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, or 
landslides; 
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• Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 
• Result in the loss of a unique geologic feature; 
• 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; or 

• Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property 
 
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 some of the projects anticipated under the RTP. Table 4.7-1 in Section 4.7.2.c. 
summarizes the specific projects that could result in the impacts discussed in this section. 

 
Impact G-1 Some projects proposed in the RTP may be located on potential 

unstable soils, or in areas of high liquefaction potential.  This is 
considered a Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
Construction and operation of some roadways and bikeways proposed in the 2008 RTP could 
be prone to slope stability, soil and liquefaction hazards. Bridges are less susceptible to such 
hazards. These hazards could be exacerbated through grading associated with transportation 
projects, and construction of such projects on unconsolidated fill. The 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. 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, nearly all 
proposed RTP projects involving structural change or new facilities could be subject to 
liquefaction and high groundwater hazards. 
 
Expansive and Compressible Soils. Expansive soils have a clay content and mineralogy that 
renders them susceptible to volume increase upon absorption of water and volume decrease 
upon desiccation. Repeated cycles of wetting and drying of expansive soils can cause damage to 
roadways, foundations, and concrete flatwork. 
 
Compressible soils include soils with a high organic content, those with a low density and fine-
grained porous texture, and uncompacted or poorly compacted fill. Soil “collapse”, also 
referred to as “hydroconsolidation”, is a term descriptive of the relatively rapid settlement of 
certain soils upon saturation. Soils prone to collapse include low density, porous sands and silts 
deposited in an arid or semi-arid environment. The effect of soil compression or collapse is 
settlement of the ground surface with a resultant potential to damage foundations of structures 
and other improvements. 
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Potential impacts related to soil stability and collapsible/compressible soils for the majority of 
the projects are unlikely, as such geologic conditions are not prevalent in the county. However, 
impacts are considered potentially significant, and each project would require a more thorough 
evaluation as it is proposed. 
 
Landslide. Roadway projects in mountainous areas or along steeply sloped streambanks are~ 
subject to landslide, particularly adjacent to areas of unstabilized cut or fill. Landslides can 
damage the facility itself, or cars and bicycles using the facilities. Lives could also be at risk. 
Landslides can cause temporary road closures to allow clean up and repair, if necessary. Such 
closures would necessitate detours, which in turn may cause temporary congestion on detour 
routes. Because most of the projects proposed under the RTP Update are in the foothills, near 
coastal bluffs or in the mountains (e.g., along SR 154), the majority are subject to this hazard. 
 
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, while areas 
adjacent to large lakes (Cachuma, for example) are subject to seiche. Although impacts are 
considered unlikely, they are potentially significant without mitigation. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. The following programmatic measures would reduce potential 
impacts to the extent feasible. 

G-1(a) In areas subject to tsunami/seiche effects, the local jurisdiction shall 
ensure that RTP projects involving the construction of new roadways 
or other structures are elevated above the 10-foot elevation by an 
appropriate margin. This requirement can be accomplished through 
the placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. In addition, the local 
jurisdiction shall ensure that early warning systems and evacuation 
plans for tsunami/ seiche events are developed and implemented. 

 
G-1(b) If a particular RTP bridge, airport facility, or passenger station project 

is located in an area of moderate to high liquefaction potential, the 
local jurisdiction in which this project is located shall ensure that 
these structures are designed based upon appropriate geology, soils 
and earthquake engineering studies. Possible design measures 
include deep foundations, removal of liquifiable materials and 
dewatering. This requirement can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during 
individual environmental review. 

 
G-1(c) If a particular RTP road widening or bridge project involves cut 

slopes over 20 feet in height or is located in areas of bedded or jointed 
bedrock, the local jurisdiction in which the project is located shall 
ensure that specific slope stabilization studies are conducted. Possible 
stabilization methods include buttresses, retaining walls and soldier 
piles. This requirement can be accomplished through the placement of 
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conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. 

 
G-1(d) If a particular RTP bridge, airport facility, or passenger station project 

is located in an area of highly expansive, collapsible or compressible 
soils, the local jurisdiction in which the project is located shall ensure 
that a specific investigation and appropriate design factors are 
implemented. This requirement can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during 
individual environmental review. 

 
G-1(e) If a particular RTP roadway, runway or fixed facility project involving 

deep foundations or underground areas is located in an area of high 
groundwater potential, the local jurisdiction in which the project is 
located shall ensure that appropriate construction techniques (such as 
de-watering, special water proofing, and deeper foundations) are 
included. This requirement can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during 
individual environmental review. 

 
Significance After Mitigation

 

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

Impact G-2 Some proposed RTP projects could be subject to seismic 
hazards, including fault rupture and groundshaking. This is 
considered a Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
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. 
 
Projects in the south coastal area are most susceptible to seismic hazards because of the large 
number of active faults in the region (for example, More Ranch, Mission Ridge, Arroyo Panda, 
Red Mountain). Historically, very large earthquakes very near the area have produced 
substantial groundshaking (Santa Barbara in 1925, for example). 
 
Bridge-type structures are most susceptible to earthquake groundshaking and fault rupture; 
however, roadways may also be damaged by either phenomenon. 
 

Mitigation Measures. Proposed RTP Policy 3 addresses the need for emergency 
preparedness by, “…encourage[ing] the completion of emergency preparedness plans that 
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address safe and efficient mobility, particularly for the elderly and disabled, in times of natural 
or man-made disasters.”  In addition, the following measures are recommended to mitigate 
potential impacts relating to seismic activity. 
 

G-2(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP bridge, airport 
facility, or passenger station project is located 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 to exceed the code for high 
groundshaking zones. This can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. 

 
G-2(b) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP bridge, airport 

facility, or passenger station project is located shall ensure that these 
structures are placed in areas outside of fault rupture zones. 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. This requirement can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. 

 
Significance After Mitigation

 

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

Impact G-3 Some RTP projects could be subject to high flood hazard. 
Impacts are considered Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
Proposed roads and bikeways in low-lying areas 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. Impacts are potentially significant. 
 
Indirect impacts of flooding include threats to lives or property, including cars or bicycles 
parked adjacent to flooded facilities. Lives can be threatened if motorists or cyclists venture 
onto flooded or flood-damaged facilities. Indirect impacts to lives and property are potentially 
significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. As stated under Impact G-2, proposed RTP Policy 3 addresses the 
need for emergency preparedness for natural disasters.  In addition, the following measures are 
recommended to minimize the potential for flood impacts. 
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G-3(a) If a particular RTP roadway, airport facility, bikeway or bridge 
project is located in an area with high flooding potential, the local 
jurisdiction in which the project is located 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. This requirement can be 
accomplished through the placement of conditions on the project by 
the local jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 

 
Significance After Mitigation

 

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

c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. Table 4.7-1 identifies those 
projects that may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.7.2.b above. The individual 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 these specific projects. 
 

Table 4.7-1  RTP Projects that May Result in Geologic/Flooding Impacts 
 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
CT-2 Hwy 101; Coast Village Rd./Old Coast 

Hwy./Hot Springs Rd. 
G-1, G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from tsunami; fault 

rupture; and flooding 
CT-5 Hwy 101 at Hollister Avenue 

interchange. Hwy 101 at Ellwood 
Overhead 

G-1, G-2 Potential impacts from steep slopes; 
intense ground shaking 

CT-6 SR-192 at Arroyo Creek Bridge in 
Carpinteria 

G-3 Potential impacts from flooding 

B-PL-9 Hwy 101 at Damassa Road interchange G-1, G-2 Potential impacts from unstable 
soils; intense ground shaking 

GO-4 Hwy 101 and Los Carneros Interchange G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from intense 
ground shaking; flooding 

SBC-3 Tepusquet Rd between Foxen Cyn Rd 
and Santa Maria Mesa Rd 

G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from intense 
ground shaking; flooding 

SBCAG-1 SR 154 G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from fault rupture 
and intense ground shaking; flooding 

CT-PL-4 SR 246 G-3 Potential impacts from flooding 
CT-PL-10 Hwy 101 at Arroyo Quemado Canyon 

Bridge, south on Gaviota pass 
G-1, G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from tsunami; fault 

rupture; and flooding 
CT-PL-11 SR 192 from Alamar Rd to Sycamore 

Canyon Rd 
G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from fault rupture; 

flooding 
CT-PL-12 SR 1 from Las Cruces to Lompoc G-2 Potential impacts from fault rupture 

and intense ground shaking 
CT-PL-13 Hwy 101 at Gaviota rest stop G-1, G-3 Potential impacts from steep slopes; 

flooding 
CT-PL-35 Hwy 246/Purisima Road intersection G-1, G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from unstable 

soils, intense ground shaking; 
flooding 

C-PL-1 Santa Ynez overcrossing G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from intense 
ground shaking; flooding 

C-PL-4 Via Real at Santa Monica Creek bridge 
and Via Real between Santa Ynez Ave 
and Santa Monica Rd 

G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from intense 
ground shaking; flooding 
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Table 4.7-1  RTP Projects that May Result in Geologic/Flooding Impacts 
 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
C-PL-19 Carpinteria Ave Bridge G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from fault rupture 

and ground shaking; flooding 
SBC-PL-1 Hollister Ave between San Antonio Rd 

and Hwy 101 
G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from fault rupture; 

flooding 
SBC-PL-2 La Purisima Rd between Hwy 101 and 

SR 246  
G-3 Potential impacts from flooding 

SM-PL-10 College Dr between Battle Rd to 
Betteravia Rd 

G-2 Potential impacts from intense 
ground shaking 

C-2 South of Carpinteria Ave from 
Carpinteria City Hall to Hwy 101 
interchange 

G-1, G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from steep slopes; 
fault rupture; flooding 

L-1 SR 1 to Allan Hancock College G-3 Potential impacts from flooding 
Local 
(HSIP) 

Countywide G-1, G-3 Potential impacts from steep slopes, 
unstable soils, flooding 

SB-2 Los Banos Municipal Pool/Cabrillo 
Bikeway to Santa Barbara City College 
Bluffs bike path 

G-1, G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from steep slopes; 
fault rupture; flooding 

SBC-8 Along San Pedro Creek between Fowler 
and Atascadero 

G-2, G-3 Potential impacts from fault rupture; 
flooding 

Sol-PL-3 Alisal Rd south of Santa Ynez River 
Bridge 

G-1, G-3 Potential impacts from steep slopes; 
flooding 
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4.8 FACILITY MAINTENANCE 
 
4.8.1  Setting 
 
Santa Barbara County’s transportation network consists of over 1,870 miles of paved roads and 
about 141 miles of bike routes (2004 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), May 2005). Table 
4.8-1 provides a breakdown, by jurisdiction, of these statistics. As the table indicates, the County 
is responsible for the majority of these roadways and bike routes. 
 

Table 4.8-1  Miles of Roads and Bike Trails in Santa Barbara County 

Jurisdiction Roads Class I Bikeways1

State of California 

 

328 46.7 
Santa Barbara County 893 83.6 
Cities 792 169.4 
TOTAL 2,013 299.7 
Source:2006 California Public Road Data 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/hpmspdf/2006PRD.pdf); Draft 2008 Santa Barbara County 
Regional Bicycle Plan 

 
Santa Barbara County’s transportation network is maintained by a variety of jurisdictions. 
Caltrans maintains the State Highway System. The Public Works Departments of the various 
cities in the county maintain local city roads. The County Public Works Department maintains 
county roads. For each jurisdiction, roadway maintenance primarily involves pavement 
improvements, street cleaning, lighting repairs, and landscape maintenance. 
 
Most jurisdictions do not have any specific maintenance schedules. Other than street cleaning, 
most roadway maintenance and repairs are performed on an “as needed” basis. For example, 
replacement of lighting along roadways located within the county usually occurs when light 
bulbs have burned out. Landscaping situated along the county’s transportation network is 
primarily maintained when it poses a threat to the health and safety of motorists. Roadway 
surface deficiencies (potholes, cracks, and subsidence) are repaired less frequently and are 
usually prioritized by each jurisdiction. 
 
The public works departments throughout the county maintain an inventory of the pavements 
within their jurisdiction. In 1985, SBCAG published a Pavement Evaluation and Maintenance 
Management System (PMES) for all the jurisdictions in the county. The report included 
maintenance management scenarios for each classification of street by jurisdiction. The 
information is included in a PC computer software package that is updated by the jurisdictions. 
 
4.8.2  Impact Analysis 
 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. A significant adverse impact would 
occur if any proposed RTP project would result in the need for a substantial increase in the 
number of maintenance personnel or a substantial increase in transportation facility 
maintenance by the various responsible jurisdictions. 

                                                           
1 South Coast State Route Bike mileage includes Class I and Class II bike routes at UCSB. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/hpmspdf/2006PRD.pdf�
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b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This section describes generalized impacts 

associated with some of the projects anticipated under the RTP.  Table 4.8-2 in Section 4.8.2.c. 
summarizes the specific projects that could result in the impacts discussed in this section. 
 

Impact FM-1 New RTP roadway and bikeway facilities would require 
increased maintenance. Because of uncertainties about the 
adequacy of maintenance staffing and equipment, this impact is 
considered Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
Roadways and Bikeways. Several proposed RTP projects involve the widening and 

extension of existing roadways, and the construction of new bike routes throughout Santa 
Barbara County. However, new roadways or bikeways would comprise less than 1% of all the 
transportation facilities within the county, and would not represent a substantial increase over 
the current inventory of roads and bikeways. Therefore, the addition of new roadway segments, 
bridges, and Class I bikeways would not be expected to significantly alter existing maintenance 
procedures. 
 
However, most county jurisdictions are already understaffed and the additional roadway and 
bike facilities would generate increased demands to the existing staffs. Because funding to 
accommodate increased maintenance demands is uncertain, impacts relating to roadway and 
bikeway maintenance are considered potentially significant. 
 

Transit Facilities. Implementation of the 2008 RTP would add, replace, or upgrade 
various transit facilities used by agencies located throughout the county. By replacing and 
upgrading existing facilities, the project would be expected to reduce maintenance demands. 
However, the addition of new facilities such as new buses, bus stops, and transit centers would 
be expected to increase overall demands upon maintenance staff and equipment. Because 
funding for transit is limited, current staffing and equipment may not be adequate to meet 
future maintenance needs. 
 
The addition of new transit facilities would require the local jurisdiction and/or Caltrans to hire 
additional maintenance employees (mechanics or clean-up crews) to maintain new transit 
resources. Because lack of funding may not allow the hiring of needed personnel, facility 
maintenance impacts are considered potentially significant. 
 

Rail Facilities. Several rail improvements to tracks and expanded service are 
contemplated by the RTP. These improvements would be expected to reduce the overall need 
for facility maintenance. Because no new stations or other facilities requiring maintenance are 
anticipated under the plan, facility maintenance significant impacts with regard to rail projects 
are not anticipated. 
 

Airport Facilities. New facilities are programmed or planned for each of the four public 
airports in the county. Improvements that may require new facility maintenance include new 
terminals (at Santa Barbara), new and lengthened runways and taxiways (at Santa Maria, Santa 
Barbara, and Santa Ynez), and new roads (at Santa Maria and Santa Barbara). Santa Maria 
Public Airport in particular is expected to undergo substantial expansion of facilities. Because 
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the availability of funding for expanding maintenance requirements is uncertain, impacts 
associated with programmed and planned airport improvements are considered potentially 
significant. 
 

Mitigation Measure

 

. The following mitigation measure is recommended to reduce 
impacts relative to facility maintenance: 

FM-1(a) The local jurisdiction or airport district in which a particular RTP 
project is located shall ensure that adequate funds are budgeted to 
maintain the proposed transportation facility as well as existing 
facilities. This can be accomplished during the project’s individual 
environmental review phase, at which time an assessment of the 
facility’s specific maintenance needs and budget requirements can 
be made. 

 
Significance After Mitigation

 

. With implementation of the proposed measure, impacts 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. The individual projects marked 
on Table ES-2 could create significant facility maintenance 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.  All impacts would fall 
under Impact FM-1. Mitigation measures discussed above could apply to these specific projects. 

 
In addition to the road and bikeway projects listed in Table ES-2, expansion of bus fleets 
anticipated at the SBMTD, SMAT, and Santa Ynez Valley Transit may require additional 
maintenance personnel and equipment. Programmed and planned runway/taxiway extensions, 
terminal expansions, and road construction at airports in the county would also be expected to 
increase demands on maintenance personnel and equipment. 
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4.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
4.9.1 Setting 
 

a. Prehistoric Background. Santa Barbara County’s cultural resources may be associated 
with one or more of the following interdisciplinary studies: archaeology, ethnography/ 
ethnology, history, and/or government studies. In addition, the resources can be identified in 
the form of an isolated find, a single structure, building, or feature, a site, or a district 
(combination of two or more of the defined resources). 
 
Archaeological remains have been identified in areas throughout the 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. It is likely that some RTP 
project locations have already undergone archaeological studies; either through survey and 
documentary research or through controlled excavations. 
 
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 environmental eco-zones and developing an extensive trade network 
for the exchange of the raw and finished resources. 
 
The most common archaeological technique for identifying a particular culture is through the 
artifactual remains of that culture. Years of study in Southern California have resulted in a basic 
chronology for the area, identifying at least four major phases of development: 
 

1. The Early Man Horizon; 
2. The Milling Stone Horizon; 
3. The Intermediate Horizon; and 
4. The Late Prehistoric 

 
In recent years, discussion regarding the Intermediate Horizon has suggested that the intrusion 
of population from the east (e.g., Shoshonean) introduced new cultural traits, eventually 
differentiating the Milling Stone Horizon from the Late Prehistoric Horizon (e.g., the 
Intermediate Horizon). The exact length of time involved in this transformation is unknown. 
 

b. 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 
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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). 
 

c. Cultural Resources Inventory. In order to compile a listing of recognized significant 
resources, information obtained from the University of California, Santa Barbara Archaeological 
Information Center; the State Office of Historic Preservation; and the local library were utilized.  
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 RTP transportation projects. 
 
The Office of Historic Preservation was consulted to identify historical resources in Santa 
Barbara County. Table 4.9-1 presents these resources.  Included in the table are sites listed on 
the National Register, 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, 28 are within the City of Santa Barbara or its 
immediate vicinity. Eight of the 15 California Historical Landmarks are also within the City of 
Santa Barbara. The points of historic interest are located primarily in Northern portion of the 
County. 
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Table 4.9-1 Santa Barbara County Historical Resources 
 

City 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 
Foxen Canyon Benjamin Foxen Adobe Site   X 
Los Olivos Berean Baptist Church   X 
Santa Barbara Burton Mound  X  
Goleta Campbell No. 2 Archeological 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  
Santa Maria 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 Archeological 

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 Maria George C. Smith Residence   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 Hotel Upham X   
Santa Barbara Irvine-Richard Property   X 
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 
Santa Maria Minerva Club of Santa Maria X   
Lompoc Mission de la Purisima Concepcion de Maria 

Santisima Site X X  
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Table 4.9-1 Santa Barbara County Historical Resources 
 

City Resource Name National 
Register 

State 
Landmark 

County 
Landmark 

Santa Barbara Mission Santa Barbara  X  
Solvang Mission Santa Ines X X  
Santa Barbara Old Lobero Theatre  X  
Goleta Orella Adobes   X 
Santa Barbara Painted Cave X   
Santa Maria Pine Grove Elementary   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 Royal Spanish Presidio  X  
Goleta San Jose Winery   X 
Santa Barbara San Marcos Rancho X  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   
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 
Goleta Shrode Produce Company   X 
Foxen Canyon Siquoc Church and San Ramon Chapel 

Cemetary   X 

Lompoc Site of original Mission and remaining ruins of 
buildings of Mission de la Purisima Concepcion 
de Maria Santisma 

 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   
Carpinteria Wardholme Torrey Pine   X 
Lompoc Well, Hill 4  X  
Summerland World War I Monument   X 
Solvang Wulff’s Windmill   X 
Source: California Office of Historic Preservation, website, 2008, Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Committee, 
website, 2006. 

 
d.  Regulatory Setting.  A cultural resource may be designated as significant by 

National, State, or local authorities.  In order for a resource to qualify for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NHRP) or the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), it 
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must meet one or more identified criteria of significance.  Resources may qualify for NRHP 
listing if it: 
 

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; 

(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
(C) 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 

(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 

 
 County of Santa Barbara Cultural Resource Guidelines.  The County of Santa Barbara 
Resource Management Department’s Cultural Resource Guidelines Archaeological Resources 
Element provides local criteria for determining the significance of archaeological resources. 
Under County criteria, an “important archaeological resource” can be defined by one of several 
criteria.  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; 

• 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. 
 
4.9.2    Impact Analysis 
 
  a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. The State Office of Historic Preservation 
was consulted to determine the location of potential cultural resources of concern that could be 
affected by the proposed RTP.  In July 2008, OHP staff recommended consideration of all 
historical resources included on the National Register of Historic Places, California Historical 
Landmarks, and California Points of Historical Interest lists for Santa Barbara County.  Listings 
of historical resources in Santa Barbara County were obtained from OHP.  Potential areas of 
disturbance associated with 2008 RTP 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. 
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According to the 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 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 some of the projects anticipated under the RTP. Table 4.9-4 in Section 
4.9.2.c. summarizes the specific RTP projects that could result in the types of impacts discussed 
below. 
 

Impact CR-1 Proposed development under the RTP could disturb known and 
previously undiscovered cultural resources. Such impacts 
would be Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
Development of the proposed RTP improvement projects could result in the following 

potentially significant impacts to cultural resources: 
 

• Damage, destruction, or removal of unrecorded archaeological/historical resources; or 
• Damage, destruction, or removal of known significant archaeological resources. 

 
General Impacts to Archaeological Resources. Because the RTP is programmatic in nature, it 

is not possible to assess all potential archaeological impacts associated with the numerous 
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specific RTP projects. However, it is known that the archaeological districts located in the 
county that are listed on the National Register would not be affected by any of the proposed 
capital improvements. As for other known archaeological sites, it is possible that some of the 
proposed roadway extensions and creek/river crossings would disturb or destroy identified 
resources. In particular, construction activities may disturb the resources, thereby exposing 
them to potential vandalism, or causing them to be displaced from the original context and 
integrity. Construction may also affect unknown archaeological and historical resources. Thus, 
the RTP’s impacts to known archaeological sites and unknown archaeological and historic 
resources are considered potentially significant. 
 
 General Impacts to Historic Resources. With regard to known significant historic resources, 
the location and nature of the proposed RTP improvements were evaluated relative to the 
location of the properties listed in Table 4.9-1.  It has been determined that none of the proposed 
capital improvement projects would affect any California Historical Landmarks or points of 
historical interest. In each case, the proposed improvements are either well away from a project 
location, or the improvement would likely avoid the resource. 
 
In general, the proposed RTP would not directly affect a National Register of Historic Places 
property. However, two properties should be given special consideration because additional 
resources may be located outside of defined boundaries: 
 

• Santa Barbara Presidio; 
• Mission de la Purisima Conception dc la Maria Santisima Site, located in Lompoc. 

 
Although no specific transportation project would directly affect these sites, there are projects 
located in these sensitive areas that may disturb associated but yet unknown resources. 
 
In conclusion, the nature of potential impacts to cultural resources cannot be fully evaluated at 
this point since the specific “Area of Potential Effect” for each improvement project has not yet 
been defined. However, many of the projects included in the RTP schedule will require an 
independent review at which time the significance of the impact can be precisely determined. 
Please refer to Section 4.9.2.c for a list of projects that may require further evaluation. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. 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 for 
cultural resources. 

In order to provide maximum protection of unknown cultural resources, the following 
programmatic mitigation measures would apply to projects identified in Table 4.9-4: 
 

CR-1(a) The local jurisdiction in which an RTP project involving earth 
disturbance, the installation of pole signage or lighting, or 
construction of permanent above ground structures or roadways is 
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located shall ensure that the following elements are included in the 
RTP project’s individual environmental review: 

 
1. A map defining the Area of Potential Effects (APE) shall be 

prepared for RTP improvements which involve earth 
disturbance, the installation of pole signage or lighting, or 
construction of permanent above ground structures. This map 
will indicate the areas of primary and secondary disturbance 
associated with construction and operation of the facility and 
will help in determining whether known cultural resources 
are located within the impact zone. 

 
2. A preliminary study of each project area, as defined in the 

APE, shall be completed to determine whether or not the 
project area has been studied under an earlier investigation, 
and to determine the impacts of the previous project. 

 
3. If the results of the preliminary studies indicate additional 

studies are necessary; development of field studies and/or 
other documentary research shall be developed and 
completed (Phase I studies). Negative results would result in 
no additional studies for the project area. 

 
4. Based on positive results of the Phase I studies, an evaluation 

of identified resources shall be completed to determine the 
potential eligibility/ significance of the resources (Phase II 
studies). 

 
5. Phase III mitigation studies shall be coordinated with the 

Office of Historic Preservation, as the research design will 
require review and approval from the OHP. In the case of 
prehistoric or Native American related resources, the Native 
American Heritage Commission and/or local representatives 
of the Native American population shall be contacted and 
permitted to respond to the testing/mitigation programs. 

 
CR-1(b) If development of the proposed improvement requires the presence of 

an archaeological monitor, the local jurisdiction shall ensure that a 
certified archaeologist/paleontologist monitors the grading and/or 
other 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 environmental review. 

 
CR-1(c) The local jurisdiction shall ensure that materials recovered over the 

course of any given improvement are adequately cleaned, labeled, 
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and curated at a recognized repository. This requirement can be 
accomplished through placement of conditions on the project by the 
local jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 

 
CR-1(d) Local jurisdictions 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 environmental 
review. 

 
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. Table 4.9-2 identifies those 
projects that may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.9.2.b above. The individual projects 
listed could create significant cultural resource 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 these specific projects. 

 
Table 4.9-2  RTP Projects that May Result in Cultural Resource Impacts 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
CT-2 Hwy 101; Coast Village Rd./Old Coast 

Hwy./Hot Springs Rd. 
CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
SM-5 Betteravia Rd between Hwy 101 and SR 

135 
CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
SBC-3 Tepusquet Rd between Foxen Cyn Rd and 

Santa Maria Mesa Rd 
CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
SBC-5 Hummel Dr between Union Valley Parkway 

and Mooncrest Ln 
CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
SBCAG-1 SR 154 CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
CT-PL-13 Hwy 101 at Gaviota rest stop CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
CT-PL-34 Hwy 166 East CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
C-PL-2 Holly Ave to Caprinteria Ave CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
Sol-Pl-1 Highway 246/Alamo Pintado Rd. intersection CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
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Table 4.9-2  RTP Projects that May Result in Cultural Resource Impacts 

Project # Location Impact Description of Impact 
SBC-PL-5 Clark Ave and Hwy 101 CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
C-2 South of Carpinteria Ave from Carpinteria 

City Hall to Hwy 101 interchange 
CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
Go-3 From north of Calle Real to Hollister   CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
Go-5 From Hollister to the Atascadero Creek 

Bikeway 
CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
L-1 SR 1 to Allan Hancock College CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
SBC-7 From Cathedral Oaks to south end Merida 

Drive 
CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
LOM-PL-3 South of Santa Ynez River from Lompoc 

Airport to Riverbend Park 
CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
SMAT-1 Santa Maria CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
C-PL-9 Hwy 101 at Bailard intersection CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
COLT-PL-3 Lompoc Valley CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
COLT-PL-4 Lompoc Valley CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
MTD-PL-22 South Coast CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
SBC-PL-13 South Coast CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
SBC-PL-14 Hwy 101/Clark CR-1 Project could disturb known or 

unknown cultural resources. 
  

In addition, the following non-roadway projects would require cultural resource evaluations in 
accordance with Mitigation Measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(d): 
 

• Airport Projects: Santa Maria Public Airport projects SMX-1, SMX-2, SMX-3, SMX-4, 
SMX-5, SMX-6, SMX-7, SMX-8, SMX-9, SMX-10, SMX-11, and SMX-12 would need 
cultural resource studies. At Santa Barbara Airport, projects SBX-1, SBX-2, SBX-3, 
SBX-4, and SBX-5 would require an historic resource evaluation.  At the Lompoc 
Airport, projects LPC-1 and LPC-2 would need cultural resource studies.  At Santa 
Ynez Airport, projects IZA-1, IZA-2, and IZA-3 may require a cultural resource 
investigation. 

 
• Rail Projects: Of the proposed RTP rail projects, all but projects CT-PL-31, CT-PL-32, 

and CT-PL-33 may require cultural resource investigations. However, the location of 
some of these projects may have already been subjected to studies and thus each 
project must be evaluated on a project by project basis. 
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4.10 RISK OF UPSET 
 
4.10.1 Setting 
 
The 2008 RTP could have two types of risk of upset impacts: impacts to emergency response 
capability and exposure of populations to hazardous materials as a result of the proposed RTP. 
 

a. Emergency Response. The Santa Barbara County Office of Emergency Preparedness 
(OEP) directs evacuation and preparedness through a series of plans that are constantly 
updated with the changing environment in the county. The primary vehicle used by the OEP is 
the “Multi-Hazard Function Plan”. This document outlines the evacuation plans for 
emergencies such as earthquakes, flooding hazards, and fires. A separate plan also specifically 
identifies problems related to a nuclear incident at Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant in San 
Luis Obispo County. 
 
Coordination with respect to road closures and the effects these would have on an emergency 
response plan is primarily handled in the field with field maps and route locations. OEP 
coordinates these activities with the County of Santa Barbara Fire Department and the Flood 
Control District. 
 

b. Hazardous Materials. Hazardous wastes and materials can be generally classified 
into four broad categories or types: toxic, explosive, reactive, and corrosive. These materials can 
take the form of solids, liquids or gases. The Tanner Act (Assembly Bill 2948), adopted in 1986, 
governs the preparation of hazardous waste management plans and the siting of hazardous 
waste facilities in the State of California. The Santa Barbara County Hazardous Materials Unit 
has jurisdiction over the unincorporated areas of the county in addition to working with the 
Carpinteria-Summerland Fire District, Montecito Fire District, Santa Barbara City Fire 
Department, Lompoc City Fire Department, Santa Maria City Fire Department, and 
Vandenberg Air Force Base Fire Department as Participating Agencies (PA).  The Hazardous 
Materials Unit administers the Hazardous Materials Management Program which includes 
oversight of business plans, California accident prevention program, risk management 
prevention plans, Hazardous Waste Generators & Onsite Treatment, Generator Tiered Permits, 
and Underground Storage Tanks. 
 
Hazardous materials are used or stored at numerous sites throughout the county. Any facility 
that generates, transports, stores, treats, or disposes of hazardous substances has the potential to 
be a public safety risk. These facilities include both industrial uses and agricultural areas. The 
transportation of hazardous materials has greatly increased in Santa Barbara County. This 
increase results in a higher risk for potential hazardous materials emergencies, which can 
present serious public safety hazards. Hazardous materials transported into Santa Barbara 
County include hypergolic fuel trucked to Vandenberg Air Force Base, anhydrous ammonia, 
gasoline and aviation fuel. With the increase in oil activity along the Santa Barbara County 
coast, there has been an increase in trucks hauling volatile natural gases and oil byproducts. 
Natural gas liquids and liquid petroleum gases (e.g., propane, butane) produced in the county 
are transported by truck to Bakersfield, Los Angeles and the Bay Area. 
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c. Emergency Response. Short-term responses to accidents caused by hazardous 
substances (fire, explosions, spills) are provided by the County of Santa Barbara Fire 
Department and the local city fire departments. Local fire departments maintain protective 
equipment required by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) for most 
hazardous situations. If special expertise is needed, assistance is provided by the Hazardous 
Materials Teams of the County Health and Fire Departments. 
 

d. Hazardous Materials Transport. Hazardous wastes in both solid and liquid form are 
transported by truck out of the county to treatment and recycling facilities. Route 101, Route 
135, Route 166, Route 246, and Route 1 are the county’s major transportation routes used to 
move hazardous materials and wastes. Route 101 is the only major highway through the 
county, and crosses heavily populated areas. Access routes for toxic waste haulers can only be 
restricted under certain limited conditions, and with the approval of the California Highway 
Patrol. Hazardous waste transport is prohibited on Route 154; this is the only state route in the 
county with this restriction. The prohibition was established by legislative action based on the 
proximity of the highway to Lake Cachuma and the high accident rate on Route 154. 
 
Route 166 (in north county) to Route 101 has been certified as the route for the transportation of 
rocket propellants and radioactive materials through Santa Barbara County. (Title 13 California 
Administrative Code, Subchapter G, Article 1). Route 166 is designated as the transport route 
for explosives and transportation in cargo tanks of fuming nitric acid, anhydrous hydrazine, 
and liquid nitrogen tetroxide.  Route 166 is also used in the transport of natural gas liquids, 
anhydrous ammonia, and liquefied petroleum products. 
 

e. Roadways At Risk. Along designated transportation routes for hazardous materials, 
certain sections of existing roadways are potentially unsafe. These are described below. 
 

U.S. Highway 101

 

. Two potentially hazardous locations on U.S. 101 increase the risk of 
hazardous materials incidents. The first location of concern for hazardous materials and waste 
transport is the narrow bridge on the southbound lanes that crosses Arroyo Quemada Canyon 
south of Gaviota. This two-lane bridge is very narrow. Each lane is 11 feet, with no shoulders. 
The second location considered potentially hazardous is the entrance to Tajiguas Landfill; 
trucks exiting this facility must cross the westbound lanes in order to reach the eastbound lanes. 

State Route 166

 

. Several areas along Route 166 have the potential to be hazardous. These 
include two improperly banked curves, curves without shoulders, and the need for entrance 
and exit lanes onto Route 166 in Cuyama and New Cuyama to reduce the disruption of through 
traffic by turning vehicles. 

f.  Regulatory Setting.  Both the State and Federal governments regulate the use, 
storage, and transport of hazardous materials through myriad legal and regulatory 
requirements.  Federal and state government regulations require businesses storing, using, or 
manufacturing specific amounts of hazardous materials to report the quantities and types of 
materials to its local administering agency.  In Santa Barbara County, the County Fire 
Department acts as the administering agency. 
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The county has defined the criticality and frequency classifications in the Environmental 
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual.  The criticality classification includes the following: 
 

• Negligible classification indicates no significant risk to the public, with no minor 
injuries. 

• Minor classification indicates a small level of public risk with at most a few minor 
injuries. 

• Major classification indicates a major level of public risk with up to 10 severe 
injuries.  

 
The frequency classification utilizes the following definitions: 
 

• Frequent indicates a frequency greater than once a year or an event that would occur 
once a year on the average. 

• Likely indicates a frequency between once a year and once in 100 years, which would 
probably occur during the project lifetime. 

• Unlikely indicates a frequency between once in a hundred and once in 10,000 years, 
which is an event unlikely to occur during the project lifetime. 

 
4.10.2  Impact Analysis 
 

a. Methodology and Significant Thresholds. Implementation of the 2008 RTP, and 
projects pursuant to the plan, would create a significant impact relative to risk of upset and/or 
hazardous materials if: 
 

• Implementation could interfere with emergency response plans or emergency 
evacuation plans; 

• Implementation could result in generation of potentially hazardous waste from 
construction and maintenance of transportation facilities; or 

• Implementation would not minimize potential safety risks in the transport of 
hazardous materials. 

 
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This section describes generalized 

impacts associated with some of the projects anticipated under the RTP. Table 4.10-1 in Section 
4.10.2.c. summarizes the specific projects that could result in the impacts discussed in this 
section. 
 

Impact RU-1 The extension of new roadways and widening of existing 
facilities would facilitate improved emergency response. 
However, short-term lane and road closures during project 
construction could temporarily disrupt emergency response. 
This is a Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
The proposed project is intended in part to help facilitate emergency response by upgrading the 
existing transportation network. Many roadways would be upgraded, and in some cases, 
extended under the plan. Such facilities could improve the ability for local public protection 
agencies to respond to emergencies. As such, the proposed project would have a beneficial 
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impact to the county and region. These transportation improvements are not anticipated to 
directly affect any evacuation or response plans in the long term. 
 
In the short-term, however, road or lane closures associated with the construction of new 
projects could interrupt traffic flow at these locations. With respect to local fire departments, 
any disruption of routes to local emergencies could inhibit the effectiveness of the response. 
Alternate route selection by the local and regional fire fighters would be a necessity with the 
more extensive RTP improvements.  Impacts would be significant but mitigable. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. The following mitigation measure would minimize possible short-
term emergency response impacts during road construction: 

RU-1 For road construction projects involving temporary lane or road 
closures, the responsible agency shall post advance warning signs 
indicating when disruption would occur, and provide marked 
detours. In no case shall a major critical facility (state or federal 
highways) be disrupted without first coordinating with the Santa 
Barbara County Office of Emergency Preparedness. In that case, 
provisions to allow the passage of emergency vehicles, even during 
construction, shall be addressed in the construction plans for projects 
on these roadways. 

 
Significance After Mitigation

 

. With the proposed mitigation measure, impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Impact RU-2 Roadway construction could involve the use or exposure of 
hazardous materials. Impacts would be adverse, but less than 
significant (Class III). 

 
Implementation of the updated RTP would result in both short-term and long-term impacts 
relative to hazardous materials. In the short-term, contaminated soils from previous activities at 
the location of roadway modifications could be exposed during construction, becoming a 
potential public health hazard. In addition, construction of proposed facilities would most likely 
involve the use of solvents, biocides and fuels that can be considered hazardous if not used, 
stored, or disposed of properly. However, all transport and use of hazardous materials would 
be subject to myriad federal, state, and local regulations. Potential impacts are considered 
adverse but less than significant if standard operating procedures are followed at a construction 
site. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

.  If standard state and local construction site requirements are 
followed, no additional mitigation measures would be required. 

Significance After Mitigation
 

.  Impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact RU-3 New or expanded facilities would generally improve roadway 
safety for hazardous materials transport. However, roadway 
design should maximize safety with respect to the transport of 
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hazardous materials. Potential impacts are Class II, significant 
but mitigable. 

 
In general, hazardous materials transportation routes would become safer as a result of the 
proposed improvements under the RTP. The updated RTP includes projects to specifically 
address areas identified as potentially unsafe in the 1999 RTP EIR, including the widening and 
realignment of the U.S. 101 bridge over Arroyo Quemada Canyon south of Gaviota, and 
dangerous stretches of SR 166 from Guadalupe to Santa Maria and in the Cuyama Valley.  In 
addition, many other RTP projects involve bridge widenings or interchange improvements, 
both of which would improve road safety. 
 
All planned RTP projects would likely increase road safety. However, proper design is 
necessary to minimize potential safety impacts associated with the transport of hazardous 
materials. In the absence of such requirements, impacts are considered potentially significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. The following mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts 
with respect to roadway design and the effect on the transport of hazardous materials: 

RU-3 For RTP improvements proposed along a designated hazardous 
materials transfer route, the local jurisdiction in which the project is 
located shall ensure that the project is designed to allow for safe 
traveling, merging and passing of hazardous materials haul trucks. 
Design considerations should include: wider “slow” lanes, longer 
approach ramps and merger lanes and more gradually inclined 
interchanges. This can be accomplished through the placement of 
conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. 

 
Significance After Mitigation

 

. The implementation of the above mitigation measure 
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. Table 4.10-1 identifies those 
projects that may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.10.2.b above. The individual projects 
listed could create significant risk of upset 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. Figure 4.10-1 illustrates the location of the projects addressing or 
affected by risk of upset issues. 
 

Table 4.10-1  RTP Projects That May Result in Risk of Upset Impacts 
 

Project Jurisdiction Location Impact Description of Impact 

Many All Road and bridge widenings RU-1,2,3 Temporary construction impacts; long-
term improvement to road safety 

Many All Improvements on hazardous 
materials transport routes 

RU-1,2,3 Temporary construction impacts; long-
term improvement to road safety 
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4.11  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

4.11.1 Setting 
 

a. Important Biological Habitats in Santa Barbara County. Santa Barbara County has 
a wide diversity of habitats, including chaparral, oak woodlands, wetlands, arid beach dunes. 
The major habitats of the county are described in detail in the County’s Environmental 
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual. The discussion in that document, incorporated by 
reference into this EIR, is summarized below. 

 
Wetlands. Wetlands are regarded as important biological resources both because of 

their rarity in Southern California and because they serve a variety of functional values. These 
include: 

 
• Supporting a diverse assemblage of plants and animals; 
• Providing food, cover, and breeding habitat for many species; 
• Providing seasonal and year-round habitat to migrating bird species; 
• Providing spawning and foraging habitat for fish; 
• Protection of the shore from erosion; and 
• Water purification/filtration. 

 
Several types of wetlands exist in the county, including coastal salt marshes, vernal pools, and 
riparian habitats. Coastal salt marshes are restricted to the upper intertidal zone of protected 
shallow bays, estuaries, and coastal lagoons. 

 
Vernal pools are small depressions that fill with water during the winter, gradually drying 
during the spring and becoming completely dry in the summer. These pools are found in only 
a few places in the world outside California. Vernal pool vegetation is characterized by 
herbaceous plants that begin their growth as aquatic or semi-aquatic plants and transition to a 
dry land environment as the pool dries. Most vernal pool plants are annual herbs. Wildlife 
species supported by vernal pools include the California tiger salamander and western 
spadefoot toad. 

 
Riparian habitat is generally considered the terrestrial area adjacent to fresh water bodies. The 
habitat is typically thought of as a corridor from stream bank to bank. Riparian habitat occurs 
in and along the county’s four major rivers (Santa Ynez, Santa Maria, Cuyama, and Sisquoc), 
as well as along the many creeks, streams, arroyos, and barrancas in the county. Trees found 
within this habitat include, but are not limited to, oak, sycamore, willow, alder; and 
cottonwood. Riparian areas are rich in wildlife species, providing foraging, migration, 
roosting, and nesting habitat for deer, fish, various amphibians, songbirds, and raptors. 

 
Chaparral. Chaparral is comprised primarily of woody, evergreen shrubs that occupy 

most of the hills and lower mountain slopes in Santa Barbara County. It can be broken into 
two main categories: Coastal sage scrub and Burton Mesa chaparral. 

 
Coastal sage scrub is a drought-tolerant habitat characterized by soft-leaved, shallow-
rooted subshrubs such as California sagebrush, several sage species, California 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 4.11  Biological Resources   
 
 

  SBCAG 
4.11-2 

buckwheat, and California encelia. Coastal sage scrub and related succulent scrubs in 
northern Baja California originally extended from San Francisco to El Rosario and has 
been divided into four floristic associations, two of which (Diablan and Venturan) occur 
in Santa Barbara County. 
 
Burton Mesa chaparral, or Central Maritime chaparral, is a unique form of chaparral 
restricted to the aeolian sands of the Orcutt soils formation north of Lompoc. Of the 39% 
of original Burton Mesa chaparral that remains, two-thirds is found on Vandenberg Air 
Force Base. Because it is characterized by a high number of endemic species, unusual 
oaks, and a rich herbaceous understory, Burton Mesa chaparral has been recognized by 
the County as a valuable biological resource. 

 
Native Grasslands

 

. Native grasslands, which are dominated by perennial bunch grasses 
such as purple needlegrass, tend to be patchy. A 1989 study commissioned by the County 
reported that native grassland areas are rare in the county except on the Channel Islands and 
inside Gaviota State Park. The habitat is considered rare in both the county and state. 

Woodlands and Forests

 

. Three general types of oak woodlands are found in Santa 
Barbara County: Valley Oak Woodland, Live Oak Woodland, and Blue Oak Woodland. Valley 
Oak Woodlands are typically characterized by scattered trees surrounded by a grassland and 
are found in interior valleys with deep alluvial soils. Coast Live Oak Woodlands form dense 
groves of trees on north-facing slopes. Blue Oak Woodlands are typically characterized by such 
species as Blue Oak, Coast Live Oak, and Digger Pine, and can be found in the foothills of the 
inner coast ranges. 

Oak habitats offer diverse resources to wildlife, including shade in summer, shelter in winter, 
and perching, roosting, nesting, and food storage sites. Oak woodlands support a diverse 
wildlife population and disruption to woodlands often indirectly disrupts wildlife breeding, 
nesting, foraging, and dispersal. 
 

b. Sensitive Species. Santa Barbara County is home to several species protected by 
federal and state agencies. Additionally, Santa Barbara County affords protection to County 
identified sensitive plant and animal species. Some of the important species that may be 
encountered in various habitat types found in the county are discussed below. 
 
Vegetation within Santa Barbara County is diverse and includes several habitats and listed 
species. Species of particular concern include native grasses, and protected wetland species as 
the county has specific regulations for grassland and wetland habitats. 
 
Important animal species can be found in a variety of habitats the County of Santa Barbara 
hosts.  The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) lists 201 special status species of 
plants, communities, insects, and animals that occur with Santa Barbara County (2007).  Figure 
4.11-1 illustrates the locations of these species.  Species that are considered to be endangered on 
both the Federal and State Status lists that have the potential to occur within Santa Barbara 
County include: the giant kangaroo rat, southwestern willow flycatcher, blunt-nosed leopard 
lizard, unarmored threespine stickleback, California condor, California least tern, California 
brown pelican, light-footed clapper rail, and the least Bell’s vireo. 
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Santa Barbara County
Sensitive Elements Reported by the

California Natural Diversity Database

Legend
A cuckoo wasp
Abrams' oxytheca
American badger
Baja navarretia
Belding's savannah sparrow
Blakley's spineflower
Blochman's dudleya
Blochman's leafy daisy
California condor
California jewel-flower
California least tern
California red-legged frog
California saw-grass
California tiger salamander
Carmel Valley malacothrix
Central Coast Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest
Central Dune Scrub
Central Foredunes
Central Maritime Chaparral
Coast Range newt
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
Contra Costa goldfields
Cooper's hawk
Coulter's goldfields
Coulter's saltbush
Davidson's saltscale
Eastwood's brittle-leaf manzanita
Fort Tejon woolly sunflower
Gambel's water cress
Gaviota tarplant
Hoover's bent grass
Hoover's eriastrum
Kellogg's horkelia
La Graciosa thistle
La Puris ima manzanita
Lemmon's jewelflower
Lompoc grasshopper
Lompoc yerba santa
Miles' milk-vetch
Mt. Pinos onion
Munz's tidy-tips
Nelson's antelope squirrel
Northern Coastal Salt Marsh
Nuttall's scrub oak
Ojai friti llary
Palmer's mariposa-lily
Parish's checkerbloom

Point Conception jerusalem cricket
Refugio manzanita
San Diego desert woodrat
San Joaquin kit fox
San Joaquin pocket mouse
San Joaquin whipsnake
San Joaquin woollythreads
San Luis Obispo mariposa-lily
San Luis Obispo monardella
Santa Barbara honeysuckle
Santa Barbara jewel-flower
Santa Barbara morning-glory
Santa Ynez false lupine
Santa Ynez groundstar
Sonoran maiden fern
Southern California Coastal Lagoon
Southern California Steelhead Stream
Southern California Threespine Stickleback Stream
Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest
Southern Coastal Salt Marsh
Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest
Southern Vernal Pool
Southern Willow Scrub
Surf thistle
Townsend's big-eared bat
Tulare grasshopper mouse
Valley Needlegrass Grassland
Vandenberg monkeyflower
Ventura Marsh milk-vetch
Yuma myotis
aphanisma
arroyo chub
arroyo toad
bald eagle
bank swallow
beach layia
beach spectaclepod
big free-tailed bat
black-flowered figwort
blunt-nosed leopard lizard
burrowing owl
chaparral nolina
chaparral ragwort
coast (California) horned lizard
crisp monardella
dune larkspur
dwarf calycadenia

estuary seablite
ferruginous hawk
giant kangaroo rat
globose dune beetle
hoary bat
late-flowered mariposa-li ly
least Bell 's vireo
light-footed clapper rail
long-eared owl
long-spined spineflower
mesa horkelia
mimic tryonia (=California brackishwater snail)
monarch butterfly
oval-leaved snapdragon
pale-yellow layia
pallid bat
recurved larkspur
rhinoceros auklet
round-leaved filaree
salt marsh bird's-beak
sand mesa manzanita
sandy beach tiger beetle
seaside bird's-beak
showy madia
silver-haired bat
silvery legless lizard
slender s ilver moss
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
southern jewel-flower
southern steelhead - southern California ESU
southern tarplant
southwestern willow flycatcher
straight-awned spineflower
tidewater goby
tricolored blackbird
two-striped garter snake
umbrella larkspur
unarmored threespine stickleback
vernal pool fairy shrimp
western mastiff bat
western red bat
western snowy plover
western spadefoot
white sand bear scarab beetle
white-tailed kite
woven-spored lichen
yellow warbler

Sources:  California Natural Diversity Database, February, 2008, U.S. Bureau of the Census TIGER 2000 data, 
and ESRI, 2002.   Note:  Markers represent approximate locations where species may be found.
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 c. 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 California 
Department of Fish and Game is a trustee agency for biological resources throughout the state 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and also has direct jurisdiction under 
the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) for resources protected by the State of California 
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA).  Under the state and federal Endangered 
Species Acts, the CDFG and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) have direct 
regulatory authority over species formally listed as threatened or endangered or as candidates 
for listing.  CDFG also has authority over species designated as Fully Protected.  Section 3503 of 
the CFGC prohibits the take, possession, or needless destruction of birds, their nests, or eggs.  
Additionally, Section 3503.5 of the CFGC protects birds of prey, their nests and eggs against 
take, possession, or destruction.  Potential nesting and roosting sites for raptors and most other 
bird species are also protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).  Abiding by the 
CFGC code and the MBTA requires that active nests be avoided.  During CEQA review, the 
potential for take of special status plant and animal species as well as protected habitats is 
assessed.  Sections 2081(b) and (c) of the CESA allow the CDFG to issue an incidental take 
permit for state-listed threatened and endangered species.  An incidental take permit is not 
needed for state species of special concern or California Native Plant Society (CNPS) List 1B 
species. For these state-listed special status biological resources, mitigation measures must be 
implemented to bring project impacts below the level of significance under CEQA.  
 
The California State Wildlife Action Plan was developed in 2005 pursuant to the State Wildlife 
Grants Program.  The Wildlife Action Plan addresses biodiversity, stressors, and conservation 
actions, in addition to recommending region-specific conservation actions.  For the Central 
Coast region, these conservation actions include the establishment of goals for species and 
habitat protection, coordination with private landowners and nongovernmental organizations, 
protection of unfragmented habitat areas, ensuring fish passage, ensuring adequate water 
allocations for wildlife and instream uses, protection and restoration of regional river systems, 
and invasive species control.   
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) has jurisdiction over the discharge of materials 
into wetlands and waters of the United States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has oversight responsibilities related 
to 404 permits, while Section 401 of the Clean Water Act provides for certification of permitted 
actions under Section 404 by the State Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The 
USACOE must consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding the 
issuance of 404 permits, and the USFWS has also issued wetland mitigation policies. 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), a permit from the USFWS is required 
for take of a federally listed species through either the FESA Section 7 or Section 10 process.  
Species take can be authorized under Section 7 of the FESA if a federal agency is involved in the 
project (e.g., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [Corps] Section 404 permitting and/or federal 
funding) and agrees to be the lead agency requesting Section 7 consultation.  This consultation 
process includes a Biological Assessment of the predicted impacts of the project on the species 
with measures to minimize such impacts.  The result is a Biological Opinion issued by the 
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USFWS that includes a specified allowable incidental take as well as terms and conditions to 
minimize and offset such take.  Take may or may not be issued for operation of the project.  The 
Section 10 process is used to authorize incidental take when no federal agency is involved.  This 
process includes the development of a Habitat Conservation Plan for protecting and enhancing 
the federally listed species at a specific location in perpetuity.   
 
The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is considered a trustee agency under 
CEQA with the responsibility of protecting the biological resources of California.  The CDFG 
has authority under Section 1600 et. Seq. of the Fish and Game Code to reach an agreement 
regarding conservation of fish and wildlife resources whenever a project alters the natural flow 
or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake. 
 
Wetlands are protected on federal, state, and local levels.  Wetland and riparian communities 
may be subject to Corps jurisdiction as waters of the U.S. pursuant to Section 404 of the federal 
Clean Water Act.  Protection for wetlands and riparian habitat is also afforded through the 
CFGC and the state Clean Water Act (Porter-Cologne Act), the latter of which is administered 
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  A Corps permit for discharges of 
dredged or fill material into wetlands and waters also requires a CWA Section 401 water quality 
certification from the RWQCB.  Any activity that would remove or otherwise alter wetland and 
riparian habitat types is closely scrutinized by the regulatory agencies through the CEQA 
review process and then later through the CDFG and Corps permitting processes. 
 
Section 156.3 of the California Streets and Highways Code requires assessment and remediation 
of potential barriers to fish passage for transportation projects using state or federal 
transportation funds.  Such assessments must be conducted for any projects that involve stream 
crossings or other alterations and must be submitted to the CDFG. 
 
Take of fully-protected birds, mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and fishes is prohibited by state 
law.  Avoidance measures must be incorporated into the design, specifications, and operation of 
individual projects in order to avoid take of fully-protected species. 
 
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. 
 
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 turkey vulture and raptor roosts. 
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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. 
 
4.11.2 Impact Analysis 
 
  a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. The California Department of Fish and 
Game’s (CDFG) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was consulted to determine 
the location of identified special status species of plants, communities, insects, and animals that 
occur with Santa Barbara County.  Federal special status species inventories maintained by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) were reviewed in conjunction with the CNDDB.  
Potential areas of disturbance associated with 2008 RTP were compared to the identified 
biological resource occurrences to determine whether an impact may occur.  In addition, 
CDFG’s Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and 
Endangered Plants and Natural Communities was used in developing impact assessments and 
mitigation for RTP transportation projects.    
 
The California State Wildlife Action Plan recommends region-specific conservation actions.  
These conservation actions are based on known stressors to at-risk species and sensitive 
habitats, including oak woodlands, vernal pools, wetlands, coastal salt marshes, riparian 
habitats, native grasslands, and species listed in the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB).  Each of these resources has been considered in this assessment of potential 
significant impacts due to proposed RTP projects.  
 
The County of Santa Barbara (2003) Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains 
criteria for determining the significance of an impact to biological resources.  The manual 
references CEQA guidance for biological impact assessment, and per CEQA Appendix G, a 
project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 
 

• Substantially, adversely impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, any 
endangered, rare, or threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations (§670.2 or 670.5) or in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations (§17.11 or 
17.12); 

• Have a substantial adverse impact, 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; 

• Have a substantial adverse impact 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 US Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• Adversely impact federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) either individually or in combination with the known or 
probable impacts of other activities through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means; 

• Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
wildlife nursery sites; 
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• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance; or 

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 

 
In addition, 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 (not public controversy or speculation), if they substantially impact significant resources 
for either the short- or the long-term in the following ways: 
 

a. Substantially reduce or eliminate species diversity or abundance. 
b. Substantially reduce or eliminate quantity or quality of nesting areas. 
c. Substantially limit reproductive capacity through losses of individuals or habitat. 
d. Substantially fragment, eliminate, or otherwise disrupt foraging areas and/or access to 

food sources. 
e. Substantially limit or fragment range and movement (geographic distribution or animals 

and/or seed dispersal routes). 
f. 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).  In addition, requirements for the 
protection of biological resources listed in the 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 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: 
 

a. 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-dependant animal or plant 
species are considered to have a potentially significant effect on the environment. 

b. 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. 
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c. 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: 
 

a. Substantial alteration of tidal circulation or decrease of tidal prism; 
b. Adverse hydrological changes, substantial increase in sedimentation, introduction of 

toxic elements or alteration of ambient water temperature; 
c. Creation of indirect impacts such as noise and turbidity that affects sensitive animal 

species, especially during critical periods such as breeding and nesting; 
d. Disruption of wildlife dispersal corridors; and 
e. 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:  
 

a. Direct removal of a vernal pool or vernal pool complex; 
b. 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; 

c. Disruption of a larger plant community (e.g., grassland) within which a vernal 
pool(s) occur; 

d. Isolation or fragmentation of contiguous habitat which would disrupt animal 
movement patterns or seed dispersal routes; 

e. Activities that would increase the chance of exotic plant invasion; 
f. Activities that would increase the vulnerability of species to local extirpation. 

 
 Riparian Habitats.  Based on the County guidelines, the following types of project-
related impacts may be considered significant: 
 

a. Direct removal of riparian vegetation; 
b. Disruption of riparian wildlife habitat, particularly animal dispersal corridors and or 

understory vegetation; 
c. 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; 

d. 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 

e. Construction activity that disrupts critical time periods (nesting, breeding) for fish 
and other wildlife species. 
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 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: 
 

a. Removal or severe disturbance to a patch or patches of native grasses greater than ¼ acre; or 
b. Removal or severe disturbance to native grassland patches that are part of a larger significant 

native grassland. 
 
 Oak Woodlands and Forests.  Based on the County guidelines, project-created impacts 
on oak woodlands and forests may be considered significant due to changes in habitat value 
and species composition such as the following: 
 

a. Habitat fragmentation; 
b. Removal of understory; 
c. Alteration to drainage patterns; 
d. Disruption of the canopy; or 
e. 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: 
 

a. 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; 

b. Impacts to rare native trees, which are very low in number or isolated in distribution; 
or 

c. The loss of 10% or more of the trees of biological value on a project site.  
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 
 

Impact B-1 Construction activity associated with some transportation 
projects may temporarily disturb riparian habitats and other 
biological resources. However, compliance with existing 
regulations pertaining to construction activities would be 
expected to reduce this impact to a level considered less than 
significant (Class III). 

 
Most of the capital improvements proposed under the 2008 RTP consist of minor expansions of 
existing facilities that would not involve construction in environmentally sensitive areas. 
However, several projects would involve construction, reconstruction, or widening of bridges 
over rivers and creeks, including the Santa Maria, Sisquoc, and Santa Ynez Rivers, and Rincon, 
Arroyo Parida, Carpinteria, Sycamore, and Santa Monica Creeks. Other projects would involve 
the development of bicycle paths along riparian corridors, including the Santa Maria Levee, and 
Alamo Pintado, Atascadero, and San Pedro Creeks. Construction of these 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. 
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Several projects involve the extension or widening of existing roadways in rural, agricultural 
areas in and around Lompoc, Santa Maria, Goleta, and the Santa Ynez Valley. Though 
agricultural lands are not typically inhabited by large numbers of rare, threatened, or 
endangered species, they can include such resources as wetland elements, oak trees, and 
eucalyptus windrows that could be disturbed by construction activity. Such disturbance would 
also have the potential to adversely affect species that inhabit these types of areas, including 
various amphibians, song birds, fish, and raptors. Projects in rural and agricultural areas would 
generally need site-specific review to definitively determine the extent of impacts and types of 
mitigation necessary. 

Riparian areas provide wildlife habitat, increase biodiversity, and provide wildlife corridors, 
enabling aquatic and riparian organisms to move along river systems avoiding isolated 
communities. They can provide forage for wildlife and livestock. Riparian zones occur in many 
forms including grassland, woodland, wetland or even non-vegetative.  Destruction or 
alteration of riparian settings would result in potentially significant impacts to wildlife 
corridors.  However, as indicated above, the majority of the projects identified in the RTP would 
not involve construction in environmentally sensitive areas.  Those projects including bridges 
would be required to comply with applicable regulations pertaining to the river or creek upon 
which they encroach. 

As discussed in the Setting, a number of regulatory mechanisms are in place to address 
construction-related impacts to wetlands. Disturbance within any water of the U.S. would 
require a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which would place certain 
requirements for avoidance or replacement of lost wetland habitat. When a project would alter 
the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake, a Section 1601 streambed 
alteration agreement would need to be obtained from the CDFG. Like the 404 permit, this 
agreement would be expected to include measures that alleviate impacts to riparian habitats. 
Preparation and implementation of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) 
required under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act would alleviate potential indirect impacts 
relating to increased erosion, sedimentation, and runoff. 
 
None of the proposed capital improvements would be expected to significantly affect oak 
woodland or chaparral habitats. However, construction activity in some areas would also have 
the potential to adversely affect individual trees, including oak trees. Construction around trees 
or areas of impact may require a tree protection and replacement plan. The plan may include, 
but would not be limited to, 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. County guidelines for 
mitigation of impacts to habitats and individual trees are contained in the County’s 
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual. 
 

Mitigation Measures

 

. For all projects with potential construction-related impacts, the 
lead agency should investigate the applicability of various federal, state, and local permit 
requirements and obtain all required permits prior to construction. Additional mitigation 
beyond compliance with the requirements of existing regulations pertaining to biological 
resources is not required. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wildlife�
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Habitat_%28ecology%29�
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fodder�
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grassland�
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Woodland�
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wetland�
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Significance After Mitigation

 

. Compliance with existing construction regulations would 
reduce construction impacts to a level considered less than significant. 

Impact B-2 Some proposed transportation projects could permanently alter 
natural habitat areas, wildlife corridors, and special status plant 
and animal species.  Impacts of many individual projects can 
likely be mitigated to a less than significant level.  However, 
because the feasibility of mitigation cannot be determined at 
this time, the cumulative effect of RTP implementation is 
considered Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

 
In general, the capital improvement projects envisioned in the RTP involve expansion of 
existing facilities in urbanized or already developed areas, rather than extension of 
infrastructure into undeveloped portions of the county. Therefore, most programmed and 
planned improvements would not be expected to adversely affect important biological habitats. 
 
Several individual projects would, however, increase human activity in areas where significant 
biological resources could occur.  In particular, several of the proposed bikeway projects in the 
Gaviota, Goleta, Santa Maria, and Carpinteria areas could increase human activity in the 
vicinity of riparian areas, wildlife corridors, and potentially sensitive coastal habitats.  These 
types of habitats may be inhabited by a range of special status plant and animal species, as 
illustrated on Figure 4.11-1.  In addition, several of the proposed new roads and road widenings 
in the Santa Maria/Orcutt area could involve removal of various tree species and grasslands. 
Though proposed road projects would not necessarily create significant impacts to biological 
resources, the introduction of more human activity into potentially sensitive areas would 
increase the potential for both temporary (construction) long-term conflicts with sensitive plant 
and wildlife species.  Impacts could result from direct habitat removal, increased deposition of 
atmospheric pollutants, and/or introduction of invasive nonnative plant species into currently 
undisturbed natural areas.  The significance of potential impacts would need to be addressed on 
a case-by-case basis through site-specific studies as individual projects are developed. Though it 
appears likely that impacts could be mitigated through careful site planning and post-
construction restoration, impacts are considered potentially unavoidable. 
 
In addition, though the proposed RTP does not envision large-scale changes to Santa Barbara 
County’s natural environment, the cumulative effect of the proposed transportation 
improvements would contribute to a change to a more urban character in many parts of the 
county. This cumulative change and associated increase in human activity countywide may be 
considered detrimental to sensitive biological resources throughout the county. 
 
Project-specific and cumulative analysis will be needed for individual RTP projects with the 
potential to disrupt wildlife movement.  This analysis will need to consider both temporary 
impacts relating to construction activity and long-term impacts relating to the operation and 
maintenance of individual projects. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  All RTP projects will be subject to local, state, and federal 
regulations pertaining to the protection of biological resources. In addition, the following 
measure is required to mitigate potential long-term impacts to biological resources: 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 4.11  Biological Resources   
 
 

  SBCAG 
4.11-13 

 
B-2 The local jurisdiction in which an RTP project with potentially 

significant long-term effects to biological resources is located shall 
assure that project-specific environmental reviews consider specific 
mitigation measures and/or alternative alignments that avoid or 
minimize impacts to biological resources. 

 
Significance After Mitigation

 

. Compliance with existing regulations, in combination 
with careful site planning and development of specific mitigation measures on a case-by-case 
basis, would likely reduce impacts to a less than significant level for many capital improvement 
projects. However, because the actual magnitude of impacts and feasibility of mitigation for 
individual projects cannot be determined at this time, the cumulative biological resource effect 
of RTP implementation is considered potentially significant and unavoidable. 

c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts.  Table 4.11-1 identifies those 
projects that may create biological resource impacts, as discussed in Section 4.11.2.b.  Projects 
are illustrated that may have potential impacts on figures 4.11-2 through 4.11-9.  The individual 
projects listed could create significant biological 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 4.11-1.  RTP Projects that May Result in Biological Impacts 
 

Project  Location Impact Description of Impact 

CT-1 Hwy 101, between Santa Maria Way to 
Rte 135 & Highway 101 sep. 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-2 Hwy 101; Coast Village Rd./Old Coast 
Hwy./Hot Springs Rd. 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-3 Hwy 101 at Carrillo Street on-ramp (PM 
14.7 – 15.3) 
 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-4 Hwy 101 at Linden and Casitas Pass 
interchanges in Carpinteria 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-5 
 

Hwy 101 at Hollister Avenue 
interchange. Hwy 101 at Ellwood 
Overhead. 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-6 SR-192 at Arroyo Creek Bridge in 
Carpinteria 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-8 Hwy 101 between Mobile Pier Road in 
Ventura County to south of Casitas Pass 
Rd. in Santa Barbara County 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-9 
 
 

SR-192 from Alamar Ave to Mission 
Canyon Rd. 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

Go-1 Ekwill and Fowler Roads B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 
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Table 4.11-1.  RTP Projects that May Result in Biological Impacts 
 

Project  Location Impact Description of Impact 

Go-2 Hollister Ave.  B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

Go-5 Along Creek from Hollister to the 
Atascadero Creek Bikeway 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SB-1 SR 225 at Las Positas and Cliff Dr.  B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SM-1 Union Valley Parkway B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SM-2 Blosser Rd: Donovan Rd to Taylor St, 
Cook St to Donovan Rd. 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SM-4 SR 135 at Union Parkway B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SBC-2 El Colegio Rd B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SBC-3 Tepusquet Rd between Foxen Cyn Rd 
and Santa Maria Mesa Rd 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SBC-4 Hwy 101 at Evans Dr., Coville and 
Greenwell 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SBCAG-1 SR 154 B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-1 SR 166/Santa Maria to Guadalupe B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-2 Hwy 101 at Santa Maria Bridge B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-3 Hwy 101 between 0.44 miles south of 
Carpinteria Creek Bridge and Sycamore 
Creek Bridge 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-4 SR 246; Purisima intersection B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-7 Hwy 101 northbound between Las 
Positas and Mission St. 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-8 Hwy 101 from Fairview Ave to Storke Rd B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-9 SR 166 from Santa Maria to Kern Co. 
Line 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-10 Hwy 101 at Arroyo Quemado Canyon 
Bridge, south on Gaviota pass 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-11 SR 192 from Alamar Rd to Sycamore 
Canyon Rd 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 
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Table 4.11-1.  RTP Projects that May Result in Biological Impacts 
 

Project  Location Impact Description of Impact 

CT-PL-12 SR 1 from Las Cruces to Lompoc B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-13 Hwy 101 at Gaviota rest stop B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-PL-34 Hwy 166 East B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

B-PL-3 Hwy 101; Damassa Rd Interchange B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

C-PL-1 Santa Ynez overcrossing B-1 
 

Potential temporary impacts could 
disturb riparian habitats or other 
biological resources 

C-PL-2 Holly Ave to Caprinteria Ave B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

C-PL-4 Via Real at Santa Monica Creek bridge 
and Via Real between Santa Ynez Ave 
and Santa Monica Rd 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

C-PL-5 Hwy 101 at Bailard B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

Go-PL-4 La Patera Rd; Calle Real to Railroad B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

Go-PL-6 Ellwood Station Rd B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

Go-Pl-9 Overpass Road to Hollister Avenue B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

GU-PL-1 SR 1 through Guadalupe B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

LOM-PL-1 SR 246 to Lompoc (Central Ave 
Extension) 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SB-PL-1 Hwy 101 between Mission St./Las 
Positas St. 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SM-PL-4 Miller St between Robles St and Cook St B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SM-PL-6 Intersection of Railroad Depot and Fester B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SM-PL-9 Betteravia Rd, Blosser, and SR 135 B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SM-PL-12 Miller St between Barcelius to Stowell Rd B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SM-PL-14 Foster Rd between SR 135 and Blosser 
Rd 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 
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Table 4.11-1.  RTP Projects that May Result in Biological Impacts 
 

Project  Location Impact Description of Impact 

SM-PL-15 E Street B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SBC-PL-10 Los Carneros B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

C-2 South of Carpinteria Ave from 
Carpinteria City Hall to Hwy 101 
interchange 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

GO-3 Along Creek north of Calle Real to 
Hollister Rd. 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

L-1 SR 1 to Allan Hancock College B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SB-2 Los Banos Municipal Pool/Cabrillo 
Bikeway to Santa Barbara City College 
Bluffs bike path 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SBC-8 Along San Pedro Creek between Fowler 
and Atascadero 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

Sol-PL-3 Alisal Rd south of Santa Ynez River 
Bridge 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SBC-PL-11 Along Santa Maria levee, Santa Maria to 
Guadalupe 

B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

CT-15 Between SB and Ventura Counties B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

C-PL-9 Hwy 101 at Bailard intersection B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 

SBC-PL-13 South Coast B-1, B-2 Potential impacts could effect nearby 
natural or riparian habitats, or other 
biological resources 
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State Highways and Regional Transit Program Projects
Potential Biological Resources Impacts

 

 

 

Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.

Project 
Number Project Description

CT-1 Widen Highway 101 between Santa Maria Way to Rte 135
CT-2 Widen Highway 101 to three lanes between Milpas St. and Cabrillo/Hot Springs

Add new Milpas Ave. southbound loop off-ramp;
Construct Cacique St. undercrossing
Construct auxiliary lane between Cabrillo/Hot Springs to Salinas and Salinas to Milpas
Revise existing Hwy 101 interchance at Cabrillo/Hot Springs
Construct roundabout at Coast Village Rd/Old Coast Hwy/Hot Springs

CT-3 101 - Widen Carrillo St. northbound on-ramp to two lanes.  Install Ramp Metering w/CCTV
CT-4 Highway 101 - Reconstruct Linden and Casitas Pass Interchanges

Extend Via Real to connect between Ballard Ave. and Linden Avenue
CT-5 Interchange at Hollister Avenue on Hwy 101.  Relocate existing interchange and OH to join extension of

Cathedral Oaks Rd to Highway 101
CT-6 Replace Arroyo Parida Creek Bridge on State Route 192 near Carpinteria
CT-8 Highway widening with HOV Lanes between Mobile Pier Road undercrossing in Ventura Co to south of

Casitas Pass Rd
CT-9 Widen shoulder and drainage maintenance on SR 192 from Alamar Ave. to Mission Cyn Rd
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Figure 4.11-3
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South Coast Programmed Projects
Potential Biological Resources Impacts

 

 

 

Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.

Project 
Number Project Description

C-2 Construct Carpinteria Bluffs Trail
Go-1 Local road improvements & interchange modifications (at Ekwill and Fowler Roads)
Go-2 Left turn channelization and raised medians (Hollister Ave.)
Go-3/SBC 7 San Jose Creek Bikeway (Class I)

SB-1 Las Positas Rd./Cliff Dr. intersection improvement
SB-2 Pershing Park Multi-purpose Pathway
SBC-2 El Eolegio Road reconstruction
SBC-4 Circulation improvements (Improve access to 101)

Construct Class I Bikepath along San Pedro Creek

Construct Class I BikepathGo-5

SBC-8
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Figure 4.11-4
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Santa Maria Valley
Programmed Projects

Potential Biological Resources Impacts

 

 

 

Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.

Project 
Number Project Description

SM-1 Union Valley Parkway extension
SM-2 Blosser Road Improvements
SM-4 Construct at-grade intersection (SR 135@ Union Valley Parkway)
SBC-3 Construction of new bridge on Tepusquet Rd
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Figure 4.11-5
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Lompoc and Santa Ynez Valley
Programmed Projects

Potential Biological Resources Impacts

 

 

 

Project 
Number Project Description

L-1 Construct Allan Hancock Bikeway
L-2 Construct Riverbend Bikeway
SBCAG-1 SR 154 Operational Improvements (turn lanes, turn outs, and passing lanes)
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Figure 4.11-6
SBCAG

Planned State Highway
and Rail Projects

Potential Biological Resources Impacts

 

 

 

Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.

Project 
Number Project Description

CT-PL-1,6 SR 166/Santa Maria to Guadalupe Safety Improvements
CT-PL-2 Widen Santa Maria Bridge over Santa Maria River
CT-PL-3 Hwy 101 widening with HOV lanes
CT-PL-4 SR 246 Operational Improvements (passing lanes)
CT-PL-7 Hwy 101 northbound auxiliary lane (between Las Positas and Mission St.)
CT-PL-8 Hwy 101 widening (Fairview Ave to Storke Rd)
CT-PL-9 Operational and safety improvements on SR 166
CT-PL-10 Lane realignment (Highway 1012 at Arroyo Quemado Canyon bridge
CT-PL-11 Widen SR 192 and construct Class II bike lanes (Alamar Rd to Sycamore Cyn Rd)
CT-PL-12 SR 1 Operational Improvements (Las Cruces to Lompoc)
CT-PL-13 Relocate Gaviota roadside rest area on Hwy 101
CT-PL-34 Highway 166 East Roadside Rest Area
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Figure 4.11-7
SBCAG

South Coast Region Plan Projects
Potential Biological Resources Impacts

Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.

Project 
Number Project Description

Go-PL-4 Construct roadway over-crossing at La Patera Road (from Calle Real to Railroad)
Go-PL-6 Ellwood Station Road Overcrossing

SB-PL-1 Improve Hwy 101 access to/from Cottage Hospital

Project 
Number Project Description

C-PL-1 Reconstruct Santa Ynez overcrossing
C-PL-2 Holly Avenue extension to Carpinteria Ave and construction of at-grade RR crossing
C-PL-4 Widen Via Real to four lanes (at Sta Monica Cr bridge and betw Sta Ynez Ave and Santa Monica Rd)
C-PL-5 Widen Bailard overcrossing at Hwy 101
C-PL-9 Construct a Park and Ride Lot (at Bailard Ave/Hwy 101)

Widen Los Carneros Rd to four lanes(between El Colegio Rd and Goleta city limit line)

Construct a two-land road to extend the terminus of the existing overpass road to Hollister Avenue

SBC-PL-10

Go-PL-9
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Figure 4.11-8
SBCAG

Santa Maria Region
Planned Projects

Potential Biological Resources Impacts

 

 

 

Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.

Project 
Number Project Description

GU-PL-1 SR 1:  Reconstruct, widen to four lanes, bring up to standard
SM-PL-4 Widen Miller St to four lanes (between Robles and Cook)
SM-PL6 Construct roundabout at Depot, Railroad and Fester intersection
SM-PL-9 Purchase ROW, widen to 6 lanes, signalize intersections
SM-PL-12 Widen Miller St to four lanes w/ channelization and Class II Bikelanes (between Barcelius and
SM-PL-14 Widen Foster Rd to four lanes and construct Class II bikelane (between SR 135 and Blosser)
SM-PL-15 Acquire ROW and construct four lane arterial on E Street (Fairway to Betteravia)
SBC-PL-11 Class I bikeway along the Santa Maria River levee
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Figure 4.11-9
SBCAG

Lompoc and Santa Ynez Regions Plan Projects
Potential Biological Resources Impacts

 

 

 

Source:  Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2008, and SBCAG, 2008.

VAFB

Project 
Number Project Description

l-PL-1 Central Ave extension (Between A St and SR 246)
Sol-PL-3 Construct Class II bikelane

Provide over-crossing and modify interchange to increase capacity and accomodate projected traffic flow.B-PL-3
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4.12  ENERGY 
 
To assure that energy implications are considered in project decisions, CEQA requires that EIRs 
include a discussion of the potential energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular 
emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy. 
 
4.12.1 Setting 
 
Energy relates directly to environmental quality.  Energy use can adversely affect air quality 
and other natural resources.  Eighty percent 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.  
 
Transportation energy use is related to the 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.  This section discusses the energy impacts of implementing transportation 
improvements in the proposed RTP, including issues related to consumption of non-renewable 
energy sources for construction of transportation projects.  For an analysis of greenhouse gas 
production and project impacts on climate change refer to Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions) in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Final EIR (September 2008). 
 
Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines recommends that the environmental setting for energy use 
include existing energy supply and energy use patterns in the region and locally. (CEQA 
Guidelines, App. F, §II(B).)  As discussed below, this energy analysis considers energy supply 
and energy use patterns currently existing both within the local and regional context, and on a 
statewide basis. 
 

a.  Energy Consumption and Sources.  Total energy consumption in the United States in 
2008 is estimated at approximately 99.3 quadrillion (1015) British thermal units (BTUs), which 
represents about 21% of the world’s energy consumption based on 2006 consumption estimates 
(Energy Information Administration, Annual Energy Review [AER] 20081

 

).  Petroleum provides 
approximately 37% of the energy used in the United States (AER 2008).  Coal and natural gas 
each provide approximately 23% of the energy used, and nuclear and total renewable sources 
supply the rest in roughly equal proportions.  On a per capita basis, California is ranked fourth 
lowest of the states in terms of energy use (232.3 million [106] BTU per person), or about 30% 
less than the United States’ average per capita consumption (AER 2008).   

Petroleum and natural gas supply most of the energy consumed in California.  Petroleum 
products provide approximately 46% of the state’s energy, and natural gas provides 
approximately 29%.  The remaining 25% of state energy demand is met by a variety of energy 
resources, including coal, nuclear, geothermal, wind, solar, and hydropower (California Energy 
Commission, Integrated Energy Policy Report, 2007). 
 

                                                           
1 http://www.eia.doe.gov/aer/ 
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Energy consumed by the transportation sector accounts for roughly 41% of California’s 
petroleum demand and 38% of its greenhouse gas emissions.  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, 
Integrated Energy Policy Report, 2007).  In Santa Barbara County, the transportation sector 
accounts for 48% of the total energy used in the region (around 222 million gallons of fuel) 
(Community Environmental Council, Transportation Energy Plan for Santa Barbara County2

 
). 

Petroleum 
 
Petroleum-based fuels account for 96% of the state’s transportation needs.  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.  
 
Californians in 2006 consumed an estimated 20 billion gallons of gasoline and diesel fuel on the 
state’s roadways, an increase of nearly 50% over the last 20 years.  Nearly 26 million registered 
vehicles operating in California produce about 40% of the state's greenhouse gas emissions 
(California Energy Commission website, 2008).  
 
According to A New Energy Direction: a Blueprint for Santa Barbara County (2007), a report 
released by local nonprofit the Community Environmental Council (CEC) as part of the 
organization’s “Fossil Free by ’33” campaign, approximately 79.9% of Santa Barbara County 
commuters drive alone to work.3  Approximately 10.3% of commuters carpool, while 
approximately 9.2% use some other form of transportation (walk, bike, ride the bus, or 
telecommute)4

 
. 

Annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in Santa Barbara County in the years 2000 and 2007 are 
shown in Table 4.12-1.  As shown therein, approximately 3.56 billion vehicle miles were 
traveled in 2000, or approximately 9.77 million VMT per day.  In comparison, 3.75 billion 
vehicle miles were traveled in 2007, or approximately 10.28 million VMT per day.  
  

Table 4.12-1.  Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in Santa Barbara County (millions) 

 2000a 2007b 

Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled 3,565.18 3,751.18 
Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled 9.77 10,28 
a SBCAG, Santa Barbara Travel  Model 
b California Department of Transportation, Division of Transportation System Information. 2007 California Motor 
Vehicle Stock, Travel and Fuel Forecast. May 2008. 

                                                           
2 Community Environmental Council, Transportation Energy Plan for Santa Barbara County. Retrieved on July 1, 
2009  
3 Santa Barbara County Association of Governments. 2002 Commute Profile Final Report. August 2002.  As cited in 
Community Environmental Council.  Blueprint. 2007. 
4 Santa Barbara County Association of Governments. 2002 Commute Profile Final Report. August 2002.  As cited in 
Community Environmental Council.  Blueprint. 2007. 
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Gasoline and diesel consumption for Santa Barbara County from 2000 and 2007 are shown in 
Table 4.12-2.  As shown therein, approximately 193.40 million gallons of gasoline were 
consumed in the County in 2000, which is approximately 529,863 gallons per day or 1.33 gallons 
per person per day (based on a 2000 countywide population of 399,3475).  In comparison, 
approximately 198.86 million gallons of gasoline were consumed in the County during 2007, 
which is approximately 544,833 gallons per day or 1.29 gallons per person per day (based on a 
2007 countywide population of 422,835 persons6).  One gallon of gasoline is roughly equivalent 
to 125,000 British thermal units (BTUs), while one gallon of diesel is roughly equivalent to 
138,700 BTUs7

 

.  Therefore, approximately 67.27 billion (109) BTUs of petroleum were consumed 
per day in Santa Barbara County in 2000 and 69.17 billion BTUs in 2007.  This data indicates that 
while the total amount of petroleum consumed increased between 2000 and 2007, the per capita 
rate of petroleum consumption has declined. 

Table 4.12-2.  Annual Gasoline and Diesel Consumption  
in Santa Barbara County (million gallons) 

 2000 2007 

Gasoline 165.77 170.57 
Diesel 27.64 28.29 
Total 193.40 198.86 
Source:  California Department of Transportation, Division of Transportation System 
Information. 2007 California Motor Vehicle Stock, Travel and Fuel Forecast. May 2008. 

 
Fuel consumption for on-road vehicles within Santa Barbara County is forecast to increase 43% 
between 2000 and 2030 (Air Resources Board, EMFAC 2007), due to projected socioeconomic 
growth (including population and employment), land use policies, and associated VMT 
increases in the County over this time period.  For a discussion of trends related to fuel 
efficiency, refer to Section 4.12.1(c) (Energy and Fuel Efficiency) below. 
 
Natural Gas 
 
About 13.5% of the natural gas California used came from in-state production in 2006; the rest 
was delivered by pipelines from several production areas in the western United States and 
western Canada.  Once the gas arrives in California, it is distributed by three major gas utilities 
– San Diego Gas & Electric, Southern California Gas Company, and Pacific Gas & Electric – that 
provide a collective total of 98% of the state’s natural gas (California Energy Commission 
website, accessed 28 May 20098

 
).   

The largest user of natural gas is electricity generation, which accounts for about half of all 
natural gas demand in the state.  The residential sector uses 22% of the natural gas.  Of that 
amount, 88% is used by space and water heating (California Energy Commission website, 
accessed 28 May 20099

                                                           
5 U.S. Census 2000, Table GCT-PH1. Population, Housing Units, Area, and Density:  2000. 

). 

6 California Department of Finance, Table E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 2009. 
7 U.S. Department of the Interior, http://www.doi.gov/pam/eneratt2.html  
8 California Natural Gas Data and Statistics, http://energyalmanac.ca.gov/naturalgas/index.html. 
9 California Natural Gas Data and Statistics, http://energyalmanac.ca.gov/naturalgas/index.html, 
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Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) provides natural gas to portions of northern Santa Barbara 
County.  PG&E obtains its natural gas supplies primarily from natural gas fields in northern 
California.  Southern California Gas Company (Sempra Energy) provides natural gas to 
southern portions of Santa Barbara County, and operates a natural gas storage field in the 
Goleta area.  Natural gas consumption in Santa Barbara County for 2006 and 2007 is shown in 
Table 4.12-3.  As shown therein, the County consumed approximately 130.76 million therms in 
2007, which is approximately 358,235 therms per day or 0.85 therms per person per day (based 
on a 2007 countywide population of 422,835 persons10).  One therm of natural gas is equal to 
100,000 BTUs.11

 

  Approximately 35.82 billion BTUs of natural gas were consumed per day in 
Santa Barbara County in 2007. 

Table 4.12-3.  Natural Gas Consumption in Santa 
Barbara County (millions of therms) 

 2006 2007 

Non-Residential 61.94 63.76 
Residential 64.51 66.99 
Total 126.45 130.76 
Source:  California Energy Commission, Energy Consumption Data 
Management System. Natural Gas Consumption by County. 
http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/gasbycounty.asp#results. Accessed 28 May 
2009. 

 
Electricity 
 
California produced 69.5% of its electricity in 2007; the rest was imported from the Pacific 
Northwest (8.2%) and the U.S. desert southwest (22.3%) (California Energy Commission 
website, accessed 28 May 200912).  Natural gas is the main fuel source for electrical generation at 
46.5% of the total system power.  Other sources include nuclear (14.9%), large hydroelectric 
(9.6%), coal (15.5%), and renewable sources (13.5%) (California Energy Commission website, 
accessed 28 May 200913

 
). 

PG&E provides electrical power to northern Santa Barbara County, while Southern California 
Edison provides electrical power to southern Santa Barbara County.   Electricity consumption in 
Santa Barbara County for 2006 and 2007 is shown in Table 4.12-4.  As shown therein, 3.24 billion 
kilowatt hours (kWh) were consumed in 2007, which is approximately 8.9 million kWh per day 
or 21.1 kWh per person per day (based on a 2007 countywide population of 422,835 persons14).  
While on a thermal basis one kWh is equivalent to 3,412 BTUs,15

                                                           
10 California Department of Finance, E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 2009. 

 the thermal efficiency of a 
fossil fueled power plant is typically in the 36-40% range, with new designs reaching up to 48% 
efficiency in the conversion of fossil fuel BTU to electrical kWh.  Assuming that it takes 9,000 
BTUs to generate 1 kWh of electricity based on a conversion efficiency of approximately 38% for 

11 Miscellaneous Energy and Power Conversions for Energy Engineers, prepared by Henry Manczyk, CPE, CEM. 
http://www.energy.rochester.edu/units/conversions.pdf   
12 California Electricity Data and Statistics, http://energyalmanac.ca.gov/electricity/index.html. 
13 Total Electricity System Power, http://energyalmanac.ca.gov/electricity/total_system_power.html. 
14 California Department of Finance, E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 2009. 
15 U.S. Department of the Interior, http://www.doi.gov/pam/eneratt2.html 
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fossil fuel power plants and based on the electric generation sources discussed above, the 
conversion efficiency for this area is about 6,774 BTUs per 1 kWh of electricity.  Therefore, 
approximately 60.3 billion BTUs were consumed per day for electricity in Santa Barbara County 
in 2007. 
 

Table 4.12-4.  Electricity Consumption in Santa Barbara County 
(millions of kilowatt hours) 

 2006 2007 

Non-Residential 2,407.02 2,421.89 
Residential 770.62 818.199 
Total 3,177.64 3,240.09 
Source:  California Energy Commission, Energy Consumption Data Management System. Electricity Use by 
County.  http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.asp#results. Accessed 28 May 2009.  

 
Alternative Fuels 
 
The following discussion of alternative fuels is based on information from the United States 
Department of Energy’s Alternative Fuels Data Center website 
(www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/index.html), unless otherwise noted. 
 
According to the United States Department of Energy (2009), there are more than a dozen 
alternative and advanced fuels in production or use today.  Although government-regulated 
and voluntary private fleets are the primary users of these fuels, consumers are showing a 
growing interest in them.   
 
Alternative fuels, as defined by the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct), that are currently 
available for commercial vehicles include ethanol, natural gas (as compressed natural gas or 
liquid natural gas), propane, hydrogen, biodiesel, and electricity. The United States Department 
of Energy’s Alternative Fuels Data Center reports the use of these fuels nationwide in a variety 
of vehicle applications.  The use of these fuels for transportation can reduce air pollutant 
emissions and the fuels can be domestically produced and a portion can be derived from 
renewable sources.  The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct) further directed the Department of 
Energy to carry out a study to plan for the transition from petroleum to hydrogen in a 
substantial percentage of vehicles sold by 2020.  The following paragraphs describe alternative 
fuels and fueling facility locations in Santa Barbara County.  
 
 Ethanol is a renewable fuel made from various plant materials, which collectively are 
called "biomass."  Nearly half of gasoline in the United States contains ethanol in a low-level 
blend to oxygenate the fuel and reduce air pollution.  Blends of at least 85 percent ethanol are 
considered alternative fuels under the EPAct.  E85, a blend of 85% ethanol and 15% gasoline, is 
used in flexible fuel vehicles (FFVs) that are currently offered by most major auto 
manufacturers.  FFVs can run on gasoline, E85, or any combination of the two and qualify as 
alternative fuel vehicles under EPAct regulations.16

 
 

                                                           
16 United States Department of Energy, Alternative Fuels and Advanced Vehicles Data Center, Ethanol, February 
2009, Retrieved on July 2, 2009 from http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/ethanol/index.html  

http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.asp#results�
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Ethanol provides an opportunity to reduce the region’s petroleum demand over the next few 
years because both the cars and the fuels already exist.  According to A New Energy Direction: a 
Blueprint for Santa Barbara County (2007), a report released by local nonprofit the Community 
Environmental Council (CEC) as part of the organization’s “Fossil Free by ’33” campaign, 
approximately 328,000 FFVs are currently in use in California today, with more models being 
offered to consumers each year.  The CEC’s report recommends the use of biofuels like ethanol 
and biodiesel (discussed below) as alternatives to petroleum as one of several strategies to 
guide Santa Barbara County and the surrounding region away from fossil fuels in one 
generation.  However, no public ethanol fueling stations are located in Santa Barbara County at 
this time.  
 
 Natural gas vehicles have internal combustion engines (ICEs) powered by natural gas 
instead of gasoline or diesel. Natural gas is primarily methane, though often times other 
hydrocarbons such as ethane, propane or butane are present.17  These other gases are typically 
removed prior to use of natural gas as a consumer fuel.  Natural gas vehicles often look 
identical to gasoline powered vehicles, but have modified internal combustion engines and 
large storage tanks that carry compressed natural gas (also known as CNG, though some 
vehicles use liquefied natural gas, or LNG).18

 
 

The interest in natural gas as an alternative fuel for vehicles stems mainly from its clean burning 
qualities, its domestic resource base, and its commercial availability to end users.  As of 2006, 
more than 61,000 vehicles in California were fueled with CNG or LNG (California Energy 
Commission, 2009).  More than 150 public and private natural gas fueling stations are located in 
the state, and some households have appliances that allow the driver to fuel at home (California 
Energy Commission, 2009).  Natural gas vehicles have been utilized in Santa Barbara County for 
over a decade and one public natural gas fueling station is located in the County, located in the 
City of Santa Barbara.  Manufacturers have, however, recently diminished the number of 
natural gas powered vehicles available as they are more expensive than comparable gasoline 
fueled vehicles.19

  
   

 Propane is produced as a by-product of natural gas processing and petroleum refining. 
According to the United States Department of Energy (2009), it accounts for about 2% of the 
energy used in the United States; however, less than 2% of the total propane consumption in the 
United States is used for transportation fuel. The interest in propane (also known as liquefied 
petroleum gas or LPG) as an alternative transportation fuel stems mainly from its domestic 
availability, high energy density, and clean-burning qualities. It is the most commonly used 
alternative transportation fuel and the third most used vehicle fuel, behind gasoline and 
diesel.20

 
  Currently, no propane refueling stations are located in Santa Barbara County.  

                                                           
17 United States Department of Energy, Alternative Fuels and Advanced Vehicles Data Center, Natural Gas, February 
2009, Retrieved on July 2, 2009 http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/natural_gas.html   
18 Community Environmental Council, Transportation Energy Plan for Santa Barbara County. Retrieved on July 1, 
2009 from http://www.cecsb.org/storage/communityenvironmentalcouncil/documents/transportationplan.pdf   
19 Community Environmental Council, Transportation Energy Plan for Santa Barbara County, Retrieved on July 1, 
2009 from http://www.cecsb.org/storage/communityenvironmentalcouncil/documents/transportationplan.pdf  
20 United States Department of Energy, Alternative Fuels and Advanced Vehicles Data Center, Propane as an 
Alternative Fuel, February 2009, Retrieved from http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/propane_alternative.html  
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 Hydrogen is being explored for use in combustion engines and fuel cell electric vehicles. 
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).21  Currently, 24 hydrogen 
refueling stations are located in California; however, none are located in Santa Barbara 
County.22

 
 

 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.  According to the Department of Energy, pure biodiesel (B100) is 
considered an alternative fuel under EPAct.  Lower-level biodiesel blends are not considered 
alternative fuels, but covered fleets can earn one EPAct credit for every 450 gallons of B100 
purchased for use in blends of 20% or higher.23

 
  

Biodiesel can run in any diesel engine generally without alterations, but fueling stations have 
been slow to make it available.  As of early 2007, three refueling stations in Santa Barbara 
County offered biodiesel blends ranging from 20% to 100%.  Also, while diesel engines 
historically have not been particularly common in California because of the state’s strict air 
pollution laws, a cleaner variety of petroleum diesel (ultra low sulfur diesel) is now available.  
As a result, there has already been an increase in the number of diesel cars on the market, and 
these diesel engines are 30% more efficient than gasoline engines (Community Environmental 
Council, 2007).  
 
 Electricity can be used to power electric and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles directly 
from the power grid.  Electricity used to power vehicles is generally provided by the electricity 
grid and stored in the vehicle's batteries.  Fuel cells are being explored as a way to use electricity 
generated on board the vehicle to power electric motors.  Unlike batteries, fuel cells convert 
chemical energy from hydrogen into electricity.  There are a number of electrical charging 
stations 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 Costco 
in Goleta. 
 
According to the United States Department of Energy (2009), more than a dozen hybrid 
gas/electric vehicles are on the market today.  These vehicles allow for greater efficiency with 
the electric motor providing power at low speeds and complementing the gas engine at higher 
speeds.24

 

  A transition to more efficient vehicles and vehicle fuels such as plug-in hybrid 
vehicles, electric-only vehicles, and potentially hydrogen fuel cell or hydrogen internal 
combustion engine vehicles (hydrogen is discussed above), is among the recommendations in 
the local CEC Blueprint.  

                                                           
21 United States Department of Energy, Alternative Fuels and Advanced Vehicles Data Center, Hydrogen as an 
Alternative Fuel, February 2009, Retrieved from http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/hydrogen_alternative.html  
22 Community Environmental Council, Transportation Energy Plan for Santa Barbara County, Retrieved on July 1, 
2009 from http://www.cecsb.org/storage/communityenvironmentalcouncil/documents/transportationplan.pdf  
23 United States Department of Energy, Alternative Fuels and Advanced Vehicles Data Center, Biofuel, February 
2009, Retrieved on July 2, 2009 from http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/biodiesel.html  
24 United States Department of Energy, Alternative Fuels and Advanced Vehicles Data Center, Electricity Basics, 
February 2009, Retrieved from http://www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/fuels/electricity_basics.html  
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In the 1980s, the Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District (SBMTD) pioneered the use of 
electric buses and still operates the nation’s largest fleet of all electric, zero tailpipe emissions 
buses.  The agency added hybrid-electric staff cars to its fleet in 2007.25  It should be noted that 
Measure A of the proposed 2008 Regional Transportation Plan dedicates $85 million to 
SBMTD.26

 
  

b.  Energy and Fuel Efficiency.  Energy efficiency and conservation are also among the 
list of recommendations in the CEC’s Blueprint, specifically to increase energy efficiency by 30% 
to 50% in the building and transportation sectors.   

 
In California, 38% of the energy consumed relates to transportation services and in Santa 
Barbara County 30% of all types of energy consumed relates to transportation.  Almost 100% of 
motorized transportation depends on petroleum (California Energy Commission website, 2008). 
However, according to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), vehicle fuel 
economy by body type will gradually improve through 2030 despite the overall increase in 
consumption due to socioeconomic growth (e.g., population and employment), land use 
policies, and the associated increases in VMT, as new cars with improved fuel economy replace 
the older less fuel-efficient vehicles over time (Motor Vehicle Stock, Travel and Fuel Forecast, 
May 2008).  The fuel economy of year 2030 automobiles is projected to be 4.4% higher than 
automobiles produced in the year 2006, while total vehicle fuel economy is projected to be 3.4% 
higher than in 2006. 
 
Furthermore, gasoline demand may decrease into the future as the result of increasing gasoline 
prices.  For example, due to rising oil prices, for the first time since 1992 gasoline consumption 
in California fell between 2006 and 2008.27  Another consequence of the recent fuel price 
increase was a surge in transit ridership and reduction in VMT nationwide during this same 
period.28

 

  An increase in fuel prices results in a decrease in per capita fuel consumption due to a 
reduction in overall motor vehicle use, use of more efficient vehicles, and alternative 
transportation.  However, it is speculative to assume that fuel prices will continue to rise into 
the future, because fuel prices are influenced by the global market.  Therefore, for the purpose 
of this analysis, rising fuel prices will not be considered. 

Regardless, the trend of improved fuel economy is already evident statewide and countywide 
when comparing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and total fuel consumption.  For example, 
between 2000 and 2007, statewide VMT increased by 9.4%, or approximately 1.3% annually 
(California Motor Vehicle Stock, Travel and Fuel Forecast, May 2008).  Over the same time 
period, statewide fuel consumption increased by 8.5%, or approximately 1.2% annually 
(California Motor Vehicle Stock, Travel and Fuel Forecast, May 2008).  Similarly, VMT in Santa 
Barbara County increased by approximately 5.2% from 2000 to 2007, or approximately 0.7% 

                                                           
25 Community Environmental Council, Transportation Energy Plan for Santa Barbara County, Retrieved on July 1, 
2009 from http://www.cecsb.org/storage/communityenvironmentalcouncil/documents/transportationplan.pdf  
26 Community Environmental Council, Transportation Energy Plan for Santa Barbara County. Retrieved on July 1, 
2009 from http://www.cecsb.org/storage/communityenvironmentalcouncil/documents/transportationplan.pdf  
27 Green Car Congress, California Gasoline Consumption Declining. April 30, 2008. 
http://www.greencarcongress.com/2008/04/california-gaso.html  
28 Dyett & Bhatia. Environmental Impact Report, Transportation 2035 Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area. 
December 2008. 
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annually (refer to Table 4.12-1).  Over this same time period, gasoline consumption in Santa 
Barbara County increased by just 2.8% (refer to Table 4.12-2). 
 

c.  Energy Production in Santa Barbara County.  Santa Barbara County has been an oil 
and gas producing region, including oil and gas produced off its coast, for over a century.  Oil 
production in Santa Barbara County, including offshore production landed in the County, 
reached an all-time high of 68,798,091 barrels in 1995, while natural gas production reached an 
all-time high of 99,425,269 thousand cubic feet (Mcf) in 1967.  In 2006, oil production in the 
County was 3,109,866 barrels, while natural gas production was 3,567,928 net Mcf (California 
Dept of Conservation, Division of Oil and Gas, 2006).  The predominant focus in oil production 
has shifted from onshore and near-shore fields to fields underlying federal waters three or more 
miles from shore (County of Santa Barbara Energy Division website, 
http://countyofsb.org/energy/information/oilGasProduction.asp#1). 
 
Oil/condensate and net natural gas produced in Santa Barbara County in 2006, including that 
produced offshore and landed in the County, accounted for 1.3% and 1.6% of California's total 
production of oil/condensate and natural gas, respectively (Div of Oil and Gas, 2006). 

 
d. Regulatory Setting.  Federal and state agencies regulate energy consumption through 

various policies, standards, and programs.  At the local level, individual cities and counties 
regulate energy through their regulatory and planning activities.  The following discussion is 
intended to provide an understanding of recent trends in energy regulation.   
 
Federal Regulations 
 

Energy Policy and Conservation Act, and CAFE Standards.  The Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act (EPCA) of 1975 established nationwide fuel economy standards in order to 
conserve oil.  Pursuant to this Act, 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.  
 
The Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) program was established 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 U.S. EPA calculates a CAFE 
value for each manufacturer based on city and highway fuel economy test results and vehicle 
sales.  The CAFE values are a weighted harmonic average of the EPA city and highway fuel 
economy test results.  Based on information generated under the CAFE program, the U.S. 
Department of Transportation is authorized to assess penalties for noncompliance. 
 
CAFE rules require the average fuel economy of all vehicles of a given class that a manufacturer 
sells in each model year to be equal to or greater than the standard.  The current Model Year 
2011 CAFE standard for passenger cars is 30.2 miles per gallon and 24.1 miles per gallon for 
light trucks (i.e. gross vehicle weight of 8,500 pounds or less), with increased standards for 
following model years expected to be promulgated in the near future.29

                                                           
29 National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Average Fuel Economy Standards Passenger Cars and Light 
Trucks Model Year 2011; Final Rule, Federal Register 74(59): 14196 et. seq., March 30, 2009. 

  Heavy-duty vehicles 
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(i.e., gross vehicle weight over 8,500 pounds) are not currently subject to fuel economy 
standards.  The EPCA was reauthorized in 2000 (49 CFR 533). 
 
On May 19, 2009, President Obama announced a historic national policy that will reduce 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and improve fuel economy for all new cars and trucks sold in 
the United States.  This new policy will effectively supplement the existing CAFE standards.  
Under this policy, the U.S. EPA will coordinate with the Department of Transportation (DOT) to 
propose standards for passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles, 
covering model years 2012 through 2016.  The intent of this coordinated program is to allow 
auto manufacturers to build a single light-duty national fleet that provides significant 
reductions in both greenhouse gases and oil consumption. 
 
EPA intends to propose attribute-based standards, based on vehicle footprint, for both 
passenger cars and light-duty trucks.  This approach would be similar to that used by the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) for its Reformed CAFE light-truck 
standards, which was also extended to passenger cars in the 2011 CAFE standards.   The vehicle 
footprint is essentially the area enclosed by the points at which the wheels meet the ground.  
Generally, vehicles with larger footprints would be assigned CO2 levels that are somewhat 
higher than vehicles with smaller footprints, based on where they fall along “footprint curves.”  
Manufacturers would use these assigned values to calculate their separate fleet average 
standards for cars and light-duty trucks.  Each manufacturer would have unique standards for 
cars and light-duty trucks that are calculated based on the footprint curve values and final 
model year sales of each of the vehicle models in its fleet. 
 
EPA also intends to propose a compliance program that recognizes and replicates as closely as 
possible the compliance protocols associated with the existing CAA Tier 2 vehicle emission 
standards, and with CAFE standards.  The certification, testing, reporting, and associated 
compliance activities could closely track current practice and thus be familiar to manufacturers. 
EPA already oversees testing, collects and processes test data, and performs calculations to 
determine compliance with both CAFE and CAA standards.  In a coordinated approach, 
compliance mechanisms for both programs could be consistent and non-duplicative. 
 

Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct).  The Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct) was passed to 
reduce the country’s dependence on foreign petroleum and improve air quality.  EPAct 
includes several parts intended to build an inventory of alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs) in 
large, centrally fueled fleets in metropolitan areas.  EPAct requires certain federal, state, and 
local government and private fleets to purchase a percentage of light duty AFVs capable of 
running on alternative fuels each year.  In addition, financial incentives are included in EPAct. 
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 Independence and Security Act of 2007.  The Energy Independence and Security 
Act of 2007 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: 
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• 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%. 

 
State Regulations  
 

Warren-Alquist Act.  The 1975 Warren-Alquist Act established the California Energy 
Resource Conservation and Development Commission, now known as the California Energy 
Commission (CEC).  The Act established a state policy to reduce wasteful, uneconomical, and 
unnecessary uses of energy by employing a range of measures.  
 

Assembly Bill 2076: Reducing Dependence on Petroleum.  In response to Assembly Bill 
(AB) 2076 (Chapter 936, Statutes of 2000), the CEC and the California Air Resources Board 
prepared and adopted a joint agency report, Reducing California’s Petroleum Dependence. 
Included in this report are recommendations to increase the use of alternative fuels to 20% of 
on-road transportation fuel use by 2020 and 30% by 2030, significantly increase the efficiency of 
motor vehicles, and reduce per capita vehicles miles traveled.  Further, in response to the CEC’s 
2003 and 2005 Integrated Energy Policy Reports, the Governor directed the CEC to take the lead in 
developing a long-term plan to increase alternative fuel use. 
 
A performance-based goal is to reduce petroleum demand to 15% below 2003 demand.  The 
options include:  
 

• Near-Term Options (could be fully implemented by 2010) 
o Use more fuel efficient replacement tires with proper inflation 
o Improve fuel economy in government fleets 
o Improve private vehicle maintenance 

 
• Mid-Term Options (could be fully implemented in the 2010-2020 time frame) 

o Double fuel efficiency of current model light duty vehicles to 40 miles/gallon 
o Use natural gas-derived Fischer-Tropsch fuel as a 33% blending agent in diesel 

• Long-Term Options 
o Introduce fuel cell light duty vehicles in 2012, increasing to 10% of new vehicle sales 

by 2020, and 20% by 2030.   
 

Recommendations include: 
 

• The Governor and Legislature should adopt the recommended statewide goal of reducing 
demand for on-road gasoline and diesel to 15% below the 2003 demand level by 2020 and 
maintaining that level for the foreseeable future. 

• The Governor and Legislature should work with the California delegation and other states to 
establish national fuel economy standards that double the fuel efficiency of new cars, light 
trucks and SUVs. 

• The Governor and Legislature should establish a goal to increase the use of non-petroleum 
fuels to 20% of on-road fuel consumption by 2020 and 30% by 2030. 
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Integrated Energy Policy Report.  Senate Bill (SB) 1389 (Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) 
required the CEC to: “[C]onduct assessments and forecasts of all aspects of energy industry 
supply, production, transportation, delivery and distribution, demand, and prices.  The Energy 
Commission shall use these assessments and forecasts to develop energy policies that conserve 
resources, protect the environment, ensure energy reliability, enhance the state's economy, and 
protect public health and safety“ (Public Resources Code Section 25301(a)).  This work 
culminated in the Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR). 

 
The CEC adopts an IEPR every two years and an update every other year.  The most recent 
IEPR was adopted on December 5, 2007, with an update adopted on November 20, 2008.  The 
2009 IEPR is currently being prepared and is anticipated for adoption in November 2009.  
Today, the IEPR remains the overall guiding document on State energy policy.  The 2007 IEPR 
is the first such report produced since the passage of AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act 
of 2006 (discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of 
the Final EIR).  The 2007 IEPR notes that, prior to the passage of AB 32, energy policy in 
California focused on ensuring adequate supply at reasonably low prices, limiting dependence 
on imported fuels and fossil fuels generally, environmental protection, and economic benefit to 
the state’s economy.  However, with the passage of AB 32, “California is obligated to meet its 
previous energy goals, but it must do so while reducing the volume of CO2 emissions.”  Thus, 
the focus of the 2007 IEPR is to enable: 
 

• California’s industries to meet environmental goals while accommodating economic and 
population growth; 

• Attainment of AB 32 goals to reduce California’s greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 
2020; and 

• California to meet the challenge of growing energy needs while reducing carbon dioxide 
emissions. 

 
Senate Bill 1078:  California Renewables Portfolio Standard Program.  Senate Bill (SB) 

1078 (Chapter 516, Statutes of 2002) 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. This target date was moved forward by SB 1078 to require compliance by 2010.  
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. 

 
Assembly Bill 1493:  Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 

(Pavley) amended Health and Safety Code sections 42823 and 43018.5 requiring the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop and adopt, by January 1, 2005, regulations that achieve 
maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases emitted by passenger vehicles, light-duty 
trucks, and other vehicles used for noncommercial personal transportation in California.  The 
bill prohibits those regulations from taking effect prior to January 1, 2006, in order to give the 
Legislature time to review the regulations and determine whether further legislation should be 
enacted prior to the effective date of the regulations.  Under the bill, the regulations would 
apply only to a motor vehicle manufactured in the 2009 model year, or any model year 
thereafter. 
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In September 2004, pursuant to AB 1493, the CARB approved regulations to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions from new motor vehicles.  Under the regulation, one manufacturer fleet average 
emission standard is established for passenger cars and the lightest trucks, and a separate 
manufacturer fleet average emission standard is established for heavier trucks.  The regulation 
took effect on January 1, 2006 and set near-term emission standards, phased in from 2009 
through 2012, and mid-term emission standards, phased in from 2013 through 2016 (referred to 
as the Pavley Phase 1 rules).  The CARB intends to extend the existing requirements to obtain 
further reductions in the 2017 to 2020 timeframe (referred to as Pavley Phase 2 rules).  The 
CARB has included both Pavley 1 and 2 rules in its Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan 
(October 2008), pursuant to the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), which outlines 
the State’s strategy to achieve 2020 greenhouse gas emission reductions.  Refer to Section 
4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for additional 
discussion of AB 32. 
 
The CARB calculates that in calendar year 2016, the Pavley Phase 1 rules will reduce 
California’s GHG emissions by 16.4 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents, and by 
2020, Pavley Phase 2 would reduce emissions by 31.7 million metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalents.  Further, the AB 1493 new vehicle requirements would cumulatively produce 45% 
more GHG reductions by 2020 compared to the new federal CAFE standard in the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007 (above).   
 
On June 30, 2009 the EPA granted CARB a waiver of Clean Air Act preemption to California for 
its greenhouse gas emission standards on new motor vehicles beginning in model year 2009.  
Accordingly, stricter California greenhouse gas emissions standards will apply to new motor 
vehicles in California at least until model year 2012, when the EPA’s national greenhouse gas 
emission reduction program for new motor vehicles takes effect.   
 

Energy Action Plan. The first Energy Action Plan (EAP) emerged in 2003 from a crisis 
atmosphere in California’s energy markets.  The state’s three major energy policy agencies (the 
Public Utilities Commission (PUC), the CEC, and the Consumer Power and Conservation 
Financing Authority [established under deregulation and now defunct]) came together to 
develop one high-level, coherent approach to meeting California’s electricity and natural gas 
needs. It was the first time that energy policy agencies formally collaborated to define a 
common vision and set of strategies to address California’s future energy needs and emphasize 
the importance of the impacts of energy policy on the California environment. 

 
In the October 2005 Energy Action Plan II, the CEC and the PUC updated their energy policy 
vision by adding some important dimensions to the policy areas included in the original EAP 
such as the emerging importance of climate change, transportation-related energy issues and 
research and development activities.  The CEC recently adopted an update to the EAP II in 
February 2008 that supplements the earlier EAPs and examines the state’s ongoing actions in 
the context of global climate change. 
 

Assembly Bill 1007:  State Alternative Fuels Plan.  Assembly Bill (AB) 1007 (Chapter 
371, Statutes of 2005) required the CEC to prepare a state plan to increase the use of alternative 
fuels in California. The CEC prepared the State Alternative Fuels Plan (Plan) in partnership 
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with the CARB and in consultation with the other state, federal, and local agencies. The Plan 
presents strategies and actions California must take to increase the use of alternative non-
petroleum fuels in a manner that minimizes costs to California and maximizes the economic 
benefits of in-state production.  The Plan assessed various alternative fuels and developed fuel 
portfolios to meet California’s goals to reduce petroleum consumption, increase alternative 
fuels use, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and increase instate production of biofuels without 
causing a significant degradation of public health and environmental quality. 

 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) Guidelines.  The California 

Transportation Commission (CTC) was established in 1978 by Assembly Bill 402 (Chapter 1106, 
Statutes of 1977) out of a growing concern for a single, unified California transportation policy.  
The Commission replaced and assumed the responsibilities of four independent bodies: the 
California Highway Commission, the State Transportation Board, the State Aeronautics Board, 
and the California Toll Bridge Authority. 
 
The Commission is responsible for the programming and allocating of funds for the 
construction of highway, passenger rail and transit improvements throughout California.  The 
Commission also advises and assists the Secretary of Business, Transportation and Housing 
Agency, and the Legislature in formulating and evaluating state policies and plans for 
California’s transportation programs.  In addition, the CTC developed and regularly updates 
the California Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines in accordance with California Government 
Code sections 14522 and 65080. 
 
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) adopted an Addendum to the 2007 Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines: Addressing Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions During the 
RTP Process on May 29, 2008.  The addendum aims to develop best practices in land use policies 
and transportation modeling for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
Guidelines, with the goal of addressing climate change and reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions.  The addendum “reflect[s] a variety of approaches that allow MPOs and RTPAs great 
leeway in considering the strategy(s) that best fit their needs” (p. 1).  MPOs (metropolitan 
planning organizations) and RTPAs (regional transportation planning agencies)—SBCAG 
fulfills both roles—are “strongly encouraged to adhere to the guidance contained in [the] 
addendum.”  However, none of the information contained within the addendum is in the 
current statute and is therefore not required by State or federal law.  SBCAG’s RTP is consistent 
with the Addendum, and SBCAG is currently examining the modeling tools to better quantify 
the relationship between land use and transportation. 
 
 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  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 2008 RTP EIR is a Program EIR not a project-level EIR.  Use of Appendix F, and the 
discussion of energy impacts in this document, reflect the programmatic purpose behind the 
2008 RTP EIR.  In Appendix F, energy conservation is described in terms of decreased per capita 
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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.   
 
Local Regulations 
 

Santa Barbara County Energy Element.  The Santa Barbara County Comprehensive 
General Plan Energy Element (Adopted 2004; Republished May 2009) is designed to support the 
national and state objectives outlined above, and particularly, 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 Energy Element use 
incentive-based strategies rather than mandatory-based regulations to implement energy-
efficient practices and to encourage alternative energy.  The transportation policies of the 
Energy Element focus on reducing vehicle miles traveled by encouraging new land use 
patterns, and alternative transportation, such as walking, bicycling, and transit.  The Energy 
Element also includes a goal and policies that encourage the use of alternative energy, including 
alternative vehicle fuels.  It should be noted that the County Energy Element applies to the 
unincorporated area of the county and not to incorporated cities or districts in the county.    

 
4.12.2  Impact Analysis 
 

a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  
 
 Methodology.  Appendix F lists six factors relevant to a consideration of a project’s 
energy impacts.  The factors listed in Appendix F are described below, followed by a discussion 
of the methodology used in this analysis to address each factor: 

 
1. The project’s energy requirements and its energy use efficiencies by amount and fuel 

type for each stage of the project’s life cycle including construction, operation, 
maintenance and/or removal.  If appropriate, the energy intensiveness of materials 
may be discussed; 

2. The effects of the project on and local and regional energy supplies and on 
requirements for additional capacity; 

3.  The effects of the project on peak and base period demands for electricity and other 
forms of energy; 

4. The degree to which the project complies with existing energy standards; 
5. The effects of the project on energy resources, and 
6. The project’s projected transportation energy use requirements and its overall use of 

efficient transportation alternatives. 
 
(CEQA Guidelines, App. F, § II(C)(1)-(6).)   
 
This Energy analysis evaluates the energy requirements and energy use efficiencies (Factor 1) of 
the project by amount and fuel type for construction, manufacturing and maintenance (indirect 
energy consumption) and operations (direct energy consumption).  A quantitative analysis of 
these factors is provided in Impact E-1, below.  This impact considers the projected 
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transportation energy use requirements in the County and the overall use of efficient 
transportation alternatives contained in the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (Factor 6).  
Impact E-1 also addresses the consistency of the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan with 
applicable existing energy policies (Factor 4).  The energy analysis demonstrates that the 2008 
Regional Transportation Plan (the “project” or the 2030 Planned scenario) would reduce overall 
energy consumption and demand compared to future no project (the 2030 No Build and 2030 
Programmed scenarios) conditions.  Therefore, the project (the 2008 RTP) would not place a 
significant demand on regional or global energy supply or resources (Factors 2 and 5). As the 
2008 Regional Transportation Plan contains little electric transit and no electric rail projects, the 
electricity impacts of the plan would be negligible (Factor 3). 
 
The significance thresholds for the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan were formulated in 
consideration of these factors. 
 
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 RTP projects, it also includes energy consumption that is not due to 
the RTP, but rather is due to socioeconomic growth (e.g., population and employment), land 
use policies, and the existing transportation infrastructure.  As shown below, the analysis 
demonstrates that the RTP itself does not make a contribution to the cumulative impact.  Rather, 
the RTP (the proposed project or 2030 Planned scenario) operates to reduce overall VMT and 
improve highway and intersection service levels compared to future no project conditions (2030 
No Build and 2030 Programmed scenarios). 
 
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.  According to Caltrans (1983), “direct and indirect energy must both be 
considered, otherwise erroneous comparisons may result.” 
   

Direct Energy Consumption.  As noted above, 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 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for existing conditions 
(2000) and 2030 VMT for three scenarios (as analyzed in Section 4.1, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Final EIR): the Year 2030 “No Build” scenario, which assumes the existing 
roadway network and no transportation infrastructure improvements; the 2030 “Programmed” 
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scenario, which includes all capital improvements currently programmed, but as of yet not 
implemented; and the 2030 “Planned” scenario, which includes all projects in the Programmed 
scenario plus those projects identified in the RTP which currently do not have program funding 
commitments.  VMT resulting from each of these scenarios are included in Appendix C to the 
Final EIR (Tables 4, 5, and 6). 
 
Daily VMT for each scenario was converted to British thermal units (BTUs) using a factor of 
6,730.04 BTUs per VMT.  This factor was derived using current (2007) data from Caltrans for 
gasoline consumption (refer to Table 4.12-2), which was converted to BTUs and then divided by 
daily VMT (refer to Table 4.12-1).  It should be noted that this factor was slightly higher in 
previous years shown in tables 4.12-1 and 4.12-2, and is forecast to continue to decrease into the 
future as a result of improved fuel economy [refer to Section 4.12.1(c) (Energy and Fuel 
Efficiency)], particularly if the fleetwide goal of 35 mpg by year 2020 proposed under the 
Energy Independence and Security Act is met.  Applying this factor to future year (2030) VMT 
therefore provides a reasonable worst case evaluation of energy consumption.    
 

Effect of Speed on Fuel Efficiency.  Although vehicle speed is not considered in Caltrans’ 
Input-Output methodology, it is known that vehicle travel at speeds different from the most 
fuel-efficient speed can lead to dramatic increases in fuel consumption (Transportation Energy 
Data Book: Edition 28, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 2009).  The effect of a reduction of 
average speed in the County can be estimated.  Most automobiles achieve optimal fuel economy 
at a speed of approximately 50 to 55 miles per hour (Transportation Energy Data Book: Edition 28, 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 2009).  The average speed of all vehicles in Santa Barbara 
County in 2000 was 46.0 miles per hour.  According to the 2007 California Motor Vehicle Stock, 
Travel and Fuel Forecast (Caltrans, May 2008), the average fleet fuel economy in 2000 (including 
passenger vehicles and trucks) was estimated to be 18.215 miles per gallon. 

 
Estimates of the difference in energy consumption at different average speeds in the three 
scenarios analyzed are based on data in the Transportation Energy Data Book: Edition 28 (Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory, 2009).  According to this data, a reduction in vehicle speed from 
approximately 45 miles per hour to approximately 40 miles per hour would result in an 
estimated 1.9% reduction in fuel economy.30

 

  In the year 2030, the countywide average speeds 
for the No Build, Programmed, and Planned scenarios are estimated at 41.5, 43.0, and 45.7 miles 
per hour, respectively.  Based on these estimates and the data contained in the Transportation 
Energy Data Book: Edition 28 (Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 2009), the No Build scenario 
would result in an average fuel efficiency of 31.2 miles per gallon, the Programmed scenario 
would result in an average fuel efficiency of 31.4 miles per gallon, and the Planned scenario 
would result in the highest fuel economy of the scenarios analyzed, 31.7 miles per gallon.  
Similarly, in the year 2030 in the South Coast area, with implementation of the U.S. 101 high-
occupancy vehicle lane additions projected under the Planned scenario, average speeds are 
estimated to be 44.9 miles per hour, which would be an increase of 4.8 miles per hour compared 
to the Programmed scenario and an increase of 7 miles per hour compared to the year 2030 No 
Build scenario.   

                                                           
30 Table 4.26 in Transportation Energy Data Book: Edition 28, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 2009. http://www-
cta.ornl.gov/data/tedb28/Edition28_Chapter04.pdf 
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As noted above, the direct energy consumption analysis in this Amended EIR assumes the same 
average speed for each scenario and therefore does not capture the reductions in energy 
consumption associated with improved fuel economy that would occur under the Planned 
scenario.  Therefore, the direct energy consumption analysis presents a reasonable worst-case 
analysis of the energy consumption impacts of the proposed project (Planned scenario). 
 
The energy efficiency accounted for in the direct energy consumption analysis for the Planned 
scenario (proposed project) is the result of reduced VMT, which results in better freeway level 
of service, particularly on the South Coast 101 Corridor (see tables 4.12-4 and 4.12-5 in the 
Transportation and Circulation section of the FEIR); better multilane level of services (see Table 
4.12-17); and fewer intersections with substandard level of service “D” (Figure 4.12-4) than 
either the No Build or Programmed scenarios.  In addition, less “stop and go” driving in 
congested conditions would further promote fuel efficiency and reductions in BTU 
consumption beyond what is accounted for in the energy consumption analysis. 
 

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 
2008 Santa Barbara County RTP 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 4.12-5 
on the following page 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 4.12-5.  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$1 
Rail (construction) 2,108 BTU/VMT 
Maintenance 
Passenger Vehicles 1,400 BTU/VMT 
Transit Buses 13,142 BTU/VMT 
Rail 7,060 BTU/VMT 
1 2009 dollars converted to 1977 dollars as a reasonable worst-case inflation assumption 
using California Department of Transportation, Price Index for Selected Highway 
Construction Items, March 31, 2009.  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. 

  
 Significance Thresholds.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, energy 
impacts would be significant if implementation of the proposed project would result in 
wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary usage of energy.  Appendix F further suggests that 
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impact analyses discuss the degree to which a project complies with existing standards and a 
project’s projected transportation energy use requirements and overall use of efficient 
transportation alternatives.  Accordingly, the 2008 RTP would have a potentially significant 
adverse long-term impact if the RTP would: 
 

• Result in a cumulative increase in the total consumption of electricity, natural gas, 
gasoline, diesel, or other non-renewable energy types relative to future  (2030) no 
project conditions; or 

• Be inconsistent with adopted plans or policies related to energy conservation. 
 
Impacts are determined by comparing the 2008 RTP to future (2030) no project conditions, 
rather than to existing conditions, because regional socioeconomic growth (population and 
employment) and land use changes, and associated increases in VMT and energy consumption, 
will occur regardless of whether or not the 2008 RTP is implemented.   
 
As noted above, three scenarios are considered in the analysis, consistent with Section 4.1, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR: the 2030 Planned scenario (the 2008 Santa 
Barbara County RTP), the 2030 “No Build” scenario and the 2030 “Programmed” scenario.  The 
No Build scenario assumes a permanent cessation of capital improvement projects for regional 
transportation, and the Programmed scenario assumes that there would be no further funding 
for regional transportation after currently funded projects have been constructed.  Both of these 
scenarios therefore represent future no project conditions.  The No Build scenario serves as a 
“no project” alternative in that no portion of the project would occur, including those already 
programmed.  The Programmed scenario contains the substance of the no project alternative 
required by Section 15126.6(e) in that it assumes continuation and development of funded 
projects in the current RTP.  All of the scenarios consider regional growth not associated with 
the proposed project. 
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  This section describes generalized 
impacts associated with projects in the RTP.  Refer also to Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions) in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for an analysis of greenhouse gas 
production and project impacts on climate change.  As described therein, greenhouse gas 
emissions are directly related to overall VMT, and would be reduced with the project (the Plan 
scenario) compared to future no project (the No Build and Programmed scenarios) conditions, 
and therefore the impact is considered less than significant.   

 
Impact E-1 The 2008 Santa Barbara County RTP (the “project”) would 

consume less energy than the No Build and Programmed 
scenarios (the “future no project conditions”) when accounting 
for both direct and indirect energy use.  Because 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, impacts would be Class 
III, less than significant. 

 
Direct Energy Consumption.  Direct energy is the energy used in the daily operation of 

the transportation system, including the propulsion of passenger vehicles (automobiles, vans, 
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and trucks) and transit vehicles, including buses and trains; it is the fuel that propels the 
vehicle.  Some highway and roadway improvements included in the RTP will increase vehicle 
capacity, allowing a greater number of vehicles to use the facilities.  However, increasing 
capacity and improving roadways and intersections does not necessarily result in an increase in 
motor vehicle trips.  Rather, RTP improvements will increase the transportation system 
efficiency and, in turn, increase fuel combustion efficiency in vehicles [refer to Effects of Speed on 
Fuel Efficiency in Section 4.12.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds)].  In addition, 
many RTP 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.  The overall result would be a reduction in on-road vehicle miles traveled, and 
associated direct energy consumption.   
 
Table 4.12-6 on the following page shows the direct energy use, including from transit buses, in 
the county under existing (2000) conditions and under the Year 2030 No Build, 2030 
Programmed, and 2030 Planned (the 2008 RTP) scenarios.  Table 4.12-7 on the following page 
shows the direct rail energy use in the County under these three scenarios.  Table 4.12-8 on the 
following page provides total combined direct energy use, including from both roadway and 
rail sources.  Based on this table, on a per capita basis, the Planned scenario would result in 
193,282 BTUs of direct energy consumption per person per day, while the No Build and the 
Programmed scenarios would result in 200,384 and 205,259 BTUs of direct energy consumption 
per person per day, respectively (based on an estimated 2030 County population of 521,000 
persons31

 
).   

Table 4.12-6.  Daily Roadway Direct Transportation Energy Use in  
Santa Barbara County 

 VMT (daily) BTU per VMT b On-Road Energy Use (Billion BTU) 
Existing (2000) 9,767,616a 6,887.16 67.27 
No-Build (2030) 15,506,795c 6,730.04 104.36 
Programmed (2030) 15,883,445c 6,730.04 106.90 
Planned (2030) 14,948,776c 6,730.04 100.61 
a California Department of Transportation, Division of Transportation System Information. 2007 California Motor Vehicle Stock, 
Travel and Fuel Forecast. May 2008; see Table 4.12-1 (annual VMT listed therein divided by 365 to achieve daily VMT). 
b Based on 2007 data presented in Tables 4.12-1 and 4.12-2, as described in Section 3.2(a) (Methodology and Significance 
Thresholds) 
c Final EIR Appendix C, tables 4 through 6. 

 
Table 4.12-7.  Daily Passenger Rail Direct Transportation Energy Use in  

Santa Barbara County 
 VMT (daily) BTU per VMT b Rail Energy Use (Billion BTU) 
Existing (2000) 570.96a 54,071 0.031 
No-Build (2030) 788.28a 54,071 0.043 
Programmed (2030) 788.28a 54,071 0.043 
Planned (2030) 1,576.56a 54,071 0.085 
a IBI Group, LOSSAN North Corridor Strategic Plan, October 2007. 
b American Public Transit Association, Energy Efficiency of Public Transportation and Personal Vehicles, 1998; 
http://www.apta.com/research/stats/energy/efficiency.cfm, accessed June 16, 2009) 

 

                                                           
31 Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, Regional Growth Forecast 2000-2030, March 2002, p. 34. 

http://www.apta.com/research/stats/energy/efficiency.cfm�
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Table 4.12-8. Total (Roadway + Rail) Daily Direct Transportation  
Energy Use in Santa Barbara County 

 Total Energy Use 
(Billion BTU) 

Percent 
Change From 

Year 2000 

Percent 
Change From 
Year 2030 No 

Build 

Percent 
Change From 

Year 2030 
Programmed 

Existing (2000) 67.30 -- -- -- 
No-Build (2030) 104.40 + 55% -- - 2.4% 
Programmed (2030) 106.94 + 59% + 2.4% -- 
Planned (2030) 100.70 + 50% - 3.5% - 5.8% 

 
As shown in Table 4.12-8, the proposed project (Planned scenario) would result in less direct 
energy consumption as compared to the No Build and Programmed scenarios.  Specifically, the 
project would directly use approximately 3.5% less energy than the No Build scenario and 5.8% 
less energy than the Programmed scenario due to the cumulative reduction in vehicle miles 
traveled.   
 
The energy efficiency accounted for in the direct energy consumption analysis for the Planned 
scenario (proposed project) is the result of reduced VMT.  In addition, though not accounted for 
in the energy consumption calculations, the reduction in VMT would result in better freeway 
levels of service, particularly on the South Coast 101 Corridor (see tables 4.12-4 and 4.12-5 in the 
Transportation and Circulation section of the FEIR); better multi-lane level of services (see Table 
4.12-17); and fewer intersections with substandard level of service “D” (Figure 4.12-4) than 
either the No Build or Programmed scenarios.  The reduction in “stop and go” driving in 
congested conditions resulting from these service level improvements would further promote 
fuel efficiency and reduce BTU consumption beyond what is accounted for in the above 
analysis, as discussed further under Section 4.12.2.a, Methodology and Significance Thresholds. 
 
As illustrated below, the Planned scenario (the proposed project) includes substantially more 
bicycle and pedestrian, local and commuter transit, and intercity rail projects when compared to 
the Program and No Build scenarios.   
 

Project Type 
Number of Projects 

No Build Programmed Planned 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 0 15 28 
Rail 0 4 10 
Transit 0 3 25 
Source:  Pages ES 27-ES 33, Table ES-2, FEIR 

 
As noted under Fuel Efficiency Trends in Section 4.12.1(b) (Energy and Fuel Efficiency), fuel 
consumption for on-road vehicles in Santa Barbara County is forecast to increase 40% under the 
future No Build scenario and 43% under the Programmed scenario between 2000 and 2030 (Air 
Resources Board, EMFAC 2007).  However, the Planned scenario (the 2008 RTP) would be the 
most efficient in terms of direct fuel consumption, with only a 35% increase, compared to the 
No Build and Programmed scenarios (see graph on the following page).  This is due primarily 
to the overall reduction in VMT and the improved availability of alternative transportation 
modes that would occur under this project scenario as compared to the no project scenarios.  
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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.  Indirect energy consumption from the proposed project was 
estimated using consumption factors listed in Table 4.12-5.  An estimate of energy consumption 
for construction and maintenance purposes was made using the Caltrans Input-Output 
methodology (Caltrans, 1983).  The results are shown in Table 4.12-9 on the following page.  On 
a per capita basis, the Planned scenario would result in 86,699 BTUs of indirect energy 
consumption per person per day, while the No Build and the Programmed scenarios would 
result in 84,242 and 90,115 BTUs of indirect energy consumption per person per day, 
respectively (based on an estimated 2030 county population of 521,000 persons32

 
).   

As shown in Table 4.12-9 on the following page, the proposed project (Planned scenario) would 
indirectly use approximately 3% more energy than the No Build scenario and 4% less energy 
than the Programmed scenario.  It should be noted that energy consumption associated with 
roadway maintenance would decrease due to the decrease in VMT associated with 
implementation of the RTP.   Indirect energy use from the Planned scenario is greater than that 
associated with the No Build scenario because the No Build scenario does not include 
construction of new facilities. 

                                                           
32 Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, Regional Growth Forecast 2000-2030, March 2002, p. 34 . 
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  Table 4.12-9.  Daily Indirect Transportation Energy Use in Santa 
Barbara County (billion BTU) 

 No-Build (2030) Programmed 
(2030) Planned (2030) 

Manufacturing 
Passenger Vehicles 21.75 22.28 20.95 
Transit Buses 0.11 0.28 0.33 
Roadway Construction N/A 1.19 1.84 
Rail 0.002 0.002 0.003 

Subtotal 21.86 23.75 23.12 
Maintenance 

Passenger Vehicles 21.60 22.12 20.80 
Transit Buses 0.42 1.07 1.24 
Rail 0.006 0.006 0.011 

Subtotal 22.03 23.20 22.05 
Total 43.89 46.95 45.17 

 

 
While overall energy consumption would increase across all three scenarios analyzed, the 
proposed project (Planned scenario) results in the least amount of growth in energy 
consumption because the proposed project includes transportation demand management to 
reduce trips; high occupancy vehicle lanes on U.S. 101 east of Santa Barbara to promote use of 
carpooling and commuter transit; increases in bike lane miles with a total of 28 separate bike 
and pedestrian projects (versus 15 in the Programmed scenario and none in the No Build 
scenario); and improved commuter and public transit.  Most of these are due to Measure A, a 
local option sales tax, approved by the voters.  Substantial funding is guaranteed for a variety of 
these alternative mode projects, which will shift trips from single occupant vehicles to buses 
and carpools. 
 
Nevertheless, total indirect energy use would be similar for all scenarios because indirect 
energy efficiencies associated with the projected reduction in vehicle miles traveled (i.e., 
maintenance and manufacturing energy consumption) under the Planned scenario would offset 
energy increases associated with a greater amount of facility construction. 
 
 Total Energy Consumption.  Table 4.12-10 on the following page shows the combined 
impact of direct and indirect energy consumption for each of the scenarios analyzed.  As shown 
therein, the proposed project would consume less energy than the No Build and Programmed 
scenarios when accounting for both direct and indirect energy use.  On a per capita basis, the 
Planned scenario would result in 279,981 BTUs of total energy consumption per person per day, 
while the No Build and the Programmed scenarios would result in 284,626 and 295,374 BTUs of 
total energy consumption per person per day, respectively (based on an estimated 2030 county 
population of 521,000 persons33

                                                           
33 Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, Regional Growth Forecast 2000-2030, March 2002, p. 34 . 

).  Accordingly, the 2008 RTP would reduce overall energy 
consumption by 1.6% when compared to the No Build scenario and 5.2% when compared to the 
Programmed scenario, due primarily to the reduction in trips and vehicle miles traveled with 
the Planned scenario.  Because the project would not increase energy use relative to future no 
project conditions, including either the No Build 2030 scenario or the Programmed 2030 
scenario, impacts would be less than significant.  It should also be noted that because an 
existing BTU/VMT factor was applied to future year (2030) VMT, and because calculations did 
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not include additional energy use reductions associated with higher average vehicle speeds 
under the Planned scenario, the values shown in Table 4.12-10 represent a reasonable worst case 
estimate of energy consumption (refer to Section 4.12.2.a, Methodology and Significance 
Thresholds). 
 

Table 4.12-10.  Daily Direct and Indirect Energy Consumption  
(Billion BTUs) 

 No-Build (2030) Programmed 
(2030) Planned (2030) 

Direct Energy  104.40 106.94 100.70 
Indirect Energy  43.89 46.95 45.17 
Total Daily Energy 148.29 153.89 145.87 
See Tables 4.12-6 and 4.12-9. 

 

 
Per Capita Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and energy 

consumption are related, as they are both dependent on overall VMT.  Overall GHG emissions 
are discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas Emissions); per capita emissions are 
discussed below. 

 
SBCAG is projecting a 12% per capita increase in CO2 emissions from passenger vehicles 
between 2000 and 2030.  As discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas Emissions), total 2030 
GHG emissions in Santa Barbara County under each of the alternatives considered are projected 
to be greater than existing levels of GHG emissions.  The 2008 RTP EIR also demonstrates that 
this projected increase would be reduced by implementation of the proposed RTP.34

 

  As shown 
in Table 4.12-11, the 2008 RTP limits the increase in GHG emissions from passenger vehicles 
compared to other scenarios (Programmed and No Build).  This is true regardless of whether 
the emissions are considered in terms of total or per capita values. 

Table 4.12-11.  Comparison of Passenger Vehicle* Carbon Dioxide Emissions 

Scenario Total CO2 Emissions 
(pounds per day) Population Per Capita CO2 Emissions 

(pounds per day) % Change from 2000 

2000 Base  8,080,000 399,300 20.2 - 
2030 No Build 12,420,000 

521,000 
23.8 17.8% 

2030 Program 12,700,000 24.4 20.5% 
2030 Plan 11,840,000 22.7 12.3% 
*Includes light-duty autos, trucks, and medium-duty vehicles ranging from 5,500 to 8,500 pounds 

 
Future increases in GHG emissions are likely due to several factors related to population and 
associated energy growth, including increasing long distance inter-county and interregional 
trips despite relatively small population growth.  There is substantial travel between the major 
cities in Santa Barbara County, in part due to a jobs/housing imbalance, an issue that SBCAG 
will examine further as it embarks on preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy as 

                                                           
34 Per capita emissions can be determined by dividing the total emissions by the projected population. 
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required by SB 375 (Senate Bill 375: Redesigning Communities to Reduce Greenhouse Gases).35

 

  
Population growth, economic growth, and local land use decisions can all lead to traffic impacts 
that reduce the efficiency of the transportation network and increase the amount of energy used 
per trip for all citizens of the region.  Therefore, future increases in energy use associated with 
population and economic growth that are tied to local land use decisions commonly result in an 
increase in CO2 emissions both in overall terms and on a per capita basis.  However, such 
increases are not a result of implementation of the proposed RTP, which would reduce overall 
energy consumption and associated GHG emissions. 

Based on the most current California Air Resources Board (ARB) data, when looking at the 
actual per capita emissions, SBCAG is projecting the ninth highest per capita emissions among 
MPOs in the RTP Horizon Year; only seven MPOs are projecting lower per capita emissions 
(refer to Table 4.12-12).  However, comparisons between MPOs should be made with great 
caution.  Differences between MPOs and the data they reported to the California Air Resources 
Board limit the value of such comparisons. 
 

Consistency with Energy Conservation Policies. As shown in Table 4.12-10, the 2008 
Santa Barbara County RTP (Planned scenario) would result in less total energy consumption 
when compared with the No Build and Programmed scenarios, and therefore would not use 
energy in a wasteful manner.  Accordingly, inconsistencies between the RTP 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 
despite the fact that such regulations do not relate directly to SBCAG’s work.  Thus the RTP is 
not inconsistent 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.  The proposed RTP (2030 Plan scenario) reduces both total VMT and per capita VMT as 
compared to future no project conditions (2030 No Build and 2030 Programmed scenarios).  
Thus the proposed RTP is not inconsistent with California Assembly Bill 2076. 
 
As explained above, the Warren-Alquist Act established a state policy to reduce wasteful, 
uneconomical, and unnecessary uses of energy.  Based on the data above, and explained in the 
conclusion below, the proposed RTP would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
usage of energy.  Therefore the proposed RTP is not inconsistent with the Warren-Alquist Act. 
 
SB 1078:  California Renewables Portfolio Standard Program and the Energy Action Plan relate to the 
state’s electricity and natural gas supply, which affect transportation powered by electricity and 
natural gas.  The proposed RTP is not inconsistent with these policies. 
 

                                                           
35 SB 375 is the tool that implements AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), 
by aiming to reduce GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 does not yet apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is 
already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update.   
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Table 4.12-12.  CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles 
per Day (Pounds per Person) 

  
Base Year RTP Horizon 

Year % Change 

Kern 24.2 27.1 12.3% 
SANDAG 26.2 26.6 1.6% 
Shasta 23.6 26.5 12.5% 
Merced 22.7 26.1 15.0% 
Madera  25.0 25.2 0.9% 
SACOG 24.9 23.0 -7.5% 
Tulare 21.9 23.0 5.1% 
SJCOG 23.5 22.9 -2.6% 
SBCAG 20.2 22.7 12.3% 
SCAG 21.7 21.9 0.7% 
MTC/ABAG 21.1 21.5 1.8% 
Fresno 20.0 21.4 7.2% 
StanCOG 18.0 18.5 3.1% 
Kings 18.8 18.1 -3.9% 
BCAG 15.3 15.5 1.1% 
AMBAG 3.0 3.1 1.3% 

 
The proposed RTP is not inconsistent with the CTC Guidelines or CEQA, as discussed above. 
 
The 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) and Senate Bill 375: Redesigning Communities to 
Reduce Greenhouse Gases both reflect the goals of AB 32: The California Global Warming Solutions 
Act of 2006 to reduce California’s greenhouse gas emissions.  The proposed RTP is not 
inconsistent with these policies.  The IEPR pertains to state energy policies and the SB 375 does 
not yet apply to the proposed RTP.  SBCAG is already preparing to address SB 375 in the next 
RTP. 
 
Locally, the proposed RTP would not be inconsistent with the County Comprehensive General 
Plan Energy Element’s overall transportation energy conservation goals.  These goals  
encourage reductions in the growth of vehicle miles traveled and support of alternative 
transportation and fuels.  The proposed RTP includes numerous alternative transportation 
projects, including hybrid-electric buses, that would reduce petroleum demand. 

 
Between 2008 and 2030, employment, population, vehicle trips, and vehicle miles traveled in 
Santa Barbara County will increase.  However, as noted in Section 4.3, Air Quality, the proposed 
project (Planned scenario) will result in lower on-road emissions of ozone precursor gases of 
ROC and NOx combined when compared with the No Build and Programmed (2030 no project) 
scenarios.  Also, emissions of CO and PM10 would be less for the Planned scenario relative to 
the No Build and Programmed scenarios (refer to Table 4.3-4 in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the 
Final EIR).  The lower emissions under the Planned scenario (proposed project) are due 
primarily to increased vehicle speeds resulting from capacity increasing roadway and 
intersection projects and improved carpool and transit ridership.  Of note, the RTP (Planned 
scenario) related emission forecast are less than the 2020 forecasts documented in the Clean Air 
Plan prepared by the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (refer to page 4.3-13 
in Section 4.3, Air Quality). 
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Furthermore, many RTP projects promote air quality improvements as they promote 
implementation of 2007 Clean Air Plan transportation control measures including 
transportation demand management, HOV lanes on U.S. 101, commuter and public transit, bike 
and pedestrian programs, among others (refer to pages 4.3-18 through 4.3-21 in Section 4.3, Air 
Quality).  
 
Measure A, the local option sales tax, allocates substantial funding to these alternative measures 
and is included in the Planned scenario (proposed project).  Even in light of concerns about 
budget deficits, the transportation funding picture in the Planned scenario is reasonable as 
documented in the financial analysis of the RTP document. 
 

Conclusion.  Based on the above evaluation, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary usage of energy, nor would it place a 
significant demand on regional energy supply or require substantial additional capacity.  In 
2006, oil production in the County was 3,109,866 barrels, while natural gas production was 
3,567,928 net Mcf (California Dept of Conservation, Division of Oil and Gas, 2006).  In fact, 
many of the goals, policies, programs and projects contained in the RTP serve to respond to 
future growth in a manner that would reduce energy consumption compared to future no 
project conditions (both the No Build and Programmed scenarios).  The overall goals of the RTP 
include providing for a comprehensive, coordinated, and balanced multi-modal transportation 
system, and promoting alternative forms of transportation to reduce traffic congestion and air 
pollution and provide adequate choices for transportation alternatives.  The RTP Action 
Element includes numerous transportation improvements that would reduce future vehicle 
miles traveled by providing more direct travel routes and improving the overall efficiency of 
the transportation network, as well as numerous alternative transportation projects that 
encourage a reduction in future motor vehicle use and associated reductions in energy 
consumption.  Therefore, the project would not be inconsistent with adopted plans and policies 
related to energy conservation.  Overall, impacts would be less than significant.  

 
Mitigation Measures

 

.  The RTP provides goals, policies, programs and projects that 
respond to projected socioeconomic growth and land use changes by reducing congestion, 
promoting alternative modes of transportation, conserving energy, and limiting pollution.  For 
example, the RTP 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.  The proposed RTP also includes policies 
that encourage land use planning that encourages walking, biking, and transit use.  As 
discussed in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel) in Section 4.1, Transportation and Circulation, the 2008 
RTP includes the construction of new transit facilities, which would promote alternative modes 
of transportation, and contains policies that implement various Transportation Control 
Measures (TCMs) contained in the County’s Clean Air Plan, which are designed to reduce total 
vehicle miles traveled and vehicle trips.  This includes policies related to: area ridesharing, 
employer-based transportation demand management programs, traffic flow improvements, 
short range transit, and parking management (refer also to Table 4.1-17 in Section 4.1.3 (Induced 
Travel) in Section 4.1, Transportation and Circulation).  

The following mitigation measures are recommended to further reduce energy consumption: 
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E-1(a) New facilities shall 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. Other improvements with longer payback 
periods should be considered. 

 
E-1(b)    All lighting shall be energy efficient and designed to use the least 

amount of energy to serve the purpose of the lighting.  Lighting shall 
utilize solar energy wherever feasible.  

 
E-1 (c) New landscaping design and irrigation systems shall be water efficient.   
 
E-1(d) Use alternatively fueled construction equipment, where feasible, such 

as natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), or biodiesel. 
 

E-1(e) Recycled construction materials shall be used whenever feasible. 
 

E-1(f) Waste materials from construction or demolition shall be recycled 
whenever feasible. Materials that can be recycled include but are not 
limited to asphalt, concrete, brick, lumber, gypsum wallboard 
(drywall), cardboard and other packaging, roofing material, ceramic 
tile, carpeting, plastic pipe and steel.  Asphalt removed from roads and 
paved structures shall be recycled. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  Impacts would be less than significant without 

mitigation, as the proposed project (the 2008 RTP or the 2030 Planned scenario) would reduce 
energy consumption compared to future no project conditions (2030 No Build and 2030 
Programmed scenarios).  Implementation of the above measures would further reduce 
countywide direct and indirect energy consumption. 
 

Impact E-2  RTP projects may have an impact on the transportation of 
energy resources within the county. This impact is considered 
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 the RTP will not affect pipeline transport of crude oil.   
 
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 
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Angeles area; however, highway transport is significantly safer compared to rail for shipments 
destined for the Kern County area (County Energy Division website, January 2005).  Truck 
transportation safety is a consideration in the design of all highway and roadway construction.  
Reductions in highway congestion are typically considered to result in improved transportation 
safety36

 

.  Since the proposed 2008 RTP (2030 Planned scenario) would decrease highway 
congestion relative to the no project alternatives (2030 No Build and 2030 Programmed 
scenarios), it would result in potentially beneficial effects regarding the safe transport of 
hazardous materials. 

Mitigation Measures
 

.  None required. 

Significance After Mitigation
 

.  Impacts are less than significant. 

c. Cumulative Impacts.  As outlined in Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the 
discussion of cumulative impacts “should be guided by standards of practicality and 
reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other 
projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the 
cumulative impact.  The following elements are necessary to an adequate discussion of 
significant cumulative impacts: 

 
(1) Either: 

(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of 
the agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been 
adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or areawide 
conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.”  

 
This cumulative energy analysis utilizes the summary of projections method outlined above, 
and uses projections from existing local general plans as the basis for estimating the potential 
for future growth.  The adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions. 
 The SBCAG forecasts and land use assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans 
regarding residential and commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  In accordance 
with this methodology,  the residential and commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG 
inventoried for the preparation of the Regional Growth Forecast (RGF) adopted in 2002 
included an additional 33,000 housing units and 29 million square feet of commercial, retail and 
industrial development.     
 
The level of buildout anticipated under existing adopted general plans, as outlined above, when 
considered in combination with the proposed RTP, would have a significant cumulative energy 
impact.  However, the project’s contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively 
considerable [as defined in Section 21083(b)(2) of the CEQA Statute[1]

                                                           
36 Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration, FMCSA Strategic Plan 2006-2011, http://www.fmcsa.dot.gov/fmcsa-
strategic-plan-102907.htm 

].  As outlined in Impact E-

[1] As defined by CEQA, “cumulatively considerable” means that “the incremental effects of an individual project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects.”   
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1 above, implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce energy consumption as compared 
to the future no project condition.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to this impact is not 
cumulatively considerable. 
 

d.  Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts.  Individual projects could create 
significant impacts to energy resources but would not necessarily do so. Additional specific 
analysis will need to be conducted as the individual projects are implemented to determine the 
actual magnitude of effects.  Project specific mitigation measures could then be used to reduce 
excess energy consumption that may be associated with certain aspects of these specific 
projects.   

 
Refer to Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Final EIR 
(September 2008) for an analysis of greenhouse gas production and project impacts on climate 
change.  As described therein, greenhouse gas emissions, are directly related to overall vehicle 
miles traveled, which would be reduced with the project (the Plan scenario) compared to future 
no project (the No Build and Programmed scenarios) conditions, because the Plan scenario 
includes transportation projects that would provide more direct travel routes and improve the 
overall efficiency of the transportation network, as well as numerous alternative transportation 
projects that encourage a reduction in future motor vehicle use and improvements in efficiency, 
and associated emissions reductions.  The 2008 Regional Transportation Plan Update would not 
result in additional global climate change or energy use impacts beyond those disclosed in the 
Final EIR.  Accordingly, additional alternatives analysis to avoid or lessen the environmental 
effects of the project is not required. 
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4.13 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 
4.13.1  Setting 
 
 a. Environmental Justice. Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful 
involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the 
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and 
policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including a racial, ethnic, or a 
socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental 
consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution 
of federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies. Meaningful involvement means that: (1) 
potentially affected community residents have an appropriate opportunity to participate in 
decisions about a proposed activity that will affect their environment and/or health; (2) the 
public's contribution can influence the regulatory agency's decision; (3) the concerns of all 
participants involved will be considered in the decision making process; and (4) the decision 
makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected (EPA website 
accessed October 28, 2004, http://www.epa.gov/compliance/environmentaljustice/). 
 
In the context of the proposed Regional Transportation Plan update, Environmental justice 
refers to equity in the distribution of benefits and costs arising from transportation policies, 
programs and projects.  Equity, as used in this discussion, means that the distribution of effects 
will not be disproportionately adverse on low-income or minority populations.  In evaluating 
impacts upon communities, environmental justice issues include: human health and safety, 
economic development, society and culture, and natural environment.  The effects of the 
impacts may be distributed across space (e.g. air quality), across social groups, and across time 
(e.g. cumulative or increasing effects over time – e.g. congestion inducing).  While the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) provides an in-depth technical analysis of impacts upon all 
communities, this discussion provides a background and overview of the environmental justice 
process and a general assessment of environmental justice within the context of the policies and 
programs of projects of the Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
As a result of a decade of increased awareness of the disproportionate environmental burden 
borne by minorities and low-income communities the U.S. EPA created an Office of 
Environmental Equity in 1992 (the name was changed to the Office of Environmental Justice in 
1994) to address these concerns. In 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898: 
“Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations.” All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply 
with Executive Order (EO) 12898. This Executive Order directs federal agencies to take the 
appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse 
effects of federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations 
to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law. Low income is defined based on the 
Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.   
 
 b. Existing Populations. Persons of low-income, those individuals whose income falls 
below the poverty threshold as defined by the US Department of Health and Human Services; 
and “minority”, as those individuals who identity themselves as Black, Hispanic, Asian 
American, American Indian or Alaskan Native, are the communities of concern in assessing 

http://www.epa.gov/compliance/environmentaljustice/�
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disproportionately adverse affects arising the policies, programs or projects of the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 
 
It should be noted that “Hispanic” is a self-identified group and is not an ethnicity or race.  A 
person can be white and Hispanic or Asian and Hispanic.  About 34% of the population in Santa 
Barbara County self-identify as “Hispanic”.  County-wide, 76.4% of the population self-identify 
as “white”, 5.2% as “Asian”, 2.8% as “Black”, 2.2% as “American Indian” 0.4% as “Pacific 
Islander,” and 17.5% as “other”.  The cities of Guadalupe and Santa Maria possess majority 
Hispanic population with 84.5% and 59.7% Hispanic population, respectively. 
 
The county-wide poverty rate is 14.3%.  The highest poverty level within the county is the 
unincorporated areas of Isla Vista, in the South Coast region.  Approximately 66% of “white” 
residents are in poverty, whereas only 48% of Hispanics residents are in poverty.  This 
phenomena is reflective of the densely population area of Isla Vista, which serves as the nearest 
residential and retail area to the University of California at Santa Barbara.  Therefore, the 
poverty experience is a mixture of a temporary status of students, which then creates an 
environment for housing that is affordable to long-term “low-income” populations. 
 
Santa Barbara County consists of two regions; the South Coast and the North County, and three 
sub-regions within the North County – the Santa Maria Valley, Lompoc Valley and Santa Ynez 
Valley.  A summary of Santa Barbara County’s demographics can be found on Tables 4.13-1 and 
4.13-2. 
 
4.13.2 Impact Analysis 
   
  a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. When  determining whether 
environmental effects are disproportionately high and adverse, agencies are to consider the 
following three factors to the extent practicable: 
 

A. Whether there is or will be an impact on the natural or physical environment that 
significantly and adversely affects a minority population, low-income population, or 
Indian Tribe.  Such impacts may include ecological, cultural, human health, 
economic, or social impacts on minority communities, low-income common ties, or 
Indian tribes when those impacts are interrelated to impacts on the natural or 
physical environments; and 

 

B. Whether environmental effects are significant and are or may be having an adverse 
impact on minority populations, low-income populations , or Indian tribes that 
inappreciably exceeds or is likely to appreciably exceed those of the general population 
or other appropriate comparison group; and 

 

C. Whether the environmental effects occur or would occur in a minority population, 
low-income populations, or Indian tribe affected by cumulative or multiple adverse 
exposures form environmental hazards. 

 
(Desk Guide, Environmental Justice in Transportation Planning and Investments, January 2003; 
definition of the Federal CEQ Interagency Working Group) 
 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Section 4.13 Environmental Justice   
 
 

  SBCAG 
4.13-3 

Table 4.13-1.  South Coast Demographics (2000 US Census) 

Location Population Low Income Households 
no vehicle White Black American 

Indian Asian Pacific 
Islander Other Hispanic** 

City of Carpinteria 14,194 10.4% 6.7% 77.3% 1.2% 2.1% 3.1% 0.4% 20.7% 43.5% 
City of Goleta * 27,500 * *  * * * * * 25% 
City of Santa 
Barbara 89,600 13.4% 9.5% 77.5% 2.2% 1.9% 3.6% 0.3% 18.6% 35.% 

Unincorporated 
SB County (SC) 69,708  11% 

SB County (All) 399,347 14.3% 6.9% 76.4% 2.8% 2.2% 5.2% 0.4% 17.5% 34.2% 
 
 

Table 4.13-2.  North County Demographics (2000 US Census) 

Location Population Low Income Households 
no vehicle White Black American 

Indian Asian Pacific 
Islander Other Hispanic** 

City of Buellton 3,828 8.8% 4.3% 84.5% 1.1% 2.1% 2.0% 0.4% 13.7% 25.7% 
Unincorporated 
Cuyama Valley 1,600 20.4% 6.9% 80.6% 1.0% 2.1% .07% 0.0% 18.0% 42.2% 

City of Guadalupe 5,659 25.0% 9.1% 57.3% 1.1% 3.1% 7.9% 0.8% 4.5% 84.5% 
City of Lompoc 41,103 15.4% 7.5% 70.3% 8.4% 3.0% 5.3% 0.7% 18.1% 37.3% 
City of  Santa 
Maria 77,423 19.7% 8.6% 62.5% 2.3% 3.1% 5.9% 0.3% 31.4% 59.7% 

City of Solvang 5,332 6.7% 6.3% 92.1% 0.7% 1.4% 1.8% 0.2% 8.0% 19.9% 
Unincorporated 
SB County (NC) 66,817  30% 

SB County (All) 399,347 14.3% 6.9% 76.4% 2.8% 2.2% 5.2% 0.4% 17.5% 34.2% 
*    At the time of the 2000 Census, Goleta was not an incorporated city.  
**  The category of “Hispanic” is a self-identification that is not considered a race by the US Census Bureau.  Therefore, one can identify themselves as white and Hispanic or Asian 

and Hispanic, etc. 
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To identify locations for focus, county-wide overlay maps were developed which provided an 
overlay of low-income (below poverty level) residents in relation to proposed programmed and 
planned projects within the Regional Transportation Plan.  Those areas which resulted in 
clusters of low incomes residents have been identified as micro regions for focus and include: 
 

• Isla Vista 
• Lompoc 

– H Street, from North Avenue to Ocean Avenue 
– O Street, from North Avenue to Ocean Avenue 

• Santa Maria 
– West Main Street, from Cook Street to Depot Street 
– Depot Street, from Boone Street to Morrison Avenue 
– Within the boundary of Depot Street to the west, Taylor Street to the north, Miller 

Street to the east and Alvin Street to the South. 
 
 b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 
 

Impact EJ-1 Implementation of the 2008 RTP may cause adverse effects on a 
minority or low-income population; however, these potential 
impacts are not disproportionately high as per E.O. 12898 
regarding environmental justice.  Such impacts are considered 
Class III, less than significant. 

 
Isla Vista.  Due to the high ratio of student population related to UCSB, high density 
development, and limited parking availability, walking, bicycling and transit are very popular 
mode choices.  A focus on pedestrian and bicycle circulation and transit service within Isla Vista 
and between Isla Vista and UCSB is an important element of mobility for the residents.  In 
addition, transit service between Isla Vista and employment centers in Goleta and Santa Barbara 
should be a priority for route and schedule development by Santa Barbara Metropolitan 
Transportation District.  Currently, service is provide by Routes 15X, 23, 24X and 27, with buses 
that provide for bicycle carrying capacity. 
 
Lompoc. These identified micro –regions are served by COLT - City of Lompoc Transit - via 
Routes 1, 2 and 4, with connectivity to Route 3.  This service provides access to civic offices, 
schools, libraries, recreation areas and retail opportunities.  Route 4 also provides service to 
Allan Hancock College.  Increased service frequency and pedestrian circulation elements to 
access bus stops from neighborhoods should be a focus of the City of Lompoc Transit. 
 
Santa Maria.  These identified micro – regions are served by SMAT – Santa Maria Area Transit 
– via Routes 1, 2, 3, 4, 20 and 45, with connectivity to Routes 5 and 7.  This service provides 
access to civic offices, schools, libraries, recreation areas, medical centers, county government 
and Allan Hancock College.  All routes provide service to the transit center at Town Center 
Mall, and Route 20 provides service to the Greyhound Bus Station.  Increased service frequency, 
longer service hours on weekends and pedestrian circulation elements to access bus stops from 
neighborhoods and employment and retail centers should be a focus of Santa Maria Area 
Transit. 
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The programmed and planned program of projects proposed in the Regional Transportation 
Plan does not have a disproportionate adverse impact on these communities. 
 

Mitigation Measures.   Impacts are less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
 

Significance After Mitigation.  Impacts remain less than significant 
 

c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. Table 4.13-3 identifies those 
projects that may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.13.2.b above. The individual projects 
listed could create significant environmental justice 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.  

 
Table 4.13-3.  RTP Projects that May Result in Environmental Justice Impacts 

 

Project Location Impact Description of Impact 
SBC-2 El Colegio Rd EJ-1 Potential impacts to minority or low-income 

residents 
SM-PL-5 Alvin Ave between Curryer St and Miller St EJ-1 Potential impacts could effect nearby 

minority or low-income populations 
SM-PL-6 Intersection of Railroad Depot and Fester EJ-1 Potential impacts could effect nearby 

minority or low-income populations 
SBC-PL-10 Los Carneros EJ-1 Potential impacts could effect nearby 

minority or low-income populations 
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5.0 LONG-TERM EFFECTS 
 
5.1 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 
 
Section 15126(g) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s 
potential to foster economic or population growth, including ways in which a project could 
remove obstacles to growth. 
 
Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment. However, 
depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant 
environmental effects. The proposed project’s growth inducing potential is therefore considered 
significant if growth generated by the project could result in unavoidable significant effects in 
one or more environmental issue areas. 
 
5.1.1 Removal of an Impediment To Growth 
 
As discussed in Section 4.2, Land Use, implementation of the RTP update may remove 
impediments to growth in some limited fashion. While the transportation system improvements 
included in the RTP are designed to respond to growth anticipated in adopted local general 
plans, they may indirectly increase growth pressure by increasing transportation system 
capacity. In addition, the road extension projects planned in the Carpinteria, Goleta and Santa 
Maria areas may removal an obstacle to growth by improving vehicular access. However, the 
nature and magnitude of such impacts are speculative, and would be largely a function of local 
agency control, prevailing community attitudes, and future market conditions. The 
environmental impacts of any additional growth would depend upon the type, location, and 
magnitude of new development. 
 
5.1.2 Economic Growth 
 
Implementation of the proposed RTP update would create short-term economic growth in the 
county as a result of construction-related job opportunities. RTP 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 for the County of Santa Barbara. Although such growth may 
incrementally increase economic activity in the county, significant physical effects are not 
expected to result from economic growth generated by the proposed project. 
 
5.1.3 Precedent Setting Action 
 
The 2008 RTP would implement the circulation elements of the general plans of Santa Barbara 
County and its cities. Many of these projects are traffic mitigation measures for anticipated 
growth under these local plans. Implementation of the RTP would not entail a substantial 
change in land use anywhere in the county. Rather, the plan responds to land uses proposed in 
local general plans. The RTP does propose several new approaches to transportation planning, 
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including the use of various intelligent transportation systems and transportation demand 
management projects (see Tables 2-5a and 2-5b in Section 2.0, Project Description). These new 
approaches may set new precedent for transportation planning in the county; however, such 
approaches would not be expected to result in significant adverse environmental impacts. 
 
5.2 IRREVERSIBLE EFFECTS 
 
Section 15126(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of significant irreversible 
environmental changes that would occur as a result of a proposed project. 
 
The RTP update would have an indefinite life span, assuming regular maintenance of the 
proposed improvements. However, because the proposed improvements would be located 
primarily in areas where transportation facilities already exist (or in areas where transportation 
facilities have already been planned for), most are not generally expected to dramatically alter 
development patterns in the county. Instead, the RTP 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 the RTP, traffic 
conditions throughout the county would continue to worsen as the county’s population grows. 
The increasing traffic may also worsen safety problems on some county roads. However, 
implementation of the project would involve certain tradeoffs as it would create impacts in 
other issue areas that would not occur without the programmed and planned improvements. 
 
The majority of the potential adverse impacts that could occur from implementation of the RTP 
are short-term in nature, due mostly to construction of the proposed transportation projects. 
Typical construction-related impacts can involve the following issues: noise, air quality, 
aesthetics, water resources, cultural resources, facility maintenance, and risk of upset. In 
addition, though such materials would not be used in a wasteful manner, all construction 
activity would involve the use of non-renewable energy sources and building materials. 
 
Long-term environmental impacts are associated with increased paving, and the resultant loss 
of agricultural soils, other land use impacts, biological impacts, and associated water quality 
impacts. In general, impacts associated with individual projects are not anticipated to be 
significant. However, certain road extension projects in the Santa Maria, Santa Ynez, and 
Lompoc Valley areas could involve significant impacts to agricultural resources.  In addition, 
several bridge expansions and other projects adjacent to riparian areas could disturb riparian 
and wetland resources. Finally, the programmed and planned capital improvements would 
incrementally contribute to a gradual urbanization of many parts of the county. The overall 
cumulative visual effect of project implementation would be to create a somewhat more 
urbanized character throughout the county. 
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 
As required by Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly achieve similar objectives. 
Since the primary objective is to guide long-range transportation improvements countywide, a 
discussion of alternate sites is not appropriate. Instead, the analysis of alternatives focuses on 
the inclusion or exclusion of particular projects envisioned under the RTP. 
 
This analysis examines three alternatives to the Proposed Project (the RTP’s Program and Plan 
lists), as follows: 
 

• Program Project alternative  
Only currently funded improvements (the RTP’s Program list). 

• Modified Project alternative  
Elimination of individual improvements with unavoidable impacts (the RTP’s 
Program and Plan lists without projects that have potentially significant and 
unavoidable impacts). 

• No Project alternative  
No new transportation system improvements. 

 
Each alternative is described and analyzed below. 
 
6.1 PROGRAM PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
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 plan (non-funded) projects would be 
constructed. The projects that would be implemented under this alternative are generally 
described in Table 6-1. 
 

Table 6-1.  Generalized List of Currently Programmed Projects in the RTP 
 

Agency Generalized Project Description 
Caltrans 

 
U.S. 101: Several segment widenings and interchanges in Santa Maria, Goleta, and 
Carpinteria. 
SR 192: Bridge replacement and shoulder widening. 

Santa Barbara County Intersection modifications. 
Reconstruction of El Colegio Road. 
Orcutt:  Construct missing segment of Hummel Drive, improvements at Union Valley 
Parkway at Bradley Road. 

City of Santa Barbara Intersection improvements on SR 225 at Las Positas and Cliff Drive. 
City of Goleta Modify Hollister Avenue. 

Interchange improvements and extensions of Ekwill and Fowler Roads. 
Interchange improvements at U.S. 101/Los Carneros Road. 

City of Carpinteria Widen Via Real to accommodate bike lanes. 
Carpinteria Bluffs Trail. 
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Table 6-1.  Generalized List of Currently Programmed Projects in the RTP 
 

Agency Generalized Project Description 
City of Santa Maria Union Valley Parkway extension. 

Blosser Road improvements. 
Miller Street widening. 
Betteravia Road widening. 
Construction of SMAT Transit Center 

SBCAG SR 154 improvements. 

 
6.1.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a. Transportation and Circulation. This alternative would not include many of the 
capital improvements envisioned under the proposed RTP update, including road and bikeway 
improvements. These projects were 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. Without these projects, roadway congestion 
would increase and levels of service would decrease. Thus, implementation of this alternative 
would result in fewer beneficial traffic impacts than under the proposed RTP update. 
 

b. Land Use. This alternative envisions fewer road widenings and extensions than the 
proposed project. Consequently, the number of anticipated land use conflicts would likely be 
fewer. Because fewer roadways would be constructed, impacts to agriculture and agricultural 
land would also be less than under the proposed project. 
 
At the same time, this alternative would include several roadway extensions and widenings 
that would remove agricultural production. This impact, though of lesser magnitude than for 
the proposed project, would still be considered significant and unavoidable due to the potential 
for impacts to agriculture. As with the proposed project, it should be noted that much of the 
agricultural land that would be converted under this alternative is grazing land that is not 
generally considered prime farmland. 
 

c. Air Quality. Implementation of this alternative would result in reduced short-term air 
quality impacts because less construction activity would occur. However, because certain 
congestion problems would not be alleviated with this alternative, long term air quality impacts 
could be greater than under the proposed project. Furthermore, key transit and transportation 
control measures required by the APCD and included in the 2008 RTP (e.g., ITS technologies,) 
would not be readily implemented and attainment of state and federal standards could be 
delayed. Overall, impacts would be greater than under the proposed project. 
 

d. Noise. Implementation of this alternative would likely result in impacts similar to, 
but slightly lower than, those expected with the proposed project. The reduction in overall 
construction activity would reduce temporary noise impacts throughout the county. Although 
the number of road widenings 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. Nevertheless, the resultant reduction in vehicle speeds associated with increased traffic 
congestion that would occur under this alternative would incrementally reduce traffic-related 
noise impacts. In addition, because a number of rail and airport improvements planned under 
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the RTP would not be implemented, the potential for increased rail and air traffic would be 
reduced as well. 
 

e. Aesthetics. Implementation of this alternative would result in lesser visual impacts as 
compared to the proposed project, because many of the proposed interchanges, bridges and 
roadway extensions, as well as transit, rail, and airport 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 the many part of the 
county. 

 
 f. Water Resources. Because the amount of future construction activity would be 
substantially reduced, the amount of water needed for dust suppression activities would also be 
reduced. Similarly, 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 the RTP update. Consequently, incremental increases in 
contamination of surface water supplies, as well as incremental reductions in groundwater 
recharge, would not be as great as under the proposed RTP. Though the proposed plan’s 
impacts can be mitigated, this alternative would result in less overall impact to water resources. 
 

g. Geologic Processes and Flooding. Implementation of this alternative could result in 
both greater and lesser geohazard and flooding impacts as compared to the proposed RTP. 
Because this alternative does not include as many new interchanges, bridges, roads and fixed 
facilities, there would be less exposure of new structures to hazardous conditions. Conversely, if 
inadequate structures are not replaced, the potential for these existing structures and those 
using these structures to be harmed by geohazards could be greater than under the proposed 
RTP. Therefore, the overall impact of this alternative would be about the same as that expected 
under the proposed project. 
 
  h. Facility Maintenance. This alternative would result in fewer new facilities to 
maintain as compared to the proposed RTP update. In this sense, this alternative would result 
in fewer impacts than expected under the proposed project. On the other hand, maintenance of 
existing facilities would be needed, and many of these facilities would be used to a greater 
extent than under the proposed RTP, as traffic congestion would be generally greater. 
Consequently, it is likely that the cost of maintaining these facilities would be greater than 
under the proposed project. Overall, facility maintenance impacts would be about the same as 
those expected under the proposed project. 
 

i. Cultural Resources. Implementation of this alternative would involve less ground 
disturbance than would occur under the proposed project. Consequently, though the proposed 
project’s impacts could be mitigated, this alternative would result in lesser potential impacts to 
both known and unknown historic and archaeological resources. 
 

j. Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials. This alternative would not include the widening 
of certain segments of U.S. 101 that would improve existing safety deficiencies on that highway. 
In addition, this alternative would not include other roadway improvements intended to 
improve facility safety, which is a particular concern along designated hazardous waste 
transport routes. The resulting traffic increases could impact transport safety, which may 
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increase the potential for accidents. Implementation of this alternative would therefore be 
expected to result in impacts greater than those expected under the proposed project. 
 

k. Biological Resources. Because the amount of future construction activity would be 
less, potential impacts to water quality (and therefore, biological resources) would be less than 
under the proposed project. In addition, fewer roadway extensions and creek crossings would 
occur under this alternative, which would result in incrementally fewer impacts to wetlands or 
riparian habitat. Implementation of this alternative would result in fewer impacts than expected 
under the proposed project; however, as with the proposed project, biological impacts would be 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable. 

 
l. 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 RTP update that could reduce energy demand through more 
efficient travel patterns.  Therefore, overall energy impacts would be greater with this 
alternative when compared to the proposed project. 

 
m. Environmental Justice. Since this alternative would not include certain capital 

improvements, it would result in fewer impacts on minority or low income populations.  
However, such impacts would not be proportionately high with the proposed project.  
Therefore, environmental justice impacts would be slightly reduced when compared to the 
proposed project. 
 
6.2 MODIFIED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
6.2.1 Description 
 
This alternative assumes that the proposed RTP is implemented, but that certain projects with 
the potential to create Class I (significant and unavoidable) impacts are eliminated. Specific 
projects that would be eliminated under this alternative are described in Table 6-2, which also 
illustrates how their elimination would reduce potential impacts. 
 

Table 6-2.  RTP Projects Eliminated Under the Modified Project Alternative 
 

Project Jurisdiction Project Description Impact Reduction 

CT-1 Caltrans Highway 101, between Santa Maria 
Way to Route 135 and Highway 101 
separator 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land, aesthetics, and biological resources 

CT-2 Caltrans Highway 101 Widening; Coast Village 
Road/Old Coast Highway//Hot Springs 
Road 

Eliminates potential impacts to aesthetics 
and biological resources 

CT-7 Caltrans Highway 101 at Union Valley Parkway 
interchange 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land, aesthetics, and biological resources 

CT-8 Caltrans Highway 101 between Mobile Pier Road 
in Ventura County to south of Casitas 
Pass Road in Santa Barbara County 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land and biological resources 

CT-PL-4 Caltrans SR 246; Purisima intersection Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land and biological resources 
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Table 6-2.  RTP Projects Eliminated Under the Modified Project Alternative 
 

Project Jurisdiction Project Description Impact Reduction 

CT-PL-5 Caltrans SR 246 from Hwy 101 to SR 154 Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land; reduces potential impacts to riparian 
areas; eliminates potential for tree removal 
and associated aesthetic impacts 

CT-PL-6 Caltrans SR 166 from Santa Maria to Guadalupe Eliminates potential impacts to agriculture; 
reduces potential biological and aesthetic 
impacts relating to possible tree removal 

CT-PL-12 Caltrans Route 1 widening from Las Cruces to 
Lompoc 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land, aesthetics, and biological resources 

SBC-3 Santa Barbara 
County 

Tepusquet Road between Foxen 
Canyon Road and Santa Maria Mesa 
Road 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land and biological resources 

SBC-PL-1 Santa 
Barbara 
County 

Hollister Avenue between San Antonio 
Road and Highway 101 

Eliminates potential aesthetic impacts 

SBC-PL-2 Santa 
Barbara 
County 

La Purisima Road between Highway 
101 and SR 246 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land and aesthetics 

SBC-PL-5 Santa 
Barbara 
County 

Clark Ave and Highway 101 Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land 

SBC-PL-10 Santa Barbara 
County 

Los Carneros Road widening Eliminates potential aesthetic impacts 

L-1 Lompoc SR 1 to Allan Hancock College Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land and biological resources 

LOM-PL-1 Lompoc SR 246 to Lompoc (Central Ave 
Extension) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land, eliminates potential biological 
resources impacts associated with Santa 
Ynez River and aesthetic associated 
impacts  

LOM-PL-3 Lompoc South of Santa Ynez River from Lompoc 
Airport to Riverbend Park 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land 

SM-1 Santa Maria Union Valley Parkway extension; 
Hummel to California 

Eliminates potential impacts to biological 
resources and aesthetics 

SM-PL-9 Santa Maria Betteravia Road, Blosser Road, and SR 
135 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land and biological resources 

SM-PL-10 Santa Maria College Drive between Battle Road to 
Betteravia Road 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land 

SM-PL-11 Santa Maria A Street between McCoy Lane and 
Stowell Road 

Eliminates potential aesthetic impacts 

SM-PL-12 Santa Maria Miller Street between Barcelius to 
Stowell Road 

Eliminates potential impacts to aesthetics 
and biological resources 

SM-PL-13 Santa Maria McCoy Lane between A Street and 
Mahoney Road 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural 
land 

SM-PL-14 Santa Maria Foster Road between SR 135 and 
Blosser Road 

Eliminates potential impacts to aesthetics 
and biological resources 

SM-PL-15 Santa Maria E Street extension Eliminates potential impacts to agriculture; 
eliminates potential biological and aesthetic 
impacts relating to possible grassland 

 
Except as noted in Table 6-2, impacts would be substantially similar to those expected under the 
proposed RTP analyzed in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this EIR. 
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6.2.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a. Benefits of the Reduced Project Alternative. This scenario would remove 25 
proposed RTP projects, 18 of which could involve the conversion of agricultural land. Although 
many of the agricultural areas that would be affected under the proposed RTP consist of 
grazing and non-prime farm lands, the proposed project’s impact to agricultural resources 
(Impact LU-4) is considered potentially significant and unavoidable. Under this alternative, this 
potential impact could be reduced to a less than significant level. 
 
In addition to the reduced land use impacts described above, removal of these 25 projects 
would also incrementally reduce potential impacts relating to aesthetics, biological resources, 
cultural resources, and water resources, and as compared to what would be expected under the 
proposed project. 
 

b. Adverse Impacts. Elimination of the projects listed in Table 6-2 would result in 
increased traffic impacts, since many are necessary to address concerns identified by local 
agencies through their General Plans. Most are considered necessary to reduce projected traffic 
congestion associated with future land development. For example, the extension of several 
roads in the Santa Maria area (College Drive, E Street, Union Valley Parkway) are integral to 
long-term development anticipated under the City’s General Plan. 
 
Elimination of these projects could also result in greater impacts than the proposed project with 
respect to risk of upset and safety. This alternative would not include some of the roadway 
improvements intended to improve facility safety, which is a particular concern along 
designated hazardous waste transport routes (U.S. 101 and SR 1). The resulting traffic increases 
could adversely affect transport safety, which may increase the potential for accidents. 
 
In addition, elimination of these projects could result in less efficient travel patterns and 
correspondingly higher energy demand impacts. 
 

c. Impacts Similar to the Proposed Project. Air quality impacts would be similar to the 
proposed project, because this alternative would still include the policies of the proposed RTP. 
Such policies address consistency with CAP and CMP goals. Geohazard, noise, and facility 
maintenance impacts would not be substantially different than those expected under the 
proposed project. 
 
6.3 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
6.3.1 Description 
 
This alternative assumes that no new capital improvement projects are funded or implemented 
after 2008. Consequently, no change to the countywide transportation system would occur after 
this year. 
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6.3.2 Impact Analysis 
 
This alternative would have none of the environmental impacts of the proposed RTP, either 
adverse or beneficial. Consequently, the potentially unavoidable adverse impacts of the 
proposed RTP in the areas of agricultural resources, biology, and aesthetics would not occur. 
On the other hand, the project’s beneficial impacts in the areas of traffic and safety would not 
occur either. Traffic levels of service would continue to decline throughout the county as traffic 
levels rise without improvements to the countywide transportation system. Though the lack of 
additional road capacity may ultimately restrict land development and associated increases in 
air pollutant emissions in the county, the increased traffic congestion that would likely occur 
under this alternative would likely increase engine idling and associated air pollutant 
concentrations to some degree. In addition, safety concerns that exist on a number of county 
roads would remain and would likely worsen as traffic levels rise. 
 
6.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
This section compares the impacts of the three alternatives under consideration to those of the 
proposed project. Table 6-3 shows whether each alternative is environmentally inferior to, or 
similar to, or inferior to the proposed project for each of the issue areas studied in this EIR. 
 

Table 6-3  Impact Comparison Summary 
 

Issue Proposed 
RTP 

Programmed 
Project 

Alternative 

Modified 
Project 

Alternative 
No Project 
Alternative 

Transportation = - - - 
Land Use =* +* + + 
Air Quality = - = = 
Noise = = = + 
Aesthetics =* +* +* + 
Water Resources = + + + 
Geology and Flooding = +/- +/- + 
Facility Maintenance = +/- +/- + 
Cultural Resources = + + + 
Risk of Upset = - - - 
Biological Resources =* +* +* + 
Energy = - - - 
Environmental Justice = + + + 
Overall = + + + 

+ 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 No Project Alternative could be considered environmentally superior overall, as it would 
entail the fewest new roadway projects. Consequently, it would have the fewest impacts with 
regard to issues most dependent on the overall magnitude of development. No other scenario 
would be considered superior for more issues. 
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CEQA also requires a discussion of the environmentally superior alternative scenario other than 
“No Project.” Among the other scenarios, both the Programmed Project alternative and the 
Modified Project alternative would reduce impacts as compared to the proposed project in five 
issue areas. The Programmed Project alternative would have less overall impact than the 
Modified Project alternative in most areas because it involves fewer overall capital 
improvement projects. On the other hand, the Modified Project alternative would avoid the 
potentially Class I impact with regard to agricultural resources (land use). A determination of 
which of these two is superior depends upon the relative importance one places upon the 
various issue areas. 
 
It should be noted that none of the alternative scenarios would address countywide traffic 
congestion and safety issues to the degree that the proposed RTP would. Consequently, though 
the proposed project is not identified as environmentally superior overall, it is the superior 
alternative from the standpoint of addressing countywide traffic and traffic safety issues. 
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APPENDIX TO TRAFFIC AND CIRCULTATION SECTION FOR SBCAG’S 2008 RTP EIR 

 

1. STATE HIGHWAY LOS WORKSHEETS 

 

2. DENSITY AND SPEED CALCULATIONS FOR U.S. 101 SEGMENTS BETWEEN: 

a. HOLLISTER AVENUE AND LAS CRUCES ROAD 

b. ROUTE 154 AND CLARK AVENUE 

c. CLARK AVENUE AND SANTA MARIA WAY 

  



2030 NO-BUILD SCENARIO
FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

WEEKDAY AM-MORNING PEAK HOUR

Route 101 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
Ventura County Line

1.1 4           F 99200 0.053 0.081 0.01 0.01 0.70 0.30 5208 3646 1562 1.0 1.0 0.954654 0.954654 4600 6491 4391 0.56 0.36 C B
Route 150

0.4 4           F 97100 0.056 0.077 0.01 0.01 0.70 0.30 5395 3777 1619 1.0 1.0 0.95648 0.95648 4600 6505 4400 0.58 0.37 C B
Bailard Ave.

1 4           F 105000 0.058 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.70 0.30 6121 4285 1836 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.97 0.42 E B
Route 224

0.4 4           F 100300 0.059 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.70 0.30 5920 4144 1776 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.94 0.40 E B
Linden Ave.

0.7 4           F 101900 0.061 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.70 0.30 6219 4353 1866 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.99 0.42 E B
Santa Monica Rd.

1.4 4           F 101400 0.065 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.70 0.30 6573 4601 1972 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 1.04 0.45 F B
Padaro Lane S.

2 4           F 106000 0.064 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.65 0.35 6740 4381 2359 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.99 0.54 E C
Padaro Lane N.

1 4           F 106000 0.063 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.65 0.35 6659 4328 2331 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.98 0.53 E C
Evans Ave.

0.7 4           R* 109400 0.062 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.65 0.35 6751 4388 2363 1.0 1.0 0.794281 0.958313 4600 3654 4408 1.20 0.54 F C
Sheffield Dr.

1 4           R* 107300 0.062 0.074 0.01 0.01 0.65 0.35 6698 4354 2344 1.0 1.0 0.957854 0.792393 4600 4406 3645 0.99 0.64 E C
San Ysidro Rd.

0.5 4           F 110400 0.063 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.65 0.35 6929 4504 2425 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 1.02 0.55 F C
Olive Mill Rd.

0.9 4           F 108800 0.062 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.65 0.35 6728 4373 2355 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.99 0.53 E C
Cabrillo Blvd.

1.4 4           F 108300 0.068 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.56 0.44 7334 4107 3227 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.93 0.73 E D
Milpas St.

1.4 6           F 121800 0.067 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.56 0.44 8130 4553 3577 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 7050 6756 6756 0.67 0.53 C C
Castillo St.

0.6 6           F 127700 0.070 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.53 0.47 9002 4771 4231 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 6776 0.70 0.62 C C
Carrillo St.

1 6           F 142500 0.073 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.53 0.47 10470 5549 4921 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.82 0.73 D D
Mission St.

0.7 6           F 152600 0.072 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 11044 5743 5301 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.85 0.78 D D
Las Positas Rd.

1.2 6           F 158200 0.072 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 11392 5924 5468 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.87 0.81 D D
La Cumbre Rd.

(a) 0.7 6           F 152600 0.072 0.064 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 11017 5729 5288 1.0 1.0 0.962464 0.962464 7050 7535 7535 0.76 0.70 D C
Route 154 

1.7 6           F 144400 0.073 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 10613 5519 5094 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 6776 0.81 0.75 D D
Turnpike Rd.

1.3 6           F 142600 0.072 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 10218 4394 5824 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.65 0.86 C D
Route 217

1.1 6           F 101500 0.073 0.082 0.01 0.01 0.40 0.60 7413 2965 4448 1.0 1.0 0.954198 0.954198 7050 6727 6727 0.44 0.66 B C
Fairview Rd.

(b) 1.2 4           F 91500 0.071 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.34 0.66 6498 2209 4289 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 5098 4348 0.43 0.99 B E
Los Carneros Rd.

[c] 1.1 4           F 78700 0.074 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.34 0.66 5842 1986 3856 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 4348 5098 0.46 0.76 B D
Glen Annie/Storke Rd.

2.1 4           F 64000 0.073 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.34 0.66 4698 1597 3101 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 4348 4348 0.37 0.71 B C
Hollister Rd.

*   Reflects impact of Ortega Hill grade on medium and heavy duty trucks
(a)  NB & SB Auxiliary Lanes + 750 vplph
(b)  NB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
[c]  SB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
Based on HCM 2000 - Basic Freeway Segments



2030 NO-BUILD SCENARIO
FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

WEEKDAY PM-EVENING PEAK HOUR

Route 101 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
Ventura County Line

1.1 4           F 99200 0.097 0.081 0.01 0.01 0.39 0.61 9600 3700 5900 1.0 1.0 0.954654 0.954654 4600 6491 4391 0.57 1.34 C F
Route 150

0.4 4           F 97100 0.090 0.077 0.01 0.01 0.42 0.58 8730 3700 5030 1.0 1.0 0.95648 0.95648 4600 6505 4400 0.57 1.14 C F
Bailard Ave.

1 4           F 105000 0.090 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.44 0.56 9410 4150 5260 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.94 1.19 E F
Route 224

0.4 4           F 100300 0.085 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.45 0.55 8560 3890 4670 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.88 1.06 D F
Linden Ave.

0.7 4           F 101900 0.085 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.46 0.54 8680 3960 4720 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.90 1.07 E F
Santa Monica Rd.

1.4 4           F 101400 0.090 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 9126 3897 5229 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.88 1.19 D F
Padaro Lane S.

2 4           F 106000 0.085 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 9060 3918 5142 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.89 1.17 E F
Padaro Lane N.

1 4           F 106000 0.085 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 9000 3900 5100 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.88 1.16 D F
Evans Ave.

0.7 4           R* 109400 0.086 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 9451 4082 5369 1.0 1.0 0.794281 0.958313 4600 3654 4408 1.12 1.22 F F
Sheffield Dr.

1 4           R* 107300 0.087 0.074 0.01 0.01 0.42 0.58 9360 3960 5400 1.0 1.0 0.957854 0.792393 4600 4406 3645 0.90 1.48 E F
San Ysidro Rd.

0.5 4           F 110400 0.086 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 9514 4120 5394 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.93 1.22 E F
Olive Mill Rd.

0.9 4           F 108800 0.087 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 9440 4090 5350 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.93 1.21 E F
Cabrillo Blvd.

1.4 4           F 108300 0.083 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.45 0.55 9040 4030 5010 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.91 1.14 E F
Milpas St.

1.4 6           F 121800 0.086 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.47 0.53 10490 4950 5540 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 7050 6756 6756 0.73 0.82 D D
Castillo St.

0.6 6           F 127700 0.086 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 10970 5600 5370 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 6776 0.83 0.79 D D
Carrillo St.

1 6           F 142500 0.085 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 12070 6050 6020 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.89 0.89 D D
Mission St.

0.7 6           F 152600 0.085 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 12900 6400 6500 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.95 0.96 E E
Las Positas Rd.

1.2 6           F 158200 0.085 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 13370 6870 6500 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 1.01 0.96 F E
La Cumbre Rd.

(a) 0.7 6           F 152600 0.086 0.064 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 13119 6621 6498 1.0 1.0 0.962464 0.962464 7050 7535 7535 0.88 0.86 D D
Route 154 

1.7 6           F 144400 0.086 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.49 0.51 12380 6110 6270 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 6776 0.90 0.93 E E
Turnpike Rd.

1.3 6           F 142600 0.086 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 12260 5850 6410 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.87 0.95 D E
Route 217

1.1 6           F 101500 0.086 0.082 0.01 0.01 0.49 0.51 8740 4280 4460 1.0 1.0 0.954198 0.954198 7050 6727 6727 0.64 0.66 C C
Fairview Rd.

(b) 1.2 4           F 91500 0.085 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 7790 4050 3740 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 5098 4348 0.79 0.86 D D
Los Carneros Rd.

[c] 1.1 4           F 78700 0.088 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.59 0.41 6900 4070 2830 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 4348 5098 0.94 0.56 E C
Glen Annie/Storke Rd.

2.1 4           F 64000 0.087 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.67 0.33 5560 3750 1810 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 4348 4348 0.86 0.42 D B
Hollister Rd.

6.9 4          R 69600 0.085 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.67 0.33 5930 3990 1940 1.0 1.0 0.742942 0.742942 4600 3418 3418 1.17 0.57 E (d) C
El Capitan Beach

*   Reflects impact of Ortega Hill grade on medium and heavy duty trucks (d) LOS based on density and speed calculated from the Highway Capacity Manual
(a)  NB & SB Auxiliary Lanes + 750 vplph
(b)  NB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
[c]  SB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
Based on HCM 2000 - Basic Freeway Segments



2030 NO-BUILD SCENARIO
FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR

Route 101 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
El Capitan Beach

15 4           M 59300 0.084 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.68 0.32 4990 3400 1590 1.0 1.0 0.591017 0.591017 4600 2719 2719 1.25 0.58 E (a) C
Las Cruces, Rte.1

7.6 4           M 37700 0.081 0.118 0.01 0.01 0.63 0.37 3040 1920 1120 1.0 1.0 0.559284 0.559284 4600 2573 2573 0.75 0.44 D B
Santa Rosa Rd.

0.7 4           R 37140 0.083 0.135 0.01 0.01 0.63 0.37 3070 1930 1140 1.0 1.0 0.692042 0.692042 4600 3183 3183 0.61 0.36 C B
Buellton, Rte.246

0.4 4           R 35800 0.084 0.148 0.01 0.01 0.63 0.37 3000 1890 1110 1.0 1.0 0.673854 0.673854 4600 3100 3100 0.61 0.36 C B
North Buellton I/C

5.1 4           R 35800 0.084 0.142 0.01 0.01 0.61 0.39 3005 1830 1175 1.0 1.0 0.682128 0.682128 4600 3138 3138 0.58 0.37 C B
Zaca, Rte.154 East

8.3 4           R 51700 0.085 0.125 0.01 0.01 0.61 0.39 4400 2680 1720 1.0 1.0 0.706714 0.706714 4600 3251 3251 0.82 0.53 D C
Los Alamos, Rte.135

10.8 4           R 51200 0.101 0.140 0.01 0.01 0.61 0.39 5189 2650 1690 1.0 1.0 0.684932 0.684932 4600 3151 3151 0.84 0.54 D C
Clark Ave.

2.2 4           R 68300 0.085 0.124 0.01 0.01 0.59 0.41 5800 3400 2400 1.0 1.0 0.708215 0.708215 4600 3258 3258 1.04 0.74 D (a) D
Santa Maria Way

2.2 4           R 72100 0.088 0.090 0.01 0.01 0.53 0.47 6380 3410 2970 1.0 1.0 0.763359 0.763359 4600 3511 3511 0.97 0.85 D (a) D
Betteravia Rd.

1 4           F 90000 0.084 0.077 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 7530 3830 3700 1.0 1.0 0.95648 0.95648 4600 4400 4400 0.87 0.84 D D
Stowell Rd.

1 4           F 92000 0.084 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.46 7710 4180 3530 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 4600 4404 4404 0.95 0.80 E D
Route 166

1.1 4           F 83300 0.086 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.45 7150 3960 3190 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 4600 4404 4404 0.90 0.72 E D
Donovan Rd.

1.1 4           F 80600 0.083 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.46 6680 3630 3050 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 4600 4404 4404 0.82 0.69 D C
Route 135

0.2 4           F 96600 0.085 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.57 0.43 8230 4700 3530 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 4600 4404 4404 1.07 0.80 F D
San Luis Cnty Line
Route 217 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS HDV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
Sandspit Rd.

1.29 4           F 20000 0.115 0.035 0.01 0.01 0.69 0.31 2300 1587 713 1.0 1.0 0.976276 0.976276 4600 4491 4491 0.35 0.16 B A
Hollister Ave.

0.53 4           F 33100 0.115 0.078 0.01 0.01 0.69 0.31 3807 2627 1180 1.0 1.0 0.956023 0.956023 4600 4398 4398 0.60 0.27 C A
Jct. Rte. 101
Route 135 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS HDV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
North Jct. Rte. 1

1.58 4           F 30600 0.123 0.109 0.01 0.01 0.70 0.30 3764 2635 1129 1.0 1.0 0.942063 0.942063 4600 4333 4333 0.61 0.26 C A
Clark Avenue

Based on HCM 2000
(a) LOS based on density and speed according to Highway Capacity Manual



MULTI-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR -- 2030 NO BUILD SCENARIO TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Route 1 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV EB/SB WB/NB Vol EB/SB Vol WB/NB Vol Adj Adj EB/NB Adj WB/SB Adj MFR EB/SB WB/NB EB/SB WB/NB EB/SB WB/NB

Lompoc, Rte. 246
1.32 4 R 50 20700 0.102 0.072 0.001 0.02 0.49 0.51 2110 1076 1034 1.00 1.00 0.7949126 0.7949126 4000 3180 3180 N/A - Signalized Segment

Lompoc, North Rte. 246
1.95 4 R 50 47000 0.107 0.065 0.001 0.02 0.49 0.51 5021 2561 2460 1.00 1.00 0.8084074 0.8084074 4000 3234 3234 N/A - Signalized Segment

Santa Ynez River Bridge
0.78 4 R 50 44900 0.091 0.041 0.001 0.02 0.49 0.51 4101 2092 2009 1.00 1.00 0.8583691 0.8583691 4000 3433 3433 N/A - Signalized Segment

Casmalia Rd.
3.39 4 M 50 30900 0.095 0.058 0.001 0.02 0.49 0.51 2940 1499 1441 1.00 1.00 0.7380074 0.7380074 4000 2952 2952 N/A - Signalized Segment

Pine Canyon Rd.
3.2 4         M 50 26400 0.112 0.051 0.001 0.02 0.57 0.43 2952 1683 1269 1.00 1.00 0.7575758 0.7575758 4000 3030 3030 0.56 0.42 C B

VAFB, Main Gate
1.15 4         F 50 26500 0.095 0.046 0.001 0.02 0.74 0.26 2517 1863 654 1.00 1.00 0.973236 0.973236 4000 3893 3893 N/A - Signalized Segment

Vandenberg, Rte. 135
3.74 4         F 50 30600 0.099 0.046 0.001 0.02 0.75 0.25 3023 2267 756 1.00 1.00 0.973236 0.973236 4000 3893 3893 0.58 0.19 C A

Orcutt, Rte. 135
Route 135 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB

San Antonio Rd.
2.11 4 M 50 6620 0.153 0.116 0.001 0.02 0.69 0.31 1010 697 313 1.00 1.00 0.9411765 0.9411765 4000 3765 3765 0.19 0.08 A A

South Jct., Rte. 1
(4-Lane Expressway)
North, Clark Ave.

0.25 4         F 50 18500 0.103 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.69 0.31 1914 1321 593 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Foster Rd.

0.80 4         F 50 35400 0.101 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.69 0.31 3590 2477 1113 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Lakeview Rd./Skyview Dr.

1.01 4         F 50 41000 0.095 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.69 0.31 3911 2699 1212 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Miller St.

0.26 4         F 50 39200 0.099 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.53 0.47 3894 2064 1830 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Santa Maria Way

0.54 4         F 50 45200 0.100 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.53 0.47 4503 2387 2116 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Betteravia Rd.

1.24 6         F 50 38200 0.089 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.53 0.47 3395 1799 1596 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 6000 5837 5837 N/A - Signalized Segment
Stowell Rd.

0.99 4         F 50 41800 0.082 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.53 0.47 3428 1817 1611 1.00 1.00 0.9760859 0.9760859 4000 3904 3904 N/A - Signalized Segment
Jct. Rte. 166

1.00 4         F 50 30500 0.082 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.56 0.44 2499 1399 1100 1.00 1.00 0.9760859 0.9760859 4000 3904 3904 N/A - Signalized Segment
Donovan Rd.

1.04 4         F 50 31900 0.074 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.56 0.44 2357 1320 1037 1.00 1.00 0.9760859 0.9760859 4000 3904 3904 N/A - Signalized Segment
Jct. Rte. 101
Route 166 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV EB WB Vol EB Vol WB Vol Adj Adj EB Adj WB Adj MFR EB WB EB WB EB WB

Blosser Rd.
1.00 4         F 50 27200 0.097 0.067 0.001 0.02 0.51 0.49 2644 1348 1296 1.00 1.00 0.7142857 0.7142857 4000 2857 2857 N/A - Signalized Segment

Jct. Rte. 135
1.06 4         F 50 17500 0.094 0.065 0.001 0.02 0.51 0.49 1643 838 805 1.00 1.00 0.7194245 0.7194245 4000 2878 2878 N/A - Signalized Segment

South Jct. Rte. 101



MULTI-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR -- 2030 NO BUILD SCENARIO TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Route 246 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV EB WB Vol EB Vol WB Vol Adj Adj EB Adj WB Adj MFR EB WB EB WB EB WB

Lompoc, West City Limit
1.25 4 F 45 16700 0.102 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.66 0.34 1701 1123 578 0.88 1.00 0.907441 0.907441 3800 3448 3448 N/A - Signalized Segment

Lompoc, West Rte. 1
0.01 4         F 45 27600 0.107 0.038 0.001 0.02 0.5 0.5 2959 1480 1480 1.00 1.00 0.9107468 0.9107468 3800 3461 3461 N/A - Signalized Segment

Lompoc, East Rte. 1
2-Lane Section
Domingos Rd.

5.38 4         F 55 29100 0.099 0.085 0.001 0.02 0.50 0.50 2878 1439 1439 1.00 1.00 0.9551098 0.9551098 4200 4011 4011 0.36 0.36 B B
Buellton, McMurray Rd.
Route 225 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB/WB SB/EB Vol NB/WB Vol SB/EB Vol Adj Adj NB/WB Adj SB/EB Adj MFR NB/WB SB/EB NB/WB SB/EB NB/WB SB/EB

Jct. Rte. 101
0.18 4 R 45 28800 0.095 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.62 0.38 2740 1699 1041 1.00 0.94 0.8799718 0.8799718 3800 3344 3344 N/A - Signalized Segment

Modoc Rd.
2-Lane Section
Cliff Dr

0.54 4 F 45 14600 0.101 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.62 0.38 1470 911 559 1.00 1.00 0.9433962 0.9433962 3800 3585 3585 N/A - Signalized Segment
Mesa Lane

0.91 4 F 45 13900 0.104 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.62 0.38 1440 893 547 1.00 1.00 0.9433962 0.9433962 3800 3585 3585 N/A - Signalized Segment
Santa Cruz Ave.

0.72 4 F 45 23600 0.092 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.62 0.38 2180 1352 828 1.00 1.00 0.9433962 0.9433962 3800 3585 3585 N/A - Signalized Segment
Loma Alta Dr.

0.31 4         F 45 27700 0.092 0.012 0.001 0.02 0.62 0.38 2557 1585 972 0.97 1.00 0.9560229 0.9560229 3800 3633 3633 N/A - Signalized Segment
Rancheria St.

0.10 4         F 45 33800 0.093 0.012 0.001 0.02 0.62 0.38 3138 1946 1192 0.97 1.00 0.9560229 0.9560229 3800 3633 3633 N/A - Signalized Segment
Castillo St.

0.26 4         F 45 35500 0.085 0.012 0.001 0.02 0.62 0.38 3032 1880 1152 0.97 1.00 0.9560229 0.9560229 3800 3633 3633 N/A - Signalized Segment
South Jct. Rte. 101

PARAMETER DEFINITIONS

Mi miles of segment Pk Hr NB Vol peak hour northbound volume (%NB * Pk Hr Vol)
Terrain F-flat; R-rolling; M-mountainous Pk Hr SB Vol peak hour southbound volume (%SB * Pk Hr Vol)
FFS free flow speed f_w Adj capacity adjustment for lane width (HCM)
ADT average daily travel f_p Adj capacity adjustment for driver population (HCM)
K Factor peak hour factor f_hv NB Adj capacity adjustment for heavy duty vehicles NB (HCM)
% Truck percent of heavy duty trucks f_hv SB Adj capacity adjustment for heavy duty vehiclesSB (HCM)
% Bus percent of buses MFR maximum flow rate (ideal lane capacity * # of lanes)
% RV percent of recreation vehicles SFR NB service flow rate NB (MSR * capacity adjustments)
% NB percent of northbound traffic SFR SB service flow rate SB (MSR * capacity adjustments)
% SB percent of southbound traffic V/C NB volume to capacity ratio NB (SFR / MFR)

V/C SB volume to capacity ratio SB (SFR / MFR)



TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 2030 NO BUILD
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR

Route 1 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Las Cruces, Rte. 101
15.01 R 22600 0.090 0.103 0.001 0.02 85/15 2030 6 12 1 0.88 2 0.95 0.77 39.5 F

Jalama Rd.
4.24 R 22100 0.094 0.110 0.001 0.02 51/49 2070 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.90 0.78 39.4 E

Lompoc, Rte. 246
4-Lane Section
Orcutt, Rte. 135

0.75 F 14200 0.096 0.046 0.001 0.02 69/31 1370 6 12 1 0.88 2 0.81 0.49 46.0 E
Clark Ave.

6.28 F 20500 0.122 0.046 0.001 0.02 70/30 2500 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.94 0.89 37.1 F
Guadalupe, Casmalia Rd.

7.39 F 20500 0.122 0.100 0.001 0.02 70/30 2500 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.94 0.90 37.0 F
Guadalupe, Rte. 166

1.21 F 21300 0.107 0.044 0.001 0.02 69/31 2270 10 12 2 0.92 23 0.93 0.77 33.9 F
Guadalupe, City Limits

0.2 R 23500 0.148 0.059 0.001 0.02 51/49 3470 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.98 1.24 n/a F
County Line
Weighted Avg. Total 35.08 0.93 0.82 38.5 F

Route 246 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Lompoc, East Rte. 1
11.29 F 24700 0.082 0.038 0.001 0.02 56/44 2020 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.90 0.72 41.0 E

Domingos Rd.
4-Lane Section
Buellton, McMurray Rd

2.95 R 28400 0.089 0.085 0.001 0.02 56/44 2530 N/A - Signalized Segment
Solvang, 5th Street

1.04 R 25800 0.091 0.041 0.001 0.02 56/44 2360 N/A - Signalized Segment
Alamo Pintado Rd.

4.32 R 23300 0.090 0.050 0.001 0.02 56/44 2100 N/A - Signalized Segment
Santa Ynez, Rte. 154

Route 192 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Santa Barbara, Rte. 154
0.16 R 20000 0.113 0.034 0.001 0.02 61/39 2250 N/A - Signalized Segment

Cieneguitas Ave.
1.46 R 19100 0.105 0.035 0.001 0.02 61/39 2000 N/A - Signalized Segment

Ontare Rd.
2.51 R 12200 0.120 0.032 0.001 0.02 61/39 1460 2 12 2 0.92 9 0.82 0.51 n/a D

Mountain Dr.
1.84 R 10500 0.144 0.030 0.001 0.02 61/39 1510 2 12 2 0.92 4 0.83 0.53 n/a D

Jct. Rte. 144 South
2.29 R 14100 0.117 0.028 0.001 0.02 61/39 1650 2 12 2 0.92 7 0.85 0.58 n/a D

Hot Springs Rd.
0.54 R 9700 0.141 0.021 0.001 0.02 61/39 1370 2 12 2 0.92 9 0.81 0.48 n/a D

San Ysidro Rd.
1.92 R 5100 0.229 0.024 0.001 0.02 61/39 1170 2 12 2 0.92 9 0.77 0.41 n/a D

Sheffield Dr.
1.74 R 6000 0.213 0.024 0.001 0.02 61/39 1280 2 12 2 0.92 4 0.79 0.45 n/a D

Toro Canyon Rd.
4.96 R 10700 0.152 0.024 0.001 0.02 61/39 1630 6 12 2 0.92 4 0.85 0.57 n/a D

Linden Ave.
3.63 R 6300 0.178 0.064 0.001 0.02 61/39 1120 6 12 2 0.92 4 0.76 0.39 n/a D

Jct. Rte. 150
Weighted Avg. Total 19.43 0.81 0.5 D



TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 2030 NO BUILD
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR (continued)

Route 154 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Zaca, Rte. 101
2.63 R 27100 0.095 0.075 0.001 0.02 66/34 2570 6 12 1 0.88 3 0.96 0.96 34.6 F

Los Olivos, Calkins Rd.
5.46 R 23200 0.101 0.072 0.001 0.02 66/34 2340 6 12 1 0.88 2 0.93 0.87 37.1 F

Jct. Rte. 246 West
6.66 R 27100 0.097 0.051 0.001 0.02 66/34 2620 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.96 0.97 35.1 F

Lake Cachuma Park
8.61 M 27100 0.097 0.040 0.001 0.02 66/34 2620 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.96 0.95 35.6 F

Stagecoach Rd.
4-Lane Section
San Marcos Pass Summit

7.15 M 23100 0.102 0.033 0.001 0.02 66/34 2350 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.93 0.86 37.7 F
Jct. Rte. 192
Weighted Avg. Total 30.51 0.95 0.92 36.2 F

0.74 R 17500 0.086 0.027 0.001 0.02 66/34 1500 N/A - Signalized Segment
Jct. Rte. 101
Route 225 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Modoc Rd.
0.68 R 13400 0.088 0.019 0.001 0.02 62/38 1180 N/A - Signalized Segment

Veronica Springs
0.9 F 10800 0.081 0.019 0.001 0.02 62/38 870 2 12 2 0.92 5 0.69 0.30 46.1 C

Cliff Dr

Route 150 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Jct. Rte. 101
1.67 R 4600 0.117 0.085 0.001 0.02 54/46 540 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.62 0.20 48.8 C

Jct. Rte. 192
Route 135 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Los Alamos, Rte. 101
1 F 5100 0.165 0.055 0.001 0.02 70/30 840 10.00 12.00 2 0.92 9 0.69 0.29 47.8 C

Old State Highway
8.1 F 6700 0.149 0.102 0.001 0.02 70/30 1000 6.00 12.00 1 0.88 1 0.71 0.36 49.6 D

Junction Old Route 1
0.51 M 6500 0.152 0.102 0.001 0.02 70/30 990 6.00 12.00 1 0.88 2 0.73 0.37 48.6 D

San Antonio Rd.
Weighted Avg. Total 9.61 0.71 0.35 49.4 D

Route 166 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Guadalupe, Rte. 1
3.75 F 11100 0.124 0.073 0.001 0.02 54/46 1380 10.00 12.00 1 0.88 1 0.81 0.49 46.2 E

Bonita School Rd.
1.07 F 12700 0.120 0.073 0.001 0.02 54/46 1520 10.00 12.00 1 0.88 1 0.84 0.54 45.0 E

Black Rd.
2.05 F 14700 0.116 0.073 0.001 0.02 54/46 1700 10.00 12.00 1 0.88 2 0.86 0.61 43.4 E

Santa Maria, Blosser Rd.
Weighted Avg. Total 6.87 0.83 0.53 45.2 E

PARAMETER DEFINITIONS

Mi miles of segment % RV percent of recreation vehicles
Terrain F-flat; R-rolling; M-mountainous % Dir Split peak hour percent directional split (2-lane HWYs only)
ADT average daily travel Pk Hr Vol peak hour northbound volume (%NB * Pk Hr Vol)
K Factor peak hour factor Class 1 = rural, 2 = urban
% Truck percent of heavy duty trucks PHF peak hour factor
% Bus percent of buses V/C Ratio volume to capacity ratio



2030 PROGRAMMED SCENARIO
FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

WEEKDAY AM-MORNING PEAK HOUR

Route 101 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
Ventura County Line

(e) 1.1 6           F 96900 0.052 0.081 0.01 0.01 0.60 0.40 5050 3050 2000 1.0 1.0 0.954654 0.954654 6600 6241 6241 0.49 0.32 B B
Route 150

(e) 0.4 6           F 95900 0.053 0.077 0.01 0.01 0.60 0.40 5036 3036 2000 1.0 1.0 0.95648 0.95648 6600 6250 6250 0.49 0.32 B B
Bailard Ave.

1 4           F 103800 0.056 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.56 0.44 5850 3300 2550 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.75 0.58 D C
Route 224

0.4 4           F 100700 0.059 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.45 5950 3250 2700 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.74 0.61 D C
Linden Ave.

0.7 4           F 100700 0.061 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.46 6150 3300 2850 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.75 0.65 D C
Santa Monica Rd.

1.4 4           F 106200 0.064 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.46 6750 3650 3100 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.83 0.70 D C
Padaro Lane S.

2 4           F 106800 0.065 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.46 6900 3700 3200 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.84 0.73 D D
Padaro Lane N.

1 4           F 106300 0.064 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.46 6800 3700 3100 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.84 0.70 D C
Evans Ave.

(a) 0.7 4           R* 109900 0.062 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.45 6850 3750 3100 1.0 1.0 0.794281 0.958313 4600 4404 4408 0.85 0.70 D C
Sheffield Dr. 

1 4           R* 108000 0.063 0.074 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.46 6850 3700 3150 1.0 1.0 0.957854 0.792393 4600 4406 3645 0.84 0.86 D D
San Ysidro Rd.

0.5 4           F 111800 0.065 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.46 7250 3900 3350 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.88 0.76 D D
Olive Mill Rd.

0.9 4           F 111500 0.063 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.45 7050 3900 3150 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.88 0.71 D C
Cabrillo Blvd. 

(b) 1.4 4           F 121700 0.065 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 7950 4150 3800 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 5158 6758 0.80 0.56 D C
Milpas St.

1.4 6           F 130000 0.067 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.45 8700 4800 3900 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 7050 6756 6756 0.71 0.58 C C
Castillo St.

0.6 6           F 128700 0.071 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 9150 4550 4600 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 6776 0.67 0.68 C C
Carrillo St.

1 6           F 143400 0.074 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 10550 5250 5300 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.78 0.78 D D
Mission St.

0.7 6           F 149300 0.074 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.47 0.53 11050 5150 5900 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.76 0.87 D D
Las Positas Rd.

1.2 6           F 158000 0.072 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 11400 5700 5700 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.84 0.84 D D
La Cumbre Rd. 

[c] 0.7 6           F 152800 0.072 0.064 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 11050 5300 5750 1.0 1.0 0.962464 0.962464 7050 7535 7535 0.70 0.76 C D
Route 154  

1.7 6           F 145000 0.074 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 10750 5500 5250 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 6776 0.81 0.77 D D
Turnpike Rd.

1.3 6           F 142700 0.072 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 10300 5400 4900 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.80 0.73 D D
Route 217

1.1 6           F 102100 0.073 0.082 0.01 0.01 0.49 0.51 7500 3700 3800 1.0 1.0 0.954198 0.954198 7050 6727 6727 0.55 0.56 C C
Fairview Rd.

(a) 1.2 4           F 90100 0.074 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 6650 2850 3800 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 5098 4348 0.56 0.87 C D
Los Carneros Rd.

(d) 1.1 4           F 79600 0.071 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.31 0.69 5650 1750 3900 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 4348 5098 0.40 0.77 B D
Glen Annie/Storke Rd.

2.1 4           F 69400 0.071 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.27 0.73 4900 1300 3600 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 4348 4348 0.30 0.83 B D
Hollister Rd.

*   Reflects impact of Ortega Hill grade on medium and heavy duty trucks
(a) NB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
(b) NB Auxilary Lane (+750 vplph) and SB lane (+2350 vplph)
[c]  NB & SB Auxiliary Lanes + 750 vplph
(d) SB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
(e) Capacity adjustment for programmed HOV lanes (+1850 vphpl)
Based on HCM 2000 - Basic Freeway Segments
Model run "2030 Programmed R5"



2030 PROGRAMMED SCENARIO
FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

WEEKDAY PM-EVENING PEAK HOUR

Route 101 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Truck BUS       RV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
Ventura County Line

(e) 1.1 6           F 96900 0.081 0.01 0.01 0.38 0.62 9100 3500 5600 1.0 1.0 0.954654 0.954654 6600 6241 6241 0.56 0.90 C E
Route 150

(e) 0.4 6           F 95900 0.077 0.01 0.01 0.39 0.61 8900 3450 5450 1.0 1.0 0.95648 0.95648 6600 6250 6250 0.55 0.87 C D
Bailard Ave.

1 4           F 103800 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.42 0.58 9350 3950 5400 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.90 1.23 E F
Route 224

0.4 4           F 100700 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.45 0.55 8550 3850 4700 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.87 1.07 D F
Linden Ave.

0.7 4           F 100700 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.47 0.53 8400 3950 4450 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.90 1.01 E F
Santa Monica Rd.

1.4 4           F 106200 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 9050 3900 5150 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.88 1.17 D F
Padaro Lane S.

2 4           F 106800 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.44 0.56 9000 3950 5050 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.90 1.15 E F
Padaro Lane N.

1 4           F 106300 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.44 0.56 9000 3950 5050 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.90 1.15 E F
Evans Ave.

(a) 0.7 4           R* 109900 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.44 0.56 9500 4200 5300 1.0 1.0 0.794281 0.958313 4600 4404 4408 0.95 1.20 E F
Sheffield Dr. 

1 4           R* 108000 0.074 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 9300 4000 5300 1.0 1.0 0.957854 0.792393 4600 4406 3645 0.91 1.45 E F
San Ysidro Rd.

0.5 4           F 111800 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.45 0.55 9500 4250 5250 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.96 1.19 E F
Olive Mill Rd.

0.9 4           F 111500 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.44 0.56 9600 4200 5400 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 4408 4408 0.95 1.23 E F
Cabrillo Blvd. 

(b) 1.4 4           F 121700 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.45 0.55 10350 4650 5700 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 4600 5158 6758 0.90 0.84 E D
Milpas St.

1.4 6           F 130000 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.49 0.51 11150 5450 5700 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 7050 6756 6756 0.81 0.84 D D
Castillo St.

0.6 6           F 128700 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 11100 5700 5400 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 6776 0.84 0.80 D D
Carrillo St.

1 6           F 143400 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 12300 6300 6000 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.93 0.89 E D
Mission St.

0.7 6           F 149300 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 12900 6400 6500 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.95 0.96 E E
Las Positas Rd.

1.2 6           F 158000 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 13400 6900 6500 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 1.02 0.96 F E
La Cumbre Rd. 

[c] 0.7 6           F 152800 0.064 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 13150 6650 6500 1.0 1.0 0.962464 0.962464 7050 7535 7535 0.88 0.86 D D
Route 154  

1.7 6           F 145000 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 12650 6350 6300 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 6776 0.94 0.93 E E
Turnpike Rd.

1.3 6           F 142700 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 12250 5850 6400 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.87 0.95 D E
Route 217

1.1 6           F 102100 0.082 0.01 0.01 0.49 0.51 8800 4300 4500 1.0 1.0 0.954198 0.954198 7050 6727 6727 0.64 0.67 C C
Fairview Rd.

(a) 1.2 4           F 90100 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 7700 4000 3700 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 5098 4348 0.78 0.85 D D
Los Carneros Rd.

(d) 1.1 4           F 79600 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.59 0.41 6950 4100 2850 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 4348 5098 0.94 0.56 E C
Glen Annie/Storke Rd.

2.1 4           F 69400 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.66 0.34 5800 3850 1950 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 4348 4348 0.89 0.45 E B
Hollister Rd.

6.9 4           R 69200 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.68 0.32 6000 4100 1900 1.0 1.0 0.742942 0.742942 4600 3418 3418 1.20 0.56 E (f) C
El Capitan Beach

*   Reflects impact of Ortega Hill grade on medium and heavy duty trucks (f) LOS based on density and speed calculated according to the Highway Capacity Manual
(a) NB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
(b) NB Auxilary Lane (+750 vplph) and SB lane (+2350 vplph)
[c]  NB & SB Auxiliary Lanes + 750 vplph
(d) SB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
(e) Capacity adjustment for programmed HOV lanes (+1850 vphpl)
Based on HCM 2000 - Basic Freeway Segments
Model run "2030 Programmed R5"



2030 PROGRAMMED SCENARIO
FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR

Route 101 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
El Capitan Beach

15 4           M 59000 0.085 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.68 0.32 5000 3400 1600 1.0 1.0 0.591017 0.591017 4600 2719 2719 1.25 0.59 D (a) C
Las Cruces, Rte.1

7.6 4           M 37600 0.080 0.118 0.01 0.01 0.67 0.33 3000 2000 1000 1.0 1.0 0.559284 0.559284 4600 2573 2573 0.78 0.39 D B
Santa Rosa Rd.

0.7 4           R 37100 0.084 0.135 0.01 0.01 0.66 0.34 3100 2050 1050 1.0 1.0 0.692042 0.692042 4600 3183 3183 0.64 0.33 C B
Buellton, Rte.246

0.4 4           R 34600 0.085 0.148 0.01 0.01 0.64 0.36 2950 1900 1050 1.0 1.0 0.673854 0.673854 4600 3100 3100 0.61 0.34 C B
North Buellton I/C

5.1 4           R 35800 0.085 0.142 0.01 0.01 0.64 0.36 3050 1950 1100 1.0 1.0 0.682128 0.682128 4600 3138 3138 0.62 0.35 C B
Zaca, Rte.154 East

8.3 4           R 61000 0.086 0.125 0.01 0.01 0.61 0.39 5250 3200 2050 1.0 1.0 0.706714 0.706714 4600 3251 3251 0.98 0.63 D (a) C
Los Alamos, Rte.135

10.8 4           R 61100 0.085 0.140 0.01 0.01 0.61 0.39 5200 3150 2050 1.0 1.0 0.684932 0.684932 4600 3151 3151 1.00 0.65 D (a) C
Clark Ave.

2.2 4           R 66300 0.088 0.124 0.01 0.01 0.60 0.40 5850 3500 2350 1.0 1.0 0.708215 0.708215 4600 3258 3258 1.07 0.72 E (a) D
Santa Maria Way

2.2 6           R 82000 0.086 0.090 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.46 7050 3800 3250 1.0 1.0 0.763359 0.763359 7050 5382 5382 0.71 0.60 C C
Betteravia Rd.

1 6           F 107700 0.085 0.077 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 9150 4750 4400 1.0 1.0 0.95648 0.95648 7050 6743 6743 0.70 0.65 C C
Stowell Rd.

1 6           F 111100 0.086 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.45 9500 5200 4300 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.77 0.64 D C
Route 166

1.1 6           F 109200 0.085 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.57 0.43 9300 5300 4000 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.79 0.59 D C
Donovan Rd.

1.1 6           F 104900 0.085 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.45 8900 4900 4000 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.73 0.59 D C
Route 135

0.2 4           F 96800 0.084 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.56 0.44 8150 4600 3550 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 4600 4404 4404 1.04 0.81 F D
San Luis Cnty Line
Route 217 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS HDV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
Sandspit Rd.

1.29 4           F 18900 0.115 0.035 0.01 0.01 0.65 0.35 1850 1200 650 1.0 1.0 0.976276 0.976276 4600 4491 4491 0.27 0.14 A A
Hollister Ave.

0.53 4           F 33000 0.115 0.078 0.01 0.01 0.63 0.37 2950 1850 1100 1.0 1.0 0.956023 0.956023 4600 4398 4398 0.42 0.25 B A
Jct. Rte. 101
Route 135 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS HDV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
North Jct. Rte. 1

1.58 4           F 30800 0.123 0.109 0.01 0.01 0.77 0.23 2600 2000 600 1.0 1.0 0.942063 0.942063 4600 4333 4333 0.46 0.14 B A
Clark Avenue

Based on HCM 2000
(a) LOS based on density and speed calculated according to the Highway Capacity Manual
Model run "2030 Programmed R5"



MULTI-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR -- 2030 PROGRAMMED SCENARIO TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Route 1 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV EB/SB WB/NB Vol EB/SB Vol WB/NB Vol Adj Adj EB/NB Adj WB/SB Adj MFR EB/SB WB/NB EB/SB WB/NB EB/SB WB/NB

Lompoc, Rte. 246
1.32 4 R 50 20400 0.120 0.072 0.001 0.02 0.37 0.63 2450 900 1550 1.00 1.00 0.7949126 0.7949126 4000 3180 3180 N/A - Signalized Segment

Lompoc, North Rte. 246
1.95 4 R 50 46900 0.047 0.065 0.001 0.02 0.39 0.61 2200 850 1350 1.00 1.00 0.8084074 0.8084074 4000 3234 3234 N/A - Signalized Segment

Santa Ynez River Bridge
0.78 4 R 50 44600 0.112 0.041 0.001 0.02 0.41 0.59 5000 2050 2950 1.00 1.00 0.8583691 0.8583691 4000 3433 3433 N/A - Signalized Segment

Casmalia Rd.
3.39 4 M 50 30800 0.131 0.058 0.001 0.02 0.42 0.58 4050 1700 2350 1.00 1.00 0.7380074 0.7380074 4000 2952 2952 N/A - Signalized Segment

Pine Canyon Rd.
3.2 4 M 50 26300 0.110 0.051 0.001 0.02 0.43 0.57 2900 1250 1650 1.00 1.00 0.7575758 0.7575758 4000 3030 3030 0.41 0.54 B C

VAFB, Main Gate
1.15 4 F 50 26700 0.097 0.046 0.001 0.02 0.37 0.63 2600 950 1650 1.00 1.00 0.973236 0.973236 4000 3893 3893 N/A - Signalized Segment

Vandenberg, Rte. 135
3.74 4 F 50 30800 0.084 0.046 0.001 0.02 0.23 0.77 2600 600 2000 1.00 1.00 0.973236 0.973236 4000 3893 3893 0.15 0.51 A C

Orcutt, Rte. 135
Route 135 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB

San Antonio Rd.
2.11 4 M 50 6500 0.154 0.116 0.001 0.02 0.70 0.30 1000 700 300 1.00 1.00 0.9411765 0.9411765 4000 3765 3765 0.19 0.08 A A

South Jct., Rte. 1
(4-Lane Expressway)
North, Clark Ave.

0.25 4         F 50 29400 0.104 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.49 0.51 3050 1500 1550 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Foster Rd.

0.80 4         F 50 31000 0.110 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.47 0.53 3400 1600 1800 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Lakeview Rd./Skyview Dr.

1.01 4         F 50 40800 0.102 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.51 0.49 4150 2100 2050 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Miller St.

0.26 4         F 50 33400 0.064 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.51 0.49 2150 1100 1050 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Santa Maria Way

0.54 4         F 50 38200 0.106 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.52 0.48 4050 2100 1950 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Betteravia Rd.

1.24 6         F 50 36500 0.096 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.53 0.47 3500 1850 1650 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 6000 5837 5837 N/A - Signalized Segment
Stowell Rd.

0.99 4         F 50 39100 0.082 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.53 0.47 3200 1700 1500 1.00 1.00 0.9760859 0.9760859 4000 3904 3904 N/A - Signalized Segment
Jct. Rte. 166

1.00 4         F 50 29100 0.081 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.53 0.47 2350 1250 1100 1.00 1.00 0.9760859 0.9760859 4000 3904 3904 N/A - Signalized Segment
Donovan Rd.

1.04 4         F 50 16300 0.061 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.55 0.45 1000 550 450 1.00 1.00 0.9760859 0.9760859 4000 3904 3904 N/A - Signalized Segment
Jct. Rte. 101
Route 166 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV EB WB Vol EB Vol WB Vol Adj Adj EB Adj WB Adj MFR EB WB EB WB EB WB

Blosser Rd.
1.00 4         F 50 28700 0.101 0.067 0.001 0.02 0.47 0.53 2900 1350 1550 1.00 1.00 0.7142857 0.7142857 4000 2857 2857 N/A - Signalized Segment

Jct. Rte. 135
1.06 4         F 50 23700 0.093 0.065 0.001 0.02 0.59 0.41 2200 1300 900 1.00 1.00 0.7194245 0.7194245 4000 2878 2878 N/A - Signalized Segment

South Jct. Rte. 101

MULTI-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR -- 2030 PROGRAMMED SCENARIO TRAFFIC VOLUMES (continued)



MULTI-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR -- 2030 PROGRAMMED SCENARIO TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Route 246 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV EB WB Vol EB Vol WB Vol Adj Adj EB Adj WB Adj MFR EB WB EB WB EB WB

Lompoc, West City Limit
1.25 4 F 45 16600 0.127 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.45 0.55 2100 950 1150 0.88 1.00 0.907441 0.907441 3800 3448 3448 N/A - Signalized Segment

Lompoc, West Rte. 1
0.01 4         F 45 27300 0.090 0.038 0.001 0.02 0.37 0.63 2450 900 1550 1.00 1.00 0.9107468 0.9107468 3800 3461 3461 N/A - Signalized Segment

Lompoc, East Rte. 1
2-Lane Section
Domingos Rd.

5.38 4         F 55 27000 0.107 0.085 0.001 0.02 0.50 0.50 2887 850 1950 1.00 1.00 0.9551098 0.9551098 4200 4011 4011 0.21 0.49 A B
Buellton, McMurray Rd.
Route 225 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB/WB SB/EB Vol NB/WB Vol SB/EB Vol Adj Adj NB/WB Adj SB/EB Adj MFR NB/WB SB/EB NB/WB SB/EB NB/WB SB/EB

Jct. Rte. 101
0.18 4 R 45 28700 0.094 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.48 0.52 2700 1300 1400 1.00 0.94 0.8799718 0.8799718 3800 3344 3344 N/A - Signalized Segment

Modoc Rd.
2-Lane Section
Cliff Dr

0.54 4 F 45 14700 0.102 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.53 0.47 1500 800 700 1.00 1.00 0.9433962 0.9433962 3800 3585 3585 N/A - Signalized Segment
Mesa Lane

0.91 4 F 45 16700 0.105 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.54 0.46 1750 950 800 1.00 1.00 0.9433962 0.9433962 3800 3585 3585 N/A - Signalized Segment
Santa Cruz Ave.

0.72 4 F 45 24000 0.092 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.55 0.45 2200 1200 1000 1.00 1.00 0.9433962 0.9433962 3800 3585 3585 N/A - Signalized Segment
Loma Alta Dr.

0.31 4         F 45 28000 0.093 0.012 0.001 0.02 0.54 0.46 2600 1400 1200 0.97 1.00 0.9560229 0.9560229 3800 3633 3633 N/A - Signalized Segment
Rancheria St.

0.10 4         F 45 34300 0.093 0.012 0.001 0.02 0.55 0.45 3200 1750 1450 0.97 1.00 0.9560229 0.9560229 3800 3633 3633 N/A - Signalized Segment
Castillo St.

0.26 4         F 45 36300 0.085 0.012 0.001 0.02 0.52 0.48 3100 1600 1500 0.97 1.00 0.9560229 0.9560229 3800 3633 3633 N/A - Signalized Segment
South Jct. Rte. 101

PARAMETER DEFINITIONS

Mi miles of segment Pk Hr NB Vol peak hour northbound volume (%NB * Pk Hr Vol)
Terrain F-flat; R-rolling; M-mountainous Pk Hr SB Vol peak hour southbound volume (%SB * Pk Hr Vol)
FFS free flow speed f_w Adj capacity adjustment for lane width (HCM)
ADT average daily travel f_p Adj capacity adjustment for driver population (HCM)
K Factor peak hour factor f_hv NB Adj capacity adjustment for heavy duty vehicles NB (HCM)
% Truck percent of heavy duty trucks f_hv SB Adj capacity adjustment for heavy duty vehiclesSB (HCM)
% Bus percent of buses MFR maximum flow rate (ideal lane capacity * # of lanes)
% RV percent of recreation vehicles SFR NB service flow rate NB (MSR * capacity adjustments)
% NB percent of northbound traffic SFR SB service flow rate SB (MSR * capacity adjustments)
% SB percent of southbound traffic V/C NB volume to capacity ratio NB (SFR / MFR)

V/C SB volume to capacity ratio SB (SFR / MFR)



TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 2030 PROGRAMMED
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR

Route 1 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Las Cruces, Rte. 101
15.01 R 22000 0.091 0.103 0.001 0.02 70/30 2000 6 12 1 0.88 2 0.91 0.75 39.8 E

Jalama Rd.
4.24 R 22600 0.088 0.110 0.001 0.02 70/30 2000 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.90 0.76 40.0 E

Lompoc, Rte. 246
4-Lane Section
Orcutt, Rte. 135

0.75 F 13200 0.091 0.046 0.001 0.02 67/33 1200 6 12 1 0.88 2 0.78 0.43 47.4 D
Clark Ave.

6.28 F 18900 0.101 0.046 0.001 0.02 66/34 1900 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.87 0.68 42.4 E
Guadalupe, Casmalia Rd.

7.39 F 18800 0.112 0.100 0.001 0.02 76/24 2100 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.90 0.75 40.5 F
Guadalupe, Rte. 166

1.21 F 28000 0.071 0.044 0.001 0.02 68/32 2000 10 12 2 0.92 23 0.89 0.68 36.2 E
Guadalupe, City Limits

0.2 R 21900 0.158 0.059 0.001 0.02 75/25 3450 6 12 1 0.88 1 1.00 1.23 n/a F
County Line
Weighted Avg. Total 35.08 0.9 0.73 40.5 E
Route 246 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Lompoc, East Rte. 1
11.29 F 24600 0.081 0.038 0.001 0.02 58/42 2000 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.89 0.71 41.2 E

Domingos Rd.
4-Lane Section
Buellton, McMurray Rd

2.95 R 28600 0.089 0.085 0.001 0.02 56/44 2550 N/A - Signalized Segment
Solvang, 5th Street

1.04 R 25900 0.093 0.041 0.001 0.02 62/38 2400 N/A - Signalized Segment
Alamo Pintado Rd.

4.32 R 23400 0.090 0.050 0.001 0.02 56/44 2100 N/A - Signalized Segment
Santa Ynez, Rte. 154

Route 192 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Santa Barbara, Rte. 154
0.16 R 20300 0.111 0.034 0.001 0.02 53/47 2250 N/A - Signalized Segment

Cieneguitas Ave.
1.46 R 19200 0.104 0.035 0.001 0.02 52/48 2000 N/A - Signalized Segment

Ontare Rd.
(a) 2.51 R 12200 0.115 0.032 0.001 0.02 54/46 1400 2 12 2 0.92 9 0.81 0.49 n/a D

Mountain Dr.
1.84 R 10200 0.093 0.030 0.001 0.02 55/45 950 2 12 2 0.92 4 0.74 0.36 n/a D

Jct. Rte. 144 South
2.29 R 13800 0.120 0.028 0.001 0.02 61/39 1650 2 12 2 0.92 7 0.85 0.58 n/a D

Hot Springs Rd.
0.54 R 9200 0.147 0.021 0.001 0.02 64/36 1350 2 12 2 0.92 9 0.80 0.47 n/a D

San Ysidro Rd.
1.92 R 4400 0.261 0.024 0.001 0.02 75/25 1150 2 12 2 0.92 9 0.77 0.40 n/a D

Sheffield Dr.
1.74 R 5600 0.232 0.024 0.001 0.02 73/27 1300 2 12 2 0.92 4 0.80 0.45 n/a D

Toro Canyon Rd.
4.96 R 10300 0.160 0.024 0.001 0.02 68/32 1650 6 12 2 0.92 4 0.85 0.55 n/a D

Linden Ave.
3.63 R 4600 0.152 0.064 0.001 0.02 85/15 700 6 12 2 0.92 4 0.69 0.26 n/a C

Jct. Rte. 150
Weighted Avg. Total 19.43 0.79 0.45 D

Route 154 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Zaca, Rte. 101
2.63 R 27800 0.092 0.075 0.001 0.02 58/42 2550 6 12 1 0.88 3 0.94 0.95 34.8 F

Los Olivos, Calkins Rd.
5.46 R 25000 0.084 0.072 0.001 0.02 69/31 2100 6 12 1 0.88 2 0.91 0.78 39.3 F

Jct. Rte. 246 West
(b) 6.66 R 28000 0.096 0.051 0.001 0.02 66/34 2700 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.97 0.99 34.4 F

Lake Cachuma Park
8.61 M 28000 0.095 0.040 0.001 0.02 66/34 2650 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.96 0.96 35.3 F

Stagecoach Rd.
4-Lane Section
San Marcos Pass Summit

7.15 M 22800 0.103 0.033 0.001 0.02 62/38 2350 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.93 0.86 37.7 F
Jct. Rte. 192
Weighted Avg. Total 30.51 0.94 0.91 36.3 F

0.74 R 17700 0.076 0.027 0.001 0.02 57/43 1350 N/A - Signalized Segment
Jct. Rte. 101
Route 225 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Modoc Rd.
0.68 R 13400 0.104 0.019 0.001 0.02 55/45 1400 N/A - Signalized Segment

Veronica Springs
0.9 F 10800 0.111 0.019 0.001 0.02 51/49 1200 N/A - Signalized/Roundabout Segment

Cliff Dr

Route 150 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Jct. Rte. 101
1.67 R 3600 0.139 0.085 0.001 0.02 55/45 500 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.61 0.18 49.0 C

Jct. Rte. 192
Route 135 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Los Alamos, Rte. 101
1 F 5200 0.154 0.055 0.001 0.02 65/35 800 10.00 12.00 2 0.92 9 0.67 0.28 48.1 C

Old State Highway
8.1 F 6700 0.119 0.102 0.001 0.02 65/35 800 6.00 12.00 1 0.88 1 0.64 0.29 51.0 C

Junction Old Route 1
0.51 M 6620 0.144 0.102 0.001 0.02 65/35 950 6.00 12.00 1 0.88 2 0.72 0.36 48.9 D

San Antonio Rd.
Weighted Avg. Total 9.61 0.65 0.29 50.6 C
Route 166 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Guadalupe, Rte. 1
3.75 F 11200 0.121 0.073 0.001 0.02 66/34 1350 10.00 12.00 1 0.88 1 0.81 0.48 46.6 E

Bonita School Rd.



1.07 F 12700 0.118 0.073 0.001 0.02 64/36 1500 10.00 12.00 1 0.88 1 0.84 0.54 45.1 E
Black Rd.

2.05 F 14600 0.110 0.073 0.001 0.02 62/38 1600 10.00 12.00 1 0.88 2 0.85 0.57 44.2 E
Santa Maria, Blosser Rd.
Weighted Avg. Total 6.87 0.83 0.52 45.7 E
(a) Assumes shoulder widening between Alamar and Mission Canyon Road.
(b) Assumes WB passing lane between SR 246 and Santa Ynez River Bridge (Group II Programmed Improvements)

PARAMETER DEFINITIONS

Mi miles of segment % RV percent of recreation vehicles
Terrain F-flat; R-rolling; M-mountainous % Dir Split peak hour percent directional split (2-lane HWYs only)
ADT average daily travel Pk Hr Vol peak hour northbound volume (%NB * Pk Hr Vol)
K Factor peak hour factor Class 1 = rural, 2 = urban
% Truck percent of heavy duty trucks PHF peak hour factor
% Bus percent of buses V/C Ratio volume to capacity ratio



2030 PLANNED SCENARIO
FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

WEEKDAY AM-MORNING PEAK HOUR

Route 101 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
Ventura County Line

(a) 1.1 6           F 84100 0.042 0.081 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 3510 1780 1730 1.0 1.0 0.954654 0.954654 6600 6241 6241 0.29 0.28 A A
Route 150

(a) 0.4 6           F 89800 0.039 0.077 0.01 0.01 0.46 0.54 3490 1610 1880 1.0 1.0 0.95648 0.95648 6600 6250 6250 0.26 0.30 A A
Bailard Ave.

(a) 1 6           F 102000 0.044 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.45 0.55 4510 2010 2500 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.32 0.40 B B
Route 224

(a) 0.4 6           F 105000 0.044 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.39 0.61 4640 1830 2810 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.29 0.45 A B
Linden Ave.

(a) 0.7 6           F 124100 0.041 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.39 0.61 5150 2010 3140 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.32 0.50 B B
Santa Monica Rd.

(a) 1.4 6           F 124100 0.048 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.40 0.60 5960 2390 3570 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.38 0.57 B C
Padaro Lane S.

(a) 2 6           F 124100 0.048 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.40 0.60 5960 2390 3570 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.38 0.57 B C
Padaro Lane N.

(a) 1 6           F 127800 0.049 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.40 0.60 6290 2540 3750 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.41 0.60 B C
Evans Ave. 

(a) (b) 0.7 6           R* 126900 0.050 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.42 0.58 6290 2620 3670 1.0 1.0 0.794281 0.958313 6600 6254 6258 0.42 0.59 B C
Sheffield Dr. 

(a) 1 6           R* 129000 0.047 0.074 0.01 0.01 0.42 0.58 6120 2590 3530 1.0 1.0 0.957854 0.792393 6600 6256 5495 0.41 0.64 B C
San Ysidro Rd.

(a) 0.5 6           F 133200 0.046 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 6190 2660 3530 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.43 0.56 B C
Olive Mill Rd.

(a) 0.9 6           F 131100 0.047 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 6190 2660 3530 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.43 0.56 B C
Cabrillo Blvd. 

(a) 1.4 6           F 140200 0.052 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 7350 3160 4190 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.50 0.67 B C
Milpas St.

(c) 1.4 6           F 146400 0.060 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.47 0.53 8790 4090 4700 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 7050 6756 7506 0.61 0.63 C C
Castillo St.

(c) 0.6 6           F 141000 0.066 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.45 0.55 9320 4230 5090 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 7526 0.62 0.68 C C
Carrillo St.

1 6           F 153300 0.067 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.46 0.54 10220 4690 5530 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.69 0.82 C D
Mission St.

(d) 0.7 6           F 167400 0.070 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.46 0.54 11770 5450 6320 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 7522 7522 0.72 0.84 D D
Las Positas Rd.

(b) 1.2 6           F 175200 0.070 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 12320 6120 6200 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 7522 6772 0.81 0.92 D E
La Cumbre Rd. 

(d) 0.7 6           F 167800 0.071 0.064 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 11870 5730 6140 1.0 1.0 0.962464 0.962464 7050 7535 7535 0.76 0.81 D D
Route 154  

1.7 6           F 163100 0.071 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 11600 5880 5720 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 6776 0.87 0.84 D D
Turnpike Rd.

(b) 1.3 6           F 160000 0.071 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 11340 5910 5430 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 7500 6750 0.79 0.80 D D
Route 217

1.1 6           F 115600 0.071 0.082 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 8250 4090 4160 1.0 1.0 0.954198 0.954198 7050 6727 6727 0.61 0.62 C C
Fairview Rd.

1.2 6           F 101200 0.071 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.44 0.56 7230 3190 4040 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 7050 6664 6664 0.48 0.61 B C
Los Carneros Rd.

1.1 6           F 82700 0.069 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.36 0.64 5740 2090 3650 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 7050 6664 7414 0.31 0.49 B B
Glen Annie/Storke Rd.

2.1 4           F 64400 0.066 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.29 0.71 4250 1240 3010 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 4348 4348 0.29 0.69 A C
Hollister Rd.

*   Reflects impact of Ortega Hill grade on medium and heavy duty trucks
(a) Assumes 1850 vplph for the HOV lane (planned project)
(b) NB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
(c) SB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
(d)  NB & SB Auxiliary Lanes + 750 vplph



2030 PLANNED SCENARIO
FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

WEEKDAY PM-EVENING PEAK HOUR

Route 101 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
Ventura County Line

(a) 1.1 6           F 84100 0.092 0.081 0.01 0.01 0.45 0.55 7700 3500 4200 1.0 1.0 0.954654 0.954654 6600 6241 6241 0.56 0.67 C C
Route 150

(a) 0.4 6           F 89800 0.087 0.077 0.01 0.01 0.43 0.57 7810 3390 4420 1.0 1.0 0.95648 0.95648 6600 6250 6250 0.54 0.71 C C
Bailard Ave.

(a) 1 6           F 102000 0.088 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.47 0.53 8960 4200 4760 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.67 0.76 C D
Route 224

(a) 0.4 6           F 105000 0.085 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.47 0.53 8930 4190 4740 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.67 0.76 C D
Linden Ave.

(a) 0.7 6           F 124100 0.081 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 10050 4820 5230 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.77 0.84 D D
Santa Monica Rd.

(a) 1.4 6           F 124100 0.081 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 10110 4880 5230 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.78 0.84 D D
Padaro Lane S.

(a) 2 6           F 124100 0.081 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 10110 4880 5230 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.78 0.84 D D
Padaro Lane N.

(a) 1 6           F 127800 0.083 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 10610 5290 5320 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.85 0.85 D D
Evans Ave. 

(a) (b) 0.7 6           R* 126900 0.083 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.49 0.51 10480 5110 5370 1.0 1.0 0.794281 0.958313 6600 6254 6258 0.82 0.86 D D
Sheffield Dr. 

(a) 1 6           R* 129000 0.080 0.074 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 10380 5010 5370 1.0 1.0 0.957854 0.792393 6600 6256 5495 0.80 0.98 D E
San Ysidro Rd.

(a) 0.5 6           F 133200 0.081 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 10730 5150 5580 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.82 0.89 D D
Olive Mill Rd.

(a) 0.9 6           F 131100 0.079 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 10380 5020 5360 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 6258 6258 0.80 0.86 D D
Cabrillo Blvd. 

(a) (c) 1.4 6           F 140200 0.079 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.48 0.52 11070 5260 5810 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 6600 7008 7008 0.75 0.83 D D
Milpas St.

(c) 1.4 6           F 146400 0.085 0.073 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 12450 6190 6260 1.0 1.0 0.958313 0.958313 7050 6756 7506 0.92 0.83 E D
Castillo St.

(c) 0.6 6           F 141000 0.084 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 11890 6200 5690 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 7526 0.91 0.76 E D
Carrillo St.

1 6           F 153300 0.084 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 12900 6700 6200 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 6772 6772 0.99 0.92 E E
Mission St.

(d) 0.7 6           F 167400 0.084 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 14120 7180 6940 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 7522 7522 0.95 0.92 E E
Las Positas Rd.

(b) 1.2 6           F 175200 0.085 0.068 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 14850 7600 7250 1.0 1.0 0.960615 0.960615 7050 7522 6772 1.01 1.07 F F
La Cumbre Rd. 

(d) 0.7 6           F 167800 0.085 0.064 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 14230 7200 7030 1.0 1.0 0.962464 0.962464 7050 7535 7535 0.96 0.93 E E
Route 154  

1.7 6           F 163100 0.085 0.067 0.01 0.01 0.51 0.49 13830 6990 6840 1.0 1.0 0.961076 0.961076 7050 6776 6776 1.03 1.01 F F
Turnpike Rd.

(b) 1.3 6           F 160000 0.087 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.49 0.51 13850 6750 7100 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 7500 6750 0.90 1.05 E F
Route 217

1.1 6           F 115600 0.088 0.082 0.01 0.01 0.50 0.50 10200 5120 5080 1.0 1.0 0.954198 0.954198 7050 6727 6727 0.76 0.76 D D
Fairview Rd.

1.2 6           F 101200 0.092 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.46 9280 5020 4260 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 7050 6664 6664 0.75 0.64 D C
Los Carneros Rd.

1.1 6           F 82700 0.088 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.59 0.41 7240 4270 2970 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 7050 6664 6664 0.64 0.45 C B
Glen Annie/Storke Rd.

2.1 4           F 64400 0.088 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.65 0.35 5680 3690 1990 1.0 1.0 0.94518 0.94518 4600 4348 4348 0.85 0.46 D B
Hollister Rd.

6.9 4           R 63600 0.088 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.66 0.34 5600 3720 1880 1.0 1.0 0.742942 0.742942 4600 3418 3418 1.09 0.55 E (e) C
El Capitan Beach

*   Reflects impact of Ortega Hill grade on medium and heavy duty trucks (e) LOS based on density and speed calculated from the Highway Capacity Manual
(a) Assumes 1850 vplph for the HOV lane (planned project)
(b) NB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
(c) SB Auxiliary Lane + 750 vplph
(d)  NB & SB Auxiliary Lanes + 750 vplph



2030 PLANNED SCENARIO
FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR

Route 101 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
El Capitan Beach

15 4           M 55300 0.101 0.102 0.01 0.01 0.66 0.34 5600 3720 1880 1.0 1.0 0.591017 0.591017 4600 2719 2719 1.37 0.69 E (a) C
Las Cruces, Rte.1

7.6 4           M 37000 0.082 0.118 0.01 0.01 0.64 0.36 3030 1950 1040 1.0 1.0 0.559284 0.559284 4600 2573 2573 0.76 0.40 D B
Santa Rosa Rd.

0.7 4           R 36300 0.083 0.135 0.01 0.01 0.64 0.36 3030 2000 1020 1.0 1.0 0.692042 0.692042 4600 3183 3183 0.63 0.32 C B
Buellton, Rte.246

0.4 4           R 35500 0.085 0.148 0.01 0.01 0.62 0.38 3030 1870 1030 1.0 1.0 0.673854 0.673854 4600 3100 3100 0.60 0.33 C B
North Buellton I/C

5.1 4           R 35500 0.084 0.142 0.01 0.01 0.64 0.36 2980 1890 1090 1.0 1.0 0.682128 0.682128 4600 3138 3138 0.60 0.35 C B
Zaca, Rte.154 East

8.3 4           R 60100 0.072 0.125 0.01 0.01 0.61 0.39 4345 3130 2020 1.0 1.0 0.706714 0.706714 4600 3251 3251 0.96 0.62 D C
Los Alamos, Rte.135

10.8 4           R 60000 0.071 0.140 0.01 0.01 0.59 0.41 4260 3120 2010 1.0 1.0 0.684932 0.684932 4600 3151 3151 0.99 0.64 D C
Clark Ave.

2.2 4           R 64800 0.090 0.124 0.01 0.01 0.59 0.41 5840 3470 2370 1.0 1.0 0.708215 0.708215 4600 3258 3258 1.07 0.73 E (a) D
Santa Maria Way

2.2 6           R 79100 0.088 0.090 0.01 0.01 0.53 0.47 6940 3660 3280 1.0 1.0 0.763359 0.763359 7050 5382 5382 0.68 0.61 C C
Betteravia Rd.

1 6           F 107600 0.086 0.077 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.48 9200 4760 4440 1.0 1.0 0.95648 0.95648 7050 6743 6743 0.71 0.66 C C
Stowell Rd.

1 6           F 110200 0.086 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.45 9450 5190 4260 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.77 0.63 D C
Route 166

1.1 6           F 103500 0.085 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.56 0.44 8810 4970 3840 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.74 0.57 D C
Donovan Rd.

1.1 6           F 84500 0.085 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.56 0.44 7200 4040 3160 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.60 0.47 C B
Route 135

0.2 6           F 96000 0.084 0.075 0.01 0.01 0.56 0.44 8110 4510 3600 1.0 1.0 0.957396 0.957396 7050 6750 6750 0.67 0.53 C C
San Luis Cnty Line
Route 217 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS HDV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
Sandspit Rd.

1.29 4           F 18500 0.115 0.035 0.01 0.01 0.69 0.31 2128 1050 700 1.0 1.0 0.976276 0.976276 4600 4491 4491 0.23 0.16 A A
Hollister Ave.

0.53 4           F 33400 0.115 0.078 0.01 0.01 0.69 0.31 3841 1800 1200 1.0 1.0 0.956023 0.956023 4600 4398 4398 0.41 0.27 B A
Jct. Rte. 101
Route 135 Mi Lns    Terrain ADT K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS HDV NB SB      Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB
North Jct. Rte. 1

1.58 4           F 28600 0.123 0.109 0.01 0.01 0.70 0.30 3518 850 650 1.0 1.0 0.942063 0.942063 4600 4333 4333 0.20 0.15 A A
Clark Avenue

Based on HCM 2000



MULTI-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR -- 2030 PLANNED SCENARIO TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Route 1 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV SB NB Vol SB Vol NB Vol Adj Adj SB Adj NB Adj MFR SB NB SB NB SB NB

Lompoc, Rte. 246
1.32 4 R 50 22700 0.092 0.072 0.001 0.02 0.44 0.56 2090 920 1170 1.00 1.00 0.7949126 0.7949126 4000 3180 3180 N/A - Signalized Segment

Lompoc, North Rte. 246
1.95 4 R 50 47600 0.094 0.065 0.001 0.02 0.42 0.58 4482 1870 2612 1.00 1.00 0.8084074 0.8084074 4000 3234 3234 N/A - Signalized Segment

Santa Ynez River Bridge
0.78 6 R 50 44400 0.091 0.041 0.001 0.02 0.43 0.57 4040 1740 2300 1.00 1.00 0.8583691 0.8583691 6000 5150 5150 N/A - Signalized Segment

Casmalia Rd.
3.39 4 M 50 30200 0.093 0.058 0.001 0.02 0.45 0.55 2820 1280 1540 1.00 1.00 0.7380074 0.7380074 4000 2952 2952 N/A - Signalized Segment

Pine Canyon Rd.
3.2 4 M 50 30200 0.094 0.051 0.001 0.02 0.44 0.56 2840 1240 1600 1.00 1.00 0.7575758 0.7575758 4000 3030 3030 0.41 0.53 B C

VAFB, Main Gate
1.15 4 F 50 26100 0.098 0.046 0.001 0.02 0.38 0.62 2550 960 1590 1.00 1.00 0.973236 0.973236 4000 3893 3893 N/A - Signalized Segment

Vandenberg, Rte. 135
3.74 4 F 50 28500 0.088 0.046 0.001 0.02 0.36 0.64 2500 900 1600 1.00 1.00 0.973236 0.973236 4000 3893 3893 0.23 0.41 A B

Orcutt, Rte. 135
Route 135 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB

San Antonio Rd.
2.11 4 M 50 2700 0.278 0.116 0.001 0.02 0.09 0.91 750 70 680 1.00 1.00 0.9411765 0.9411765 4000 3765 3765 0.02 0.18 A A

South Jct., Rte. 1
(4-Lane Expressway)
North, Clark Ave.

0.25 4         F 50 31800 0.092 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.54 0.46 2920 1590 1330 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Foster Rd.

0.80 4         F 50 33700 0.096 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.56 0.44 3240 1820 1420 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Lakeview Rd./Skyview Dr.

1.01 4         F 50 42800 0.093 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.51 0.49 3990 2040 1950 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Miller St.

0.26 4         F 50 34900 0.097 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.50 0.50 3400 1700 1700 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Santa Maria Way

0.54 4         F 50 35100 0.098 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.49 0.51 3430 1670 1760 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 4000 3891 3891 N/A - Signalized Segment
Betteravia Rd.

1.24 6         F 50 38400 0.088 0.047 0.001 0.02 0.48 0.52 3390 1620 1770 1.00 1.00 0.9727626 0.9727626 6000 5837 5837 N/A - Signalized Segment
Stowell Rd.

0.99 4         F 50 40000 0.081 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.48 0.52 3250 1560 1690 1.00 1.00 0.9760859 0.9760859 4000 3904 3904 N/A - Signalized Segment
Jct. Rte. 166

1.00 4         F 50 29200 0.080 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.48 0.52 2330 1120 1210 1.00 1.00 0.9760859 0.9760859 4000 3904 3904 N/A - Signalized Segment
Donovan Rd.

1.04 4         F 50 32400 0.087 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.51 0.49 2820 1430 1390 1.00 1.00 0.9760859 0.9760859 4000 3904 3904 N/A - Signalized Segment
Jct. Rte. 101
Route 166 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV EB WB Vol EB Vol WB Vol Adj Adj EB Adj WB Adj MFR EB WB EB WB EB WB

Blosser Rd.
1.00 4         F 50 24100 0.102 0.067 0.001 0.02 0.51 0.49 2466 1258 1208 1.00 1.00 0.7142857 0.7142857 4000 2857 2857 N/A - Signalized Segment

Jct. Rte. 135
1.06 4         F 50 17300 0.094 0.065 0.001 0.02 0.51 0.49 1626 829 797 1.00 1.00 0.7194245 0.7194245 4000 2878 2878 N/A - Signalized Segment

South Jct. Rte. 101

MULTI-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR -- 2030 PLANNED SCENARIO TRAFFIC VOLUMES (continued)



MULTI-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR -- 2030 PLANNED SCENARIO TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Route 246 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV EB WB Vol EB Vol WB Vol Adj Adj EB Adj WB Adj MFR EB WB EB WB EB WB

Lompoc, West City Limit
1.25 4 F 45 13600 0.105 0.040 0.001 0.02 0.48 0.52 1430 690 740 0.88 1.00 0.907441 0.907441 3800 3448 3448 N/A - Signalized Segment

Lompoc, West Rte. 1
0.01 4 F 45 19300 0.108 0.038 0.001 0.02 0.44 0.56 2090 920 1170 1.00 1.00 0.9107468 0.9107468 3800 3461 3461 N/A - Signalized Segment

Lompoc, East Rte. 1
2-Lane Section
Domingos Rd.

5.38 4 F 55 28800 0.108 0.085 0.001 0.02 0.39 0.61 3100 1200 1900 1.00 1.00 0.9551098 0.9551098 4200 4011 4011 0.30 0.47 A B
Buellton, McMurray Rd.
Route 225 Mi Lns   Terrain FFS ADT        K        %         %        % % % Pk Hr Pk Hr Pk Hr f_w f_p f_hv f_hv SFR SFR V/C V/C LOS LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV NB SB Vol NB Vol SB Vol Adj Adj NB Adj SB Adj MFR NB SB NB SB NB SB

Jct. Rte. 101
0.18 4 R 45 29400 0.092 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.44 0.56 2700 1200 1500 1.00 0.94 0.8799718 0.8799718 3800 3344 3344 N/A - Signalized Segment

Modoc Rd.
2-Lane Section
Cliff Dr

0.54 4 F 45 14600 0.103 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.52 0.48 1510 790 720 1.00 1.00 0.9433962 0.9433962 3800 3585 3585 N/A - Signalized Segment
Mesa Lane

0.91 4 F 45 13100 0.104 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.57 0.43 1360 780 580 1.00 1.00 0.9433962 0.9433962 3800 3585 3585 N/A - Signalized Segment
Santa Cruz Ave.

0.72 4 F 45 21000 0.090 0.019 0.001 0.02 0.57 0.43 1890 1080 810 1.00 1.00 0.9433962 0.9433962 3800 3585 3585 N/A - Signalized Segment
Loma Alta Dr.

0.31 4         F 45 25600 0.091 0.012 0.001 0.02 0.57 0.43 2330 1330 1000 0.97 1.00 0.9560229 0.9560229 3800 3633 3633 N/A - Signalized Segment
Rancheria St.

0.10 4         F 45 32500 0.090 0.012 0.001 0.02 0.58 0.42 2930 1690 1240 0.97 1.00 0.9560229 0.9560229 3800 3633 3633 N/A - Signalized Segment
Castillo St.

0.26 4         F 45 35500 0.083 0.012 0.001 0.02 0.51 0.49 2960 1520 1440 0.97 1.00 0.9560229 0.9560229 3800 3633 3633 N/A - Signalized Segment
South Jct. Rte. 101

PARAMETER DEFINITIONS

Mi miles of segment Pk Hr NB Vol peak hour northbound volume (%NB * Pk Hr Vol)
Terrain F-flat; R-rolling; M-mountainous Pk Hr SB Vol peak hour southbound volume (%SB * Pk Hr Vol)
FFS free flow speed f_w Adj capacity adjustment for lane width (HCM)
ADT average daily travel f_p Adj capacity adjustment for driver population (HCM)
K Factor peak hour factor f_hv NB Adj capacity adjustment for heavy duty vehicles NB (HCM)
% Truck percent of heavy duty trucks f_hv SB Adj capacity adjustment for heavy duty vehiclesSB (HCM)
% Bus percent of buses MFR maximum flow rate (ideal lane capacity * # of lanes)
% RV percent of recreation vehicles SFR NB service flow rate NB (MSR * capacity adjustments)
% NB percent of northbound traffic SFR SB service flow rate SB (MSR * capacity adjustments)
% SB percent of southbound traffic V/C NB volume to capacity ratio NB (SFR / MFR)

V/C SB volume to capacity ratio SB (SFR / MFR)



TWO-LANE HIGHWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 2030 PLANNED
WEEKDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR

Route 1 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS       RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Las Cruces, Rte. 101
(a) 15.01 R 19600 0.096 0.103 0.001 0.02 66/34 1880 6 12 1 0.88 2 0.88 0.71 41.0 F

Jalama Rd.
(a) 4.24 R 19600 0.096 0.110 0.001 0.02 66/34 1880 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.88 0.71 41.2 F

Lompoc, Rte. 246
4-Lane Section
Orcutt, Rte. 135

0.75 F 10500 0.130 0.046 0.001 0.02 69/31 1370 6 12 1 0.88 2 0.81 0.49 46.0 E
Clark Ave.

6.28 F 16200 0.123 0.046 0.001 0.02 67/33 2000 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.89 0.71 41.5 E
Guadalupe, Casmalia Rd.

7.39 F 15300 0.144 0.100 0.001 0.02 70/30 2210 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.91 0.79 39.5 F
Guadalupe, Rte. 166

1.21 F 15000 0.146 0.044 0.001 0.02 69/31 2190 10 12 2 0.92 23 0.92 0.75 34.6 E
Guadalupe, City Limits

0.2 R 16800 0.171 0.059 0.001 0.02 75/25 2870 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.99 1.03 n/a F
County Line
Weighted Avg. Total 35.08 0.89 0.73 40.7 F
Route 246 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Lompoc, East Rte. 1
11.29 F 24200 0.038 0.001 0.02 62/38 2700 6 12 1 0.88 1 89.1 0.69 41.6 E

Domingos Rd.
4-Lane Section
Buellton, McMurray Rd

2.95 R 27700 0.091 0.085 0.001 0.02 56/44 2530 N/A - Signalized Segment
Solvang, 5th Street

1.04 R 21300 0.096 0.041 0.001 0.02 56/44 2040 N/A - Signalized Segment
Alamo Pintado Rd.

4.32 R 22100 0.093 0.050 0.001 0.02 56/44 2060 N/A - Signalized Segment
Santa Ynez, Rte. 154

Route 192 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Santa Barbara, Rte. 154
0.16 R 19300 0.108 0.034 0.001 0.02 50/50 2080 N/A - Signalized Segment

Cieneguitas Ave.
1.46 R 19000 0.102 0.035 0.001 0.02 50/50 1940 N/A - Signalized Segment

Ontare Rd.
(b) 2.51 R 13420 0.067 0.032 0.001 0.02 55/45 900 2 12 2 0.92 9 0.72 0.34 n/a D

Mountain Dr.
1.84 R 8450 0.089 0.030 0.001 0.02 55/45 750 2 12 2 0.92 4 0.68 0.28 n/a C

Jct. Rte. 144 South
2.29 R 12600 0.095 0.028 0.001 0.02 54/46 1200 2 12 2 0.92 7 0.77 0.42 n/a D

Hot Springs Rd.
0.54 R 7200 0.099 0.021 0.001 0.02 59/41 710 2 12 2 0.92 9 0.66 0.27 n/a C

San Ysidro Rd.
1.92 R 1600 0.156 0.024 0.001 0.02 55/45 250 2 12 2 0.92 9 0.50 0.13 n/a B

Sheffield Dr.
1.74 R 2500 0.136 0.024 0.001 0.02 55/45 340 2 12 2 0.92 4 0.57 0.17 n/a C

Toro Canyon Rd.
4.96 R 3600 0.200 0.024 0.001 0.02 58/42 720 6 12 2 0.92 4 0.66 0.27 n/a C

Linden Ave.
3.63 R 1600 0.113 0.064 0.001 0.02 55/45 180 6 12 2 0.92 4 0.44 0.09 n/a B

Jct. Rte. 150
Weighted Avg. Total 19.43 0.62 0.24 C



Route 154 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Zaca, Rte. 101
2.63 R 29000 0.088 0.075 0.001 0.02 57/43 2540 6 12 1 0.88 3 0.94 0.95 34.9 F

Los Olivos, Calkins Rd.
5.46 R 25100 0.098 0.072 0.001 0.02 60/40 2450 6 12 1 0.88 2 0.94 0.91 36.2 F

Jct. Rte. 246 West
6.66 R 28600 0.093 0.051 0.001 0.02 66/34 2670 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.97 0.98 34.7 F

Lake Cachuma Park
8.61 M 27500 0.095 0.040 0.001 0.02 66/34 2600 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.96 0.94 35.7 F

Stagecoach Rd.
4-Lane Section
San Marcos Pass Summit

7.15 M 24100 0.088 0.033 0.001 0.02 57/43 2120 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.91 0.77 39.7 E
Jct. Rte. 192
Weighted Avg. Total 30.51 0.95 0.9 36.4 F

0.74 R 16000 0.078 0.027 0.001 0.02 52/48 1240 N/A - Signalized Segment
Jct. Rte. 101
Route 225 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Modoc Rd.
0.68 R 13300 0.113 0.019 0.001 0.02 62/38 1500 N/A - Signalized Segment

Veronica Springs
0.9 F 10600 0.113 0.019 0.001 0.02 62/38 1200 N/A - Signalized/Roundabout Segment

Cliff Dr

Route 150 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Jct. Rte. 101
1.67 R 3700 0.078 0.085 0.001 0.02 54/46 290 6 12 1 0.88 1 0.49 0.11 50.5 B

Jct. Rte. 192
Route 135 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Los Alamos, Rte. 101
1 F 2900 0.207 0.055 0.001 0.02 65/35 600 10.00 12.00 2 0.92 9 0.63 0.21 49.0 C

Old State Highway
8.1 F 4400 0.132 0.102 0.001 0.02 65/35 580 6.00 12.00 1 0.88 1 0.57 0.21 52.5 C

Junction Old Route 1
0.51 M 2700 0.278 0.102 0.001 0.02 65/35 750 6.00 12.00 1 0.88 2 0.69 0.31 49.7 D

San Antonio Rd.
Weighted Avg. Total 9.61 0.58 0.22 52 C
Route 166 Mi Terrain ADT        K        %         %        %    % Dir Pk Hr Shouder Lane Class PHF Access % Time Spent V/C Avg. LOS
Between Factor Truck BUS RV     Split      Vol Width (ft.) Width Pts/mi Following Ratio Speed

Guadalupe, Rte. 1
(c) (d) 3.75 F 12900 0.074 0.073 0.001 0.02 65/35 960 10.00 12.00 1 0.88 1 0.83 0.53 45.4 E

Bonita School Rd.
(d) 1.07 F 14400 0.098 0.073 0.001 0.02 65/35 1410 10.00 12.00 1 0.88 1 0.84 0.58 44.6 E

Black Rd.
(d) 2.05 F 16400 0.096 0.073 0.001 0.02 65/35 1570 10.00 12.00 1 0.88 2 0.85 0.64 43.2 E

Santa Maria, Blosser Rd.
Weighted Avg. Total 6.87 0.84 0.57 44.6 E
(a) Assumes additional passing lanes related to "spot widening" project.
(b) Assumes road widening from Alamar to Sycamore Canyon to accommodate Class II bike lanes and sidewalks.
(c) Assumes four lanes on SR 166 through the City of Guadalupe.
(d) Assumes additional passing opportunities related to safety improvement projects (passing availability increases by 25%).
2030 Planned PB10 Model run output

PARAMETER DEFINITIONS

Mi miles of segment % RV percent of recreation vehicles
Terrain F-flat; R-rolling; M-mountainous % Dir Split peak hour percent directional split (2-lane HWYs only)
ADT average daily travel Pk Hr Vol peak hour northbound volume (%NB * Pk Hr Vol)
K Factor peak hour factor Class 1 = rural, 2 = urban
% Truck percent of heavy duty trucks PHF peak hour factor
% Bus percent of buses V/C Ratio volume to capacity ratio



 



                                                                               
                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.21                   
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
Phone:                                      Fax:                               
E-mail:                                                                        
                                                                               
_________________________Operational Analysis__________________________________
                                                                               
Analyst:                AO                                                     
Agency or Company:      SBCAG                                                  
Date Performed:         6/25/2008                                              
Analysis Time Period:   P.M. PEAK                                              
Freeway/Direction:      101 NORTH                                              
From/To:                EL CAP TO LAS CRUCES                                   
Jurisdiction:                                                                  
Analysis Year:          2030 NB                                                
Description:  RTP EIR                                                          
                                                                               
_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________
                                                                               
Volume, V                                   3400           veh/h               
Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.92                               
Peak 15-min volume, v15                     924            v                   
Trucks and buses                            8              %                   
Recreational vehicles                       1              %                   
Terrain type:                               Rolling                            
    Grade                                   0.00           %                   
    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  
Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER                2.0                                
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV               0.885                              
Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               
Flow rate, vp                               2088           pc/h/ln             
                                                                               
_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________
                                                                               
Lane width                                  12.0           ft                  
Right-shoulder lateral clearance            6.0            ft                  
Interchange density                         1.00           interchange/mi      
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Free-flow speed:                            Base                               
     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                
Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                
Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                
Interchange density adjustment, fID         2.5            mi/h                
Number of lanes adjustment, fN              0.0            mi/h                
Free-flow speed, FFS                        67.5           mi/h                
                                            Rural Freeway                      
                                                                               
_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________
                                                                               
Flow rate, vp                               2088           pc/h/ln             
Free-flow speed, FFS                        67.5           mi/h                
Average passenger-car speed, S              61.4           mi/h                
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Density, D                                  34.0           pc/mi/ln            



Level of service, LOS                       D                                  
                                                                               
  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   
                                                                               
                                                                               



                                                                               
                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.21                   
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
Phone:                                      Fax:                               
E-mail:                                                                        
                                                                               
_________________________Operational Analysis__________________________________
                                                                               
Analyst:                AO                                                     
Agency or Company:      SBCAG                                                  
Date Performed:         6/25/2008                                              
Analysis Time Period:   P.M. PEAK                                              
Freeway/Direction:      101 NORTH                                              
From/To:                EL CAP TO LAS CRUCES                                   
Jurisdiction:                                                                  
Analysis Year:          2030 NB                                                
Description:  RTP EIR                                                          
                                                                               
_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________
                                                                               
Volume, V                                   3400           veh/h               
Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.92                               
Peak 15-min volume, v15                     924            v                   
Trucks and buses                            8              %                   
Recreational vehicles                       1              %                   
Terrain type:                               Rolling                            
    Grade                                   0.00           %                   
    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  
Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER                2.0                                
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV               0.885                              
Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               
Flow rate, vp                               2088           pc/h/ln             
                                                                               
_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________
                                                                               
Lane width                                  12.0           ft                  
Right-shoulder lateral clearance            6.0            ft                  
Interchange density                         1.00           interchange/mi      
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Free-flow speed:                            Base                               
     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                
Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                
Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                
Interchange density adjustment, fID         2.5            mi/h                
Number of lanes adjustment, fN              0.0            mi/h                
Free-flow speed, FFS                        67.5           mi/h                
                                            Rural Freeway                      
                                                                               
_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________
                                                                               
Flow rate, vp                               2088           pc/h/ln             
Free-flow speed, FFS                        67.5           mi/h                
Average passenger-car speed, S              61.4           mi/h                
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Density, D                                  34.0           pc/mi/ln            



Level of service, LOS                       D                                  
                                                                               
  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   
                                                                               
                                                                               



                                                                               
                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.21                   
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
Phone:                                      Fax:                               
E-mail:                                                                        
                                                                               
_________________________Operational Analysis__________________________________
                                                                               
Analyst:                AO                                                     
Agency or Company:      SBCAG                                                  
Date Performed:         6/25/2008                                              
Analysis Time Period:   P.M. PEAK HOUR                                         
Freeway/Direction:      101 NB                                                 
From/To:                154 TO CLARK                                           
Jurisdiction:                                                                  
Analysis Year:          2030 NO BUILD                                          
Description:  RTP EIR                                                          
                                                                               
_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________
                                                                               
Volume, V                                   2680           veh/h               
Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.92                               
Peak 15-min volume, v15                     728            v                   
Trucks and buses                            11             %                   
Recreational vehicles                       1              %                   
Terrain type:                               Rolling                            
    Grade                                   0.00           %                   
    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  
Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER                2.0                                
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV               0.851                              
Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               
Flow rate, vp                               1711           pc/h/ln             
                                                                               
_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________
                                                                               
Lane width                                  12.0           ft                  
Right-shoulder lateral clearance            6.0            ft                  
Interchange density                         0.50           interchange/mi      
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           
     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                
Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                
Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                
Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                
Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
                                            Urban Freeway                      
                                                                               
_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________
                                                                               
Flow rate, vp                               1711           pc/h/ln             
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
Average passenger-car speed, S              68.7           mi/h                
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Density, D                                  24.9           pc/mi/ln            



Level of service, LOS                       C                                  
                                                                               
  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   
                                                                               
                                                                               



                                                                               
                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.21                   
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
Phone:                                      Fax:                               
E-mail:                                                                        
                                                                               
_________________________Operational Analysis__________________________________
                                                                               
Analyst:                AO                                                     
Agency or Company:      SBCAG                                                  
Date Performed:         6/25/2008                                              
Analysis Time Period:   P.M. PEAK HOUR                                         
Freeway/Direction:      101 NB                                                 
From/To:                CLARK TO SM WAY                                        
Jurisdiction:                                                                  
Analysis Year:          2030 NB                                                
Description:  RTP EIR                                                          
                                                                               
_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________
                                                                               
Volume, V                                   3400           veh/h               
Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.93                               
Peak 15-min volume, v15                     914            v                   
Trucks and buses                            11             %                   
Recreational vehicles                       1              %                   
Terrain type:                               Rolling                            
    Grade                                   0.00           %                   
    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  
Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER                2.0                                
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV               0.851                              
Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               
Flow rate, vp                               2148           pc/h/ln             
                                                                               
_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________
                                                                               
Lane width                                  12.0           ft                  
Right-shoulder lateral clearance            6.0            ft                  
Interchange density                         0.50           interchange/mi      
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           
     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                
Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                
Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                
Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                
Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
                                            Urban Freeway                      
                                                                               
_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________
                                                                               
Flow rate, vp                               2148           pc/h/ln             
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
Average passenger-car speed, S              61.5           mi/h                
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Density, D                                  34.9           pc/mi/ln            



Level of service, LOS                       D                                  
                                                                               
  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   
                                                                               
                                                                               



                                                                               
                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.21                   
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
Phone:                                      Fax:                               
E-mail:                                                                        
                                                                               
_________________________Operational Analysis__________________________________
                                                                               
Analyst:                AO                                                     
Agency or Company:      SBCAG                                                  
Date Performed:         6/25/2008                                              
Analysis Time Period:   P.M. PEAK                                              
Freeway/Direction:      101 NORTH                                              
From/To:                HOLLISTER TO LAS CRUCES                                
Jurisdiction:                                                                  
Analysis Year:          2030 PROG                                              
Description:  RTP EIR                                                          
                                                                               
_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________
                                                                               
Volume, V                                   3400           veh/h               
Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.90                               
Peak 15-min volume, v15                     944            v                   
Trucks and buses                            8              %                   
Recreational vehicles                       1              %                   
Terrain type:                               Rolling                            
    Grade                                   0.00           %                   
    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  
Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER                2.0                                
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV               0.885                              
Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               
Flow rate, vp                               2134           pc/h/ln             
                                                                               
_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________
                                                                               
Lane width                                  12.0           ft                  
Right-shoulder lateral clearance            6.0            ft                  
Interchange density                         0.70           interchange/mi      
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Free-flow speed:                            Base                               
     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                
Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                
Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                
Interchange density adjustment, fID         1.0            mi/h                
Number of lanes adjustment, fN              0.0            mi/h                
Free-flow speed, FFS                        69.0           mi/h                
                                            Rural Freeway                      
                                                                               
_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________
                                                                               
Flow rate, vp                               2134           pc/h/ln             
Free-flow speed, FFS                        69.0           mi/h                
Average passenger-car speed, S              61.2           mi/h                
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Density, D                                  34.9           pc/mi/ln            



Level of service, LOS                       D                                  
                                                                               
  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   
                                                                               
                                                                               



                                                                               
                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.21                   
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
Phone:                                      Fax:                               
E-mail:                                                                        
                                                                               
_________________________Operational Analysis__________________________________
                                                                               
Analyst:                AO                                                     
Agency or Company:      SBCAG                                                  
Date Performed:         6/25/2008                                              
Analysis Time Period:   P.M. PEAK HOUR                                         
Freeway/Direction:      101 NB                                                 
From/To:                154 TO CLARK                                           
Jurisdiction:                                                                  
Analysis Year:          2030 PROG                                              
Description:  RTP EIR                                                          
                                                                               
_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________
                                                                               
Volume, V                                   3200           veh/h               
Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.92                               
Peak 15-min volume, v15                     870            v                   
Trucks and buses                            11             %                   
Recreational vehicles                       1              %                   
Terrain type:                               Rolling                            
    Grade                                   0.00           %                   
    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  
Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER                2.0                                
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV               0.851                              
Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               
Flow rate, vp                               2043           pc/h/ln             
                                                                               
_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________
                                                                               
Lane width                                  12.0           ft                  
Right-shoulder lateral clearance            6.0            ft                  
Interchange density                         0.50           interchange/mi      
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           
     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                
Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                
Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                
Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                
Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
                                            Urban Freeway                      
                                                                               
_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________
                                                                               
Flow rate, vp                               2043           pc/h/ln             
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
Average passenger-car speed, S              64.0           mi/h                
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Density, D                                  31.9           pc/mi/ln            



Level of service, LOS                       D                                  
                                                                               
  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   
                                                                               
                                                                               



                                                                               
                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.21                   
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
Phone:                                      Fax:                               
E-mail:                                                                        
                                                                               
_________________________Operational Analysis__________________________________
                                                                               
Analyst:                AO                                                     
Agency or Company:      SBCAG                                                  
Date Performed:         6/25/2008                                              
Analysis Time Period:   P.M. PEAK HOUR                                         
Freeway/Direction:      101 NB                                                 
From/To:                CLARK TO SM WAY                                        
Jurisdiction:                                                                  
Analysis Year:          2030 PROG                                              
Description:  RTP EIR                                                          
                                                                               
_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________
                                                                               
Volume, V                                   3500           veh/h               
Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.93                               
Peak 15-min volume, v15                     941            v                   
Trucks and buses                            11             %                   
Recreational vehicles                       1              %                   
Terrain type:                               Rolling                            
    Grade                                   0.00           %                   
    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  
Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER                2.0                                
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV               0.851                              
Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               
Flow rate, vp                               2211           pc/h/ln             
                                                                               
_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________
                                                                               
Lane width                                  12.0           ft                  
Right-shoulder lateral clearance            6.0            ft                  
Interchange density                         0.50           interchange/mi      
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           
     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                
Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                
Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                
Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                
Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
                                            Urban Freeway                      
                                                                               
_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________
                                                                               
Flow rate, vp                               2211           pc/h/ln             
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
Average passenger-car speed, S              59.8           mi/h                
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Density, D                                  37.0           pc/mi/ln            



Level of service, LOS                       E                                  
                                                                               
  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   
                                                                               
                                                                               



                                                                               
                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.21                   
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
Phone:                                      Fax:                               
E-mail:                                                                        
                                                                               
_________________________Operational Analysis__________________________________
                                                                               
Analyst:                AO                                                     
Agency or Company:      SBCAG                                                  
Date Performed:         6/25/2008                                              
Analysis Time Period:   P.M. PEAK                                              
Freeway/Direction:      101 NORTH                                              
From/To:                EL CAP TO LAS CRUCES                                   
Jurisdiction:                                                                  
Analysis Year:          2030 PLAN                                              
Description:  RTP EIR                                                          
                                                                               
_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________
                                                                               
Volume, V                                   3720           veh/h               
Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.95                               
Peak 15-min volume, v15                     979            v                   
Trucks and buses                            10             %                   
Recreational vehicles                       1              %                   
Terrain type:                               Rolling                            
    Grade                                   0.00           %                   
    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  
Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER                2.0                                
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV               0.862                              
Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               
Flow rate, vp                               2271           pc/h/ln             
                                                                               
_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________
                                                                               
Lane width                                  12.0           ft                  
Right-shoulder lateral clearance            6.0            ft                  
Interchange density                         0.70           interchange/mi      
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Free-flow speed:                            Base                               
     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                
Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                
Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                
Interchange density adjustment, fID         1.0            mi/h                
Number of lanes adjustment, fN              0.0            mi/h                
Free-flow speed, FFS                        69.0           mi/h                
                                            Rural Freeway                      
                                                                               
_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________
                                                                               
Flow rate, vp                               2271           pc/h/ln             
Free-flow speed, FFS                        69.0           mi/h                
Average passenger-car speed, S              57.3           mi/h                
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Density, D                                  39.6           pc/mi/ln            



Level of service, LOS                       E                                  
                                                                               
  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   
                                                                               
                                                                               



                                                                               
                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.21                   
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
Phone:                                      Fax:                               
E-mail:                                                                        
                                                                               
_________________________Operational Analysis__________________________________
                                                                               
Analyst:                AO                                                     
Agency or Company:      SBCAG                                                  
Date Performed:         6/25/2008                                              
Analysis Time Period:   P.M. PEAK HOUR                                         
Freeway/Direction:      101 NB                                                 
From/To:                154 TO CLARK                                           
Jurisdiction:                                                                  
Analysis Year:          2030 PLAN                                              
Description:  RTP EIR                                                          
                                                                               
_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________
                                                                               
Volume, V                                   3150           veh/h               
Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.92                               
Peak 15-min volume, v15                     856            v                   
Trucks and buses                            11             %                   
Recreational vehicles                       1              %                   
Terrain type:                               Rolling                            
    Grade                                   0.00           %                   
    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  
Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER                2.0                                
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV               0.851                              
Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               
Flow rate, vp                               2012           pc/h/ln             
                                                                               
_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________
                                                                               
Lane width                                  12.0           ft                  
Right-shoulder lateral clearance            6.0            ft                  
Interchange density                         0.50           interchange/mi      
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           
     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                
Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                
Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                
Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                
Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
                                            Urban Freeway                      
                                                                               
_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________
                                                                               
Flow rate, vp                               2012           pc/h/ln             
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
Average passenger-car speed, S              64.6           mi/h                
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Density, D                                  31.1           pc/mi/ln            



Level of service, LOS                       D                                  
                                                                               
  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   
                                                                               
                                                                               



                                                                               
                   HCS+: Basic Freeway Segments Release 5.21                   
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
                                                                               
Phone:                                      Fax:                               
E-mail:                                                                        
                                                                               
_________________________Operational Analysis__________________________________
                                                                               
Analyst:                AO                                                     
Agency or Company:      SBCAG                                                  
Date Performed:         6/25/2008                                              
Analysis Time Period:   P.M. PEAK HOUR                                         
Freeway/Direction:      101 NB                                                 
From/To:                CLARK TO SM WAY                                        
Jurisdiction:                                                                  
Analysis Year:          2030 PLAN                                              
Description:  RTP EIR                                                          
                                                                               
_________________________Flow Inputs and Adjustments___________________________
                                                                               
Volume, V                                   3470           veh/h               
Peak-hour factor, PHF                       0.93                               
Peak 15-min volume, v15                     933            v                   
Trucks and buses                            11             %                   
Recreational vehicles                       1              %                   
Terrain type:                               Rolling                            
    Grade                                   0.00           %                   
    Segment length                          0.00           mi                  
Trucks and buses PCE, ET                    2.5                                
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER                2.0                                
Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV               0.851                              
Driver population factor, fp                1.00                               
Flow rate, vp                               2192           pc/h/ln             
                                                                               
_________________________Speed Inputs and Adjustments__________________________
                                                                               
Lane width                                  12.0           ft                  
Right-shoulder lateral clearance            6.0            ft                  
Interchange density                         0.50           interchange/mi      
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Free-flow speed:                            Measured                           
     FFS or BFFS                            70.0           mi/h                
Lane width adjustment, fLW                  0.0            mi/h                
Lateral clearance adjustment, fLC           0.0            mi/h                
Interchange density adjustment, fID         0.0            mi/h                
Number of lanes adjustment, fN              4.5            mi/h                
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
                                            Urban Freeway                      
                                                                               
_________________________LOS and Performance Measures__________________________
                                                                               
Flow rate, vp                               2192           pc/h/ln             
Free-flow speed, FFS                        70.0           mi/h                
Average passenger-car speed, S              60.3           mi/h                
Number of lanes, N                          2                                  
Density, D                                  36.3           pc/mi/ln            



Level of service, LOS                       E                                  
                                                                               
  Overall results are not computed when free-flow speed is less than 55 mph.   
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4.3 AIR QUALITY 
 
4.3.1 Existing Conditions 
 
Meteorology 
 
Air quality is affected by the rate and location of pollutant emissions and by climatic conditions 
that influence the movement and dispersion of pollutants.  Atmospheric conditions such as wind 
speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients, along with local and regional topography, 
provide the links between air pollutant emissions and air quality. 
 
The Santa Ynez Mountains separate Santa Barbara County into two regions, South County and 
North County, by acting as a partial barrier to the exchange of air between these two regions.  The 
County has a Mediterranean climate characterized by warm, dry summers, and cooler, relatively 
damp winters.  Mild temperatures occur throughout the year, particularly near the coastline.  
Maximum summer temperatures average 70 degrees Fahrenheit near the coast and in the high 80s 
to low 90s inland.  During winter, average minimum temperatures range from the 40s along the 
coast to the 30s inland. 
 
Although precipitation is confined primarily to the winter months, occasional, tropical air masses 
result in rainfall during summer months.  Annual rainfall amounts range from about 10 to 18 
inches along the coast, with more substantial amounts in the higher elevations.  Sunny skies are 
common throughout most of the area.  However, low clouds and fog occur with some frequency 
over the ocean and adjacent coastal areas during late spring and summer which generally disperse 
by midday.  In general, there are 60 to 80 days per year which would be categorized as cloudy. 
 
Wind speed and direction play a major role in determining the areas most affected by air 
pollution.  In areas where a single prevailing wind direction dominates, pollutants emitted in that 
area are transported away from their source.  This may result in low concentrations in the source 
areas but can potentially cause high concentrations in downwind areas, especially ozone which 
takes time to form.  Wind speeds also play a role in dispersion.  High wind speeds cause 
pollutants to disperse over wide areas, generally lowering concentrations.  Conversely, low wind 
speeds are generally associated with higher concentrations.  In North County, the sea breeze is 
typically northwesterly throughout the year.  At night, the sea breeze dies, as air adjacent to the 
surface cools, it descends down the coastal mountains and mountain valleys, resulting in light 
land breezes.  The alternation of the land-sea breeze cycle can sometimes produce a “sloshing” 
effect, where pollutants are swept offshore at night and subsequently carried back onshore during 
the day.  This effect is exacerbated during periods when wind speeds are low. 
 
Another key factor that affects the concentrations of pollutants in the air is the stability of the 
atmosphere.  Restricted mixing and low wind speeds are generally associated with higher 
pollutant concentrations.  These conditions are typically related to temperature inversions 
(temperature increase with height) which cap the pollutants that are emitted below or within 
them.  During the months May to October, it is common for an inversion layer to form, with an 
average height of 1,500 feet above the ground surface.  Year-around, light onshore winds hamper 
the scattering of primary pollutants and the orientation of the inland mountain ranges interrupts 
air circulation patterns.  Pollutants become trapped, creating ideal conditions for the production of 
secondary pollutants (e.g., ozone, particulates, etc.).  Because poor air quality is often associated 
with air stagnation, it is reasonable to expect a higher frequency of pollution events in the 
southern portion of the County where light winds are frequently observed, as opposed to the 
North County where the prevailing winds are strong and persistent. 
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Pollutants 
 
Primary criteria pollutants are emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle tailpipe, an exhaust 
stack of a factory, etc.) into the atmosphere.  Primary criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide 
(CO), reactive organic gases (ROG), nitric oxide (NO), fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM 2.5), 
sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb).  Secondary criteria pollutants are created by atmospheric 
chemical and photochemical reactions; reactive organic compounds (ROC) together with nitrogen 
oxides form the building blocks for the creation of photochemical (secondary) pollutants.  
Secondary pollutants include oxidants, ozone (O3) and sulfate and nitrate particulates (smog).  
The characteristics, sources and effects of critical air contaminants are provided in Table 1. 
 
The County contains a wide variety of emission sources (Figure 1).   The Santa Barbara County 
Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has developed a “planning inventory” which focuses on 
emission sources which can be controlled and reflects emission patterns found during episodic 
periods (e.g., summer months for ozone).  Based on the 2002 county-wide average daily 
“planning” emissions inventory (SBCAPCD, 2007 CAP), on-road motor vehicles emit the 
greatest quantities of anthropogenic NOx (46%) and 33% of anthropogenic ROC.   
 
The majority of PM10 emissions in Santa Barbara County – of which approximately 1/3 is 
comprised of PM2.5 – comes from background non-anthropogenic sources (e.g., sea salt, wind 
blown dust) Figure 2. Normalizing for background, vehicle exhaust represents approximately 2-3 
percent of the PM10/PM2.5 inventory.  However, re-entrained road dust created by on-road 
vehicles makes up 17 percent of the PM10 inventory and 5 percent of the PM2.5 (Table 2).          
 
Regulatory Agencies 
 
The 1990 Clean Air Act mandated that the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
manage and control air quality by establishing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS).  Pollutants with NAAQS include: carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide 
(SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) and lead (Pb) (Table 3).  
 
In California, the task of air quality management and regulation has been legislatively granted to 
the California Air Resources Board.  The California Air Resources Board is responsible for 
research activities, the establishment of California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) 
(Table 3), guidelines for air quality management, and the regulation of both stationary and 
mobile emission sources (i.e., motor vehicles).  The CAAQS are generally more stringent than 
corresponding Federal standards. 
 
The California Air Resources Board established fourteen air basins and delegated local pollution 
control authority to Air Pollution Control Districts (APCD).  For Santa Barbara County, located 
within the South Central Coast Air Basin, air pollution control authority is vested with the Santa 
Barbara County APCD. 
 
Countywide historical data on the number of 1- and 8-hour state and 8-hour federal exceedances 
is provided in Figure 3.  Although state and federal ozone exceedances occur, the trend is 
positive with fewer exceedances occurring over time.  State and federal carbon monoxide 
standards have not been exceeded since 1985. Although federal annual PM10 standards have not 
been exceeded, the state standard has been exceeded as indicated in Figure 4.  At this time, Santa 
Barbara County is an unclassifiable area for the federal/state PM2.5 standards.    
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In summary, the County is currently classified as being an attainment area for the 8-hour federal 
ozone standard, a “moderate” non-attainment area for the state ozone standard, and non-
attainment for the state PM10 standard. 
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TABLE 1 
Description of Selected Air Contaminants 

PHOTOSCHEMICAL OXIDANT (O3) 
Characteristics - The term “photochemical oxidant” can include several different pollutants, but consists primarily of 
ozone (more than 90 percent) and a group of chemicals called organic peroxynitrates.  Photochemical oxidants are 
created in the atmosphere rather than emitted directly into the air.  Reactive organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen 
are the emitted contaminants which participate in the reaction.  Ozone is a pungent, colorless toxic gas which is 
produced by the photochemical process.  Photochemical oxidant is a characteristic of southern California type smog, 
and reaches highest concentrations during the summer and early fall. 
 
Sources  -  Ozone is caused by complex atmospheric reactions involving oxides of nitrogen and reactive organic gases 
with ultraviolet energy from sunlight.  Motor vehicles are the major source of oxides of nitrogen and reactive organic 
gases in the basin. 
 
Effects – The common manifestations of ozone and other photochemical oxidants are damage to vegetation and 
cracking of untreated rubber.  Ozone in high concentrations (ranging from 0.15 ppm to 0.50 ppm) can also directly 
affect the lungs, causing respiratory and coronary irritation and possible changes in lung functions.  These health 
problems are particularly acute in children and elderly people exposed to these pollutants. 
 
CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) 
Characteristics – CO is colorless, odorless, toxic gas produced through the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels.  
Concentrations are higher in winter when more fuel is burned for heating purposes and weather conditions favor the 
build-up of directly emitted contaminants. 
 
Sources – The use of gasoline powered engines is the major source of this contaminant, with the automobiles being the 
primary contributor.  CO emissions from gasoline powered engines are higher during winter months due to poor engine 
efficiency in cold temperatures.  Various industrial processes also produce CO emissions through incomplete 
combustion of fossil fuels. 
 
Effects – CO does not irritate the respiratory tract, however, it passes through the lungs directly into the blood stream 
and, by interfering with the transfer of oxygen, deprives sensitive tissues of oxygen. 
 
NITROGEN OXIDES (NOX) 
Characteristics – It primarily consists of nitric oxides (NO) (a colorless, odorless gas formed from atmospheric 
nitrogen and oxygen when petroleum combustion takes place under high temperatures and/or pressure) and nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2) (a reddish-brown irritating gas formed by the combination of nitric oxide with oxygen).  Due to the role 
they play as ozone precursors, oxides of nitrogen are treated as non-attainment pollutants in Santa Barbara County. 
 
Sources – High combustion temperatures cause nitrogen and oxygen to combine and form nitric oxide.  Further 
reaction produces additional oxides of nitrogen.  Combustion in motor vehicle engines, power plants, refineries and 
other industrial operations are the primary sources in the region.  Ships, railroads and aircraft are other significant 
emitters. 
 
Effects – Oxides of nitrogen are direct participants in photochemical smog reactions.  The emitted compound, nitric 
oxide, combines with oxygen in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight, to form nitrogen dioxide and ozone.  
Nitrogen dioxide, the most significant of these pollutants, can color the atmosphere at concentrations as low as 0.5 ppm 
on days of 210-mile visibility.  NO2 is an important air pollutant in the region because it is a primary receptor of 
ultraviolet light.  The latter initiates photochemical reactions, helping to form ozone and/or particulate nitrate.  It will 
also react in the air to form nitrate particulates. 
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TABLE 1 (con’t) 
Description of Selected Air Contaminants 

 
 
 
SULFUR DIOXIDE (SO2) 
Characteristics – SO 2 is a colorless, pungent, irritating gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-containing 
fossil fuels.  In humid atmospheres, SO2 can form sulfur trioxide and sulfuric acid mist, with some of the latter 
eventually reacting to produce sulfate particulates. 
 
Sources –This contaminant is the natural combustion product of sulfur or sulfur-containing fuels.  Fuel combustion is 
the major source, while chemical plants, sulfur recovery plants, and metal processing are minor contributors. 
 
Effects – At sufficiently high concentrations, sulfur dioxide irritates the upper respiratory tract.  At lower 
concentrations, when in conjunction with particulates, SO2 appears able to do still greater harm by injuring lung tissues.  
Sulfur oxides, in combination with moisture and oxygen, can yellow the leaves of plants, dissolve marble and eat away 
iron and steel.  Sulfur oxides can also react to form sulfates which reduce visibility.. 
 
PARTICULATES (PM10 and PM2.5) 
Characteristics – Atmospheric particulates are made up of finely divided solids or liquids such as soot, dust, aerosols, 
fumes and mists.  About 90 percent by weight of the emitted particles are larger than 10 microns in diameter, but about 
10 percent by weight, or 90 percent of the total number of particulates are less than 5 microns in diameter.  The 
aerosols formed in the atmosphere, primarily sulfate and nitrate, are usually smaller than 1 micron.  In areas close to 
major sources, particulate concentrations are generally higher in the winter, when more fuel is burned for heating, and 
meteorological conditions favor the build-up of directly-emitted contaminants.  However, in areas remote from major 
sources and subject to photochemical smog (ozones), particulate concentrations can be higher during summer months 
because the presence of ozone increases the potential for SO2 and NO2 to convert to sulfate and nitrate particulates. 
 
Sources – Particulate matter consists of particles in the atmosphere resulting from many kinds of dust and fume-
producing industrial and agricultural operations, from combustion, and from atmospheric photochemical reactions.  Re-
entrained road dust from vehicles is a significant source of particulates.  Natural activities also put particulates into the 
atmosphere; wind-raised dust and ocean spray are two such sources of particulates. 
 
Effects – In the respiratory tract very small particles of certain substances may produce injury by themselves, or may 
contain absorbed gases/toxins that are carcinogenic and/or injurious.  Suspended in the air, particulates less than 2.5 
microns in diameter can both scatter and absorb sunlight, producing haze and reducing visibility.  They can also cause a 
wide range of damage to materials. 
 
HYDROCARBONS AND OTHER ORGANIC GASES (THC, CH4 NMHC, AHC, NHC) 
Characteristics –  Any of the vast family of compounds consisting of hydrogen and carbon in various combinations 
are known as hydrocarbons.  Fossil fuels are included in this group.  Many hydrocarbon compounds are major air 
pollutants, and those which can be classified as olefins or aromatics are highly photochemically reactive.  Atmospheric 
hydrocarbon concentrations are generally higher in winter because the reactive hydrocarbons react more slowly in the 
winter and meteorological conditions are more favorable to their accumulating in the atmosphere to higher 
concentration before producing photochemical oxidants.  Due to the role they play as ozone precursors, reactive 
hydrocarbons are treated as non-attainment pollutants in Santa Barbara County. 
 
Sources – Motor vehicles are a major source of anthropogenic hydrocarbons (AHC) in the basin.  Other sources 
include evaporation of organic solvents and petroleum refining and marketing operations.  Trees are the principal 
emitters of biogenic or natural hydrocarbons (NHC) (Chameides, 1988). 
 
Effects -  Certain hydrocarbons can damage plants by inhibiting growth and causing flowers and leaves to fall.  Levels 
of hydrocarbons currently measured in urban areas are not known to cause adverse effects in humans.  However, 
certain members of this contaminant group are important components in the reactions which produce photochemical 
oxidants. 
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Figure 1. 2002 Santa Barbara County Planning Emission Inventory for ROC and NOx. 
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Source: 2007 Clean Air Plan 
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Figure 2. Santa Barbara County Annual Average PM10 Source Apportionment (%) 

Background, 51.5%

Vehicle, 21.1%

Limestone, 0.4%
Secondary, 10.2%

Geological, 16.9%

 
Source: Santa Barbara County Particulate Matter Emission Reduction Study, 1991 
Vehicle Category: includes trucks, buses, heavy farm equipment, ships, trains, ships, aircraft. It does not include road 
or soil dust created by vehicles.    
 
 
 
 
Table 2. 2003 Santa Barbara County PM10/PM2.5 Emission Inventory (onshore and OCS) 
Source Category PM10 PM10 Source Category PM2.5 PM2.5

tons/yr % tons/yr %
Waste Burning 1,607 17.64 Waste Burning 1,430 30.64
Paved Road Dust 1,544 16.94 Ships and Commercial Boats 1,055 22.61
Construction/Demolition 1,292 14.18 Wood Combustion - Fireplaces 399 8.55
Ships and Commercial Boats 1,145 12.57 Construction/Demolition 269 5.76
Unpaved Road Dust 920 10.10 Paved Road Dust 260 5.57
Farming Operations 916 10.05 Farming Operations 204 4.37
Wood Combustion - Fireplaces 415 4.55 Unpaved Road Dust 195 4.18
Mineral Processes 228 2.50 On-Road Motor Vehicles - exhaust 152 3.26
On-Road Motor Vehicles - exhaust 204 2.24 Off-Road Equipment 144 3.09
Windblown Dust 193 2.12 Farm Equipment 77 1.65
Off-Road Equipment 146 1.60 Mineral Processes 74 1.59
Farm Equipment 77 0.85 Wood Combustion - Woodstoves 65 1.39
Wood Combustion - Woodstoves 68 0.75 Food and Agriculture Processing 55 1.18
Other 357 3.92 Other 288 6.17   
Source: Santa Barbara County APCD - SB 656 Report, 2006
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Table 3. State and Federal Air Quality Standards 

California Air Resources Board (5/17/06) 
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Table 3 con’t  State and Federal Air Quality Standards 
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Figure 3. Historical Santa Barbara County Ozone Exceedances (1990-2006) 

42

39
37 37

25

18

22
24 23

10

15

3

6 5
3

7

2
0 1

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

19
88

19
89

19
90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

Year

Nu
m

be
r 
of

 E
xc

ee
da

nc
e 

Da
ys

State 1-hour
Federal 8-hour

 
Source: 2007 Clean Air Plan 
 
Figure 4. Historical Santa Barbara County PM10 Exceedances (1993-2002*) 

 
* PM10 data for 2003, 2004, and 2005 is currently not available. 
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Air Quality Planning  
 
The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (FCAAA) 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 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 FCAAA and the 1988 CCAA, 
the level of Santa Barbara County’s ozone problem originally resulted in the county being 
classified as a “moderate” non-attainment area.    
 
Since the passage of the 1990 FCAAA, six Clean Air Plan updates have been developed for Santa 
Barbara County: 1) 1993 Rate of Progress Plan; 2) 1994 Clean Air Plan (1-Hour Ozone 
Attainment Demonstration Plan); 3) 1998 Clean Air Plan; 4) 2001 Clean Air Plan (Maintenance 
Plan); 5) 2004 Clean Air Plan (State Triennial Update); and, 6) 2007 Clean Air Plan.  The current 
Plan addresses the 8-hour federal maintenance designation requirements and the state triennial 
update requirements.   
 
Emission Regulation 
 
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 regulated by agencies other 
than Santa Barbara County APCD or ARB through CEQA and determinations of consistency 
with the CAP and other City and County General Plans. 
 
4.3.2 Thresholds of Significance 
 
This analysis follows the guidance and methodologies recommended in the Santa Barbara County 
APCD’s Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents, 2002, and the 
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, 2000.  Based on the adopted thresholds, a long term air 
quality impact from on-road motor vehicle activity is considered to be significant if NOx or ROC 
emission levels exceed 25 lbs per day or 4.56 tons per year. 
 
With respect to long term impacts, because the RTP itself does not directly generate the 
emissions, County thresholds associated with “new” or Indirect Source Review do not apply in 
this case.  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 
project results in mobile source emissions that exceed existing levels.  In this case, the pollutants 
of concern are ozone precursors (NOx and ROC), carbon monoxide and fine particulate matter. 
 
4.3.3 Project Impacts 
 
Implementation of the RTP 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.  Long term emissions would be generated indirectly by the on-
road vehicles, trains and aircraft which would utilize the capital improvements proposed. 
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Short Term Impacts 
 
There are currently no air quality thresholds for construction related emissions in Santa Barbara 
County.  However, given the scope of the infrastructure improvements identified in the 2008 
RTP, a discussion of potential short term impacts is warranted.  There are three basic sources of 
short term emissions which would be generated by implementation of the RTP.  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.  The significance of daily emissions, particularly ROC and 
NOx emissions, generated by construction equipment utilized to build RTP improvements would 
depend on the number vehicles used and the hours of operation.  The significance of fugitive dust 
(PM2.5 and PM10) emissions would depend upon the following factors: 1) the aerial extent of 
disturbed soils; 2) the length of disturbance time; 3) whether or not existing structures are 
demolished; 4) whether or not excavation is involved; and, 5) whether or not transport of 
excavated materials offsite is necessary.  The amount of ROC emissions emitted by oil-based 
substances such as asphalt is dependent upon the type and amount of asphalt utilized. 
 
Intersection improvements such as signalization, re-striping or signal coordination are not 
expected to generate significant short term impacts.  However, other RTP projects involve 
grading and paving, or the construction of permanent facilities.  Although any individual 
improvement may not generate significant short-term emissions, it is highly likely that several 
improvements would be under construction simultaneously, generating cumulative construction 
emissions which could impact air quality.  Therefore, short term impacts generated by 
implementation of the RTP are considered to be potentially significant although no established 
threshold is available to gauge the severity of the impact. 
 
Long Term Impacts 
 
The list of capital improvement projects of the 2008 RTP include widening of existing roadways 
and bridges, construction of new roadways, and construction of new transit and airport facilities.  
Of all these projects, the roadway projects are considered to be the greatest source of long term 
emissions because ozone precursors are generated primarily by on-road vehicles.  The 2007 CAP 
contains countywide emission estimates reflecting both existing and future conditions.  The 
mobile emission estimates within these inventories assume a vehicle fleet growth from 289,530 
vehicles in 2002 to 425,855 vehicles in 2020.  The emission estimates also considered all types of 
emitting modes, e.g., cold start, hot start, hot stabilized, diurnal running exhaust and tire wear.  
The 2007 CAP indicates that ROC and NOx emissions are anticipated to decline due to advances 
in alternate fuels, more stringent engine emission regulations, and fleet turnover.  However, 
because this estimate of future emissions projects only out to the year 2020, it does not take into 
consideration overall growth in population, housing, employment, vehicles, vehicle activity 
(vehicle starts and vehicle miles of travel), or speed distribution changes that may result during 
the full 20 year forecast horizon of the 2008 RTP. 
 
Long-term Impact Emissions Analysis 
 
1)  Threshold of Significance Analysis 
 
This analysis compares the 2002 on-road mobile source emissions estimate from the 2007 CAP to 
the total countywide 2030 on-road emissions estimate of the 2008 RTP.  The latter estimate 
incorporates all the roadway and transit improvement projects (no demand management projects) 
listed in the 2008 RTP out to 2030.  Since the two emission estimates are different (CAP reflects 
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existing conditions while the 2008 RTP projects out 20+ years beyond the existing conditions), 
emissions related to growth (e.g., population, employment) and changes to the vehicle fleet 
composition will play a significant role in the outcome of the analysis.  If countywide ROC or 
NOx emissions associated with the 2008 RTP does not exceed the 2007 CAP emission estimate 
for 2002, then the long-term air quality Threshold of Significance will not be violated. 
 
2)  Planned – No-Project Emissions Analysis  
 
This analysis compares the on-road mobile source emissions incorporating all applicable roadway 
and transit improvement projects (no demand management projects) in the 2008 RTP “planned 
scenario” to the on-road mobile source emissions estimated to occur from not implementing any 
of the programmed or planned roadway improvement projects listed in the RTP (No-Project).   
This analysis is holistic in scope with all improvements considered as a program rather than on a 
project by project basis.  Since the “No-Project” and “Planned” scenarios are applied to the same 
future year, emissions related to growth (e.g., population, employment) and changes in the 
vehicle fleet composition do not factor into the analysis.  Hence, this emissions analysis 
isolates/reflects only the emissions impact associated with the capital improvements as identified 
in the “Planned” scenario or the lack of improvements in the “No Project” scenario.  The analysis 
is based on the 2030 forecast horizon year of the 2008 RTP.  If the “Planned” scenario emissions 
are less than the No-Project emissions, it will demonstrate that long term regional emissions will 
be less by implementing the programmed and planned projects in the 2008 RTP.  
 
3)  Planned  - Programmed Emissions Analysis  
 
This analysis compares the on-road mobile source emissions incorporating all applicable roadway 
and transit improvement projects (no demand management projects) in the 2008 RTP “planned 
scenario” to the on-road mobile source emissions estimated to occur from implementing just 
those roadway and transit improvement projects which currently have funding commitments 
(Programmed).  The analysis is holistic in scope with all improvements considered as a program 
rather than on a project by project basis.  Again, since the “Programmed” and “Planned” 
scenarios are applied to the same future year, emissions related to growth (e.g., population, 
employment) and changes in the vehicle fleet composition do not factor into the analysis.  The 
analysis is based on the 2030 forecast horizon year of the 2008 RTP.  If the “Planned” scenario 
emissions are less than the “Programmed” scenario emissions, it will demonstrate that long term 
regional emissions will be less by implementing the planned projects in the 2008 RTP.  
 
The socio-economic growth projections used for the 2008 RTP on-road mobile source emissions 
analysis were based on Regional Growth Forecast 2002 (RGF 2002) SBCAG, March 2002.  RGF 
2002 projects countywide population, housing, and employment growth out to the year 2030.  
These projections reflected the latest socio-economic planning assumptions for the county.   
 
Traffic growth and characteristics were generated by SBCAG’s network travel demand model.  
The Santa Barbara Travel 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 projected in RGF 2002 (e.g., population increases, land use 
development) will impact travel demand in the County.   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.   
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On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Analysis 

The on-road mobile source emissions estimates for the 2008 RTP were produced with the EPA 
approved EMFAC2007 emission inventory model developed by the the California Air Resources 
Board for use in California.   EMFAC calculates emission factors which are used as input to the 
activity module to produce an on-road mobile source emissions inventory.  EMFAC uses inputs 
on the types of vehicles in use, vehicle speeds, vehicle operating conditions (e.g.,  cold starts, hot 
starts, hot stabilized running etc.,) and temperature corrections (for diurnal and hot soak 
evaporative processes) to generate on-road vehicle emission factors.  These emission factors are 
applied to the appropriate on-road activity data (e.g., VMT, VMT by speed class, and number of 
trips for each vehicle type and technology group) stratified by time of day (to account for diurnal 
ambient temperature variations) to produce a countywide on-road mobile source emissions 
estimate.  
 
On-Road Activity Data Inputs 
 
On-road activity data inputs (county-wide VMT, vehicle trips, and VMT by speed class 
distribution (SCD) were generated using the Santa Barbara Travel Model.  These activity 
estimates/forecasts are based on planning and analytical assumptions (e.g., RGF 2002) and are 
methodologically consistent with the on-road activity data used for the 2007 CAP.  The on-road 
activity results generated by the Santa Barbara Travel model were used as input to the EMFAC 
emissions model.  The activity inputs were apportioned by vehicle type, vehicle technology 
group, and time period based on ARB distributions for Santa Barbara County.  For purposes of 
emissions modeling, all on-road activity data was stratified into 24 1-hour time periods.  Summer 
ozone temperatures for each EMFAC time period were derived from the 10 worst episodic days 
monitored in Santa Barbara County. 
 
EMFAC computes the emissions associated with the following emitting: 
 
1)  running exhaust emissions based on VMT; 
2)  cold start incremental emissions and hot start incremental emissions based on the number 

of trips as a function of time after engine shutoff; 
3)  diurnal emissions based on numbers of vehicles; 
4)  hot soak emissions based on total numbers of trips; 
5)  evaporative running losses based on VMT; and, 
6) resting loss emissions based on numbers of vehicles. 
 
ARB distributions were used to allocate VMT and vehicle trips by time period.  
 
To compute running emissions, each time period's VMT total was stratified into 13 speed classes 
(0 - 65 in 5 mile increments).  Hence, there are 24 VMT by Speed Class Distributions (SCD), one 
for each hour of the day.   
 
The emissions associated with vehicle starts are accounted for in the EMFAC model based on the 
distribution of these trips by vehicle classification, vehicle technology class, and operating mode.  
This allows the model to compute emissions associated with vehicle starts and evaporative 
processes (for ROC).  EMFAC adds these emissions to running emissions to compute total on-
road mobile source emissions. 
 
As required by the EMFAC model, vehicle trips were stratified into the 12 vehicle type 
classifications: Light Duty Auto (LDA); Light Duty Truck (LDT1 and LDT2); Medium Duty 
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Truck (MDT); Urban Bus Diesel (UBD); School Bus (SBUS), Light Heavy Duty Truck (LHDT1 
and LHDT2), Medium Heavy Duty Truck (MHDT), Heavy-Heavy Duty Truck (HHDT); Mobile 
Home (MH); and, Motorcycle (MCY).  The distribution of each vehicle type by age (model year), 
operating mode (cold start, hot start), and technology class (e.g. catalytic, non-catalytic, diesel) 
was based on the most recent ARB distributions for Santa Barbara County.  Light-duty vehicle 
age distributions were based on 2000-2002 vehicle registration data for Santa Barbara County.   
 
The EMFAC activity data summaries for the 2030 “No-Project”, “Programmed”, and “Planned” 
scenario emission estimates are provided in Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6 respectively.   These 
inputs reflect roadway and transit improvement projects for each of the scenarios analyzed.  The 
impact of demand management and other alternative mode projects (pedestrian/bicycle) on 
vehicle activity must be computed as a post processing step if applicable.   
 
Regional Emissions Analysis Results 
 
Table 7 shows the results of the Threshold of Significance analysis.  The results of the 
comparative emissions analysis of each RTP scenario are provided in Table 8.  The latter analysis 
is based on annual emissions which were computed for each scenario by summing 66.6% of the 
daily summer planning inventory and 33.3% of the daily winter planning inventory and 
multiplying by 365 days.  ROC and NOx are combined given that they are the two primary ozone 
precursor gases emitted by on-road mobile sources.  EMFAC output for the 2030 No-Build, 2030 
Programmed and 2030 Planned are provided in Figures 5, 6 and 7 respectively. 
 
Table 7.  Threshold of Significance Results (Roadway and Transit Improvements) 
Scenario Analysis 

  Year 
ROC 

(t/day) 
 

NOx 
(t/day) 

 

CO 
(t/day) 

PM10 
(t/day)* 

2007 Clean Air Plan  2002 13.28 18.84 128.69 0.56 
2008 RTP-Planned Scenario 2030  

3.22 
 

4.21 
 

23.02 
0.68 

* PM10 includes tire wear and brake wear emissions 
 
Table 8.  Annual Regional Emissions Analysis (Roadway and Transit Improvements) 
RTP Alternative Annual Emissions 

ROC + NOx (t/y) 
Annual Emissions 

CO (t/y) 
Annual Emissions 

PM10 (t/y)* 
2030 No-Project  

2,715.6 
 

8,657.8 
255.5 

2030 Programmed 2,737.5 8,785.55 262.8 
2030 Planned  

2,708.3 
 

8,402.3 
248.2 

* PM10 includes tire wear and brake wear emissions 
 
As shown in Table 7, implementation of the 2008 RTP does not violate the ozone impact 
Threshold of Significance..  This is due primarily to more stringent vehicle emission controls 
combined with fleet turnover over the 20-year forecast horizon. These emission trends are 
anticipated to occur despite projected growth in the vehicle population and vehicle activity.  
However, the analysis shows that PM10 emissions will increase by 0.12 tons per day by the Year 
2030 with implementation of the RTP’s planned and programmed projects.  This increase can be 
primarily attributed to increases in VMT and vehicles trips which, in turn, generate additional 
brake and tire wear.  While the increase in PM10 emissions can be considered an adverse impact, 
the increase would be less than 10% when compared with the 2002 baseline.  Additional 
discussion regarding particulate matter emissions is contained in the Toxics section below.  
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Table 8 indicates that the “Planned” alternative will result in lower on-road emissions of ozone 
precursor gases of ROC and NOx combined when compared with the “No Build” and 
“Programmed” scenarios.  Also, emissions of CO, and PM10 would be less for the “Planned” 
scenario relative to the “No-Project” and “Programmed” alternatives.   The lower emission results 
under the “Planned” alternative are primarily due to increased average vehicle speeds resulting 
from the capacity increasing projects (ROC and CO) and increased transit ridership (ROC, NOx, 
CO, and PM10).  
 
As shown in Table 8, the ozone precursor emissions (ROC and NOx) are slightly higher under the 
“Programmed” scenario when compared to the “No Build” scenario.  This is due to a slightly 
higher estimate of Countywide VMT (approx. 15.3 million for the “Programmed” scenario versus 
14.9 million for the “No Build” scenario) and higher average vehicle speeds resulting from the 
“Programmed” scenario’s capacity-increasing projects.  The increase is relatively insignificant 
and will be further reduced through the implementation of other projects not accounted for in the 
traffic model and air quality analysis (such as APCD’s Vehicle Buyback Program, Intelligent 
Transportation Systems projects, transportation demand management programs, and 
pedestrian/bicycle projects). 
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Consistent with the transportation control measures in the 2007 CAP (Table 9), the 2008 RTP 
identifies other means of reducing potential emissions beyond what can be reflected in SBCAG’s 
travel model e.g., TDM programs, pedestrian/bicycle improvements, commuter rail 
improvements etc. Qualitatively, these RTP projects serve to promote the implementation of the 
transportation control measures (TCMs) identified in the 2007 CAP and will help offset the .02 
t/d NOx difference between the “Planned” and “Programmed” RTP alternatives. 
 
Table 9. 2007 CAP TCMs 
Currently Adopted  
T-1    Trip Reduction Ordinance 
T-2    Employer Based Transportation Demand Management Programs                      
T-3   Work Schedule Changes                              
T-4    Area-wide Ridesharing Incentives                   
T-5    Improve Commuter Public Transit Service 
T-6    High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes/High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes 
T-7    Traffic Flow Improvements             
T-8    Parking Management                      
T-9    Park-and-Ride / Fringe Parking                     
T-10   Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs                    
T-13   Accelerated Retirement of Vehicles 
T-17   Telecommunications                        
T-18   Alternative Fuels 
T-19   Public Education 
T-20   Parking Management to Reduce Non-commute Single Occupant Vehicle Use 
 
Proposed For Further Study                              T-9 Park and Ride (new project) 
 
Proposed As Contingency Measures  
T-21   Enhanced Inspection and Maintenance Program 
 
 
Other Non-CEQA Air Quality Assessments 
 
1)  Greenhouse Gases 
 
At this time, federal, state, or local air quality planning legislation has not formally established 
thresholds for evaluating project level greenhouse gas emissions.  However, in recognition of this 
emerging public policy issue, a quantitative assessment of greenhouse gas emissions is included 
in the 2008 RTP.  . 
 
The “Greenhouse Effect” refers to the Earth’s ability to capture heat absorbed from the sun and 
the Earth’s surface.  Solar radiation from the sun passes through the atmosphere, 30% of which is 
immediately reflected back out into space.  The other 70% is radiated back from the earth and 
absorbed by greenhouse gas chemicals, such as carbon dioxide, which leads to a subsequent 
warming effect underneath the atmosphere.  This is a natural cycle that provides an average 
temperature of approximately 60 degrees Fahrenheit on the surface of the earth.  A growing body 
of scientific evidence has shown that increasing greenhouse gas emissions from anthropogenic 
sources (such as fossil fuel combustion) have the potential to generate large-scale global 
temperature increases (global warming).  The major greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide 
(CO2) and methane (CH4).  This analysis focuses on CO2 emissions, since emissions of methane 
from transportation account for less than 5% of the total greenhouse gas emissions statewide. 



 
 21 

 
The California Air Resources Board estimates that CO2 comprises approximately 90% of all 
GHG emissions statewide.  Air quality monitoring has shown that atmospheric concentrations of 
CO2 have been increasing, most likely a result of increased combustion of fossil fuels.   
According to the California Air Resources Board, the combustion of fuels related to 
transportation (including air travel) accounts for approximately 38% of total CO2 emissions 
statewide, with gasoline consumption (i.e. on-road mobile sources) accounting for the greatest 
portion of the transportation emissions.   
 
The impetus for climate change legislation in the state was Assembly Bill 32 – The California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.  AB 32 requires the California Air Resources Board to 
establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for the year 2020, based on 1990 levels of GHG 
emissions.  Assembly Bill 1493, which was enacted in September 2004 (a few years before AB 
32 was passed), can be seen as the mobile source component of AB 32 in that it requires vehicles 
manufactured after the year 2009 to adhere to CO2 emission standards.  The trend in increasing 
CO2 emissions will likely continue until AB 1493 kicks in, as those vehicles manufactured after 
the year 2009 are incorporated into the overall vehicle fleet.   California Air Resources Board 
staff has estimated that the CO2 emission standards established by AB 1493 will result in an 18% 
reduction in GHG emissions by 2020 and a 27% reduction by 2030. 
 
As mentioned above, neither the state nor the Santa Barbara County APCD has established 
significance thresholds for CO2.  For informational purposes, an analysis of 2030 CO2 emissions 
was completed and is shown in Table 10.  Results indicate that the 2008 RTP “Planned” scenario 
achieves the lowest CO2 emissions (7,310 t/d) of the three RTP alternatives.  However, this level 
is greater than the 2002 baseline reported in the 2007 CAP (See Figures 5, 6 and 7 for EMFAC 
CO2 output).  
 
 
Table 10. Carbon Dioxide Emission Comparison 

Analysis 
CO2 Emissions  

(tons/day) 
2007 Clean Air Plan – Year 2002 4,970 
2008 RTP “No Build” – Year 2030 7,450 
2008 RTP “Programmed” – Year 2030 7,610 
2008 RTP “Planned” – Year 2030 7,310 

 
 
Results indicate the following: 
 

• By the Year 2030, in the absence of federal and state regulations, CO2 emissions from 
on-road mobile sources will increase by roughly 50%. 

• Looking at the RTP projects in isolation, the “Programmed” scenario would result in the 
addition of 160 tons (a 2% increase) of CO2 emissions per day when compared with the 
“No Build” scenario.  This can be attributed to higher VMT estimates for light-duty 
vehicles under the “Programmed” scenario. 

• Of the three alternatives, the “Planned” scenario would result in the least amount of CO2 
emissions in the Year 2030.  Implementation of the “Planned” projects would reduce CO2 
emissions by 140 tons per day compared to the “No Build” scenario. 
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Put into perspective, on-road mobile source emissions of CO2 in Santa Barbara County represent 
about 3% of the total CO2 emitted statewide in the Year 2030.  On a global scale, this represents a 
miniscule amount of the total internationally.  Therefore, it can be concluded that CO2 emissions 
generated from regional transportation projects in Santa Barbara County will not lead to any 
significant worldwide increase in global temperatures. 
 
Despite this limited effect, it is incumbent by SBCAG, as a member of the worldwide 
community, to encourage trip reduction and alternative mode choice to reduce the rate of growth 
in VMT.  The SBCAG Traffic Solutions programs and alternative mode projects help to achieve 
these reductions in the rate of VMT growth. 
 
2)  Toxics 
 
In 1998, the California Air Resources Board identified particulate matter from diesel fueled 
engines as a toxic air contaminant.  In urban areas, diesel particulates contribute approximately 70 
percent of the known cancer risk associated with toxic air contaminants in California.  Diesel 
particulates are emitted directly by diesel powered motor vehicles and are typically in the form of 
PM2.5.  Secondary particulates are formed in the atmosphere through chemical reactions – 
typically involving oxides of nitrogen, sulfur dioxide and ammonia forming ammonium nitrate 
and ammonium sulfate particles.  These secondary particulates are also commonly measured in 
the PM2.5 size range.  At this time, there are no CEQA thresholds established for mobile source 
project level toxics. For informational purposes, an analysis of 2030 on-road mobile source diesel 
PM10 emissions (primary) and diesel NOx and SOx (as surrogates for secondary PM10) is shown 
in Table 11. Results indicate that for diesel PM10 and SOx – there are no discerning differences 
between the 2008 RTP scenarios.   Conversely, diesel NOx emissions under the “Programmed” 
and “Planned” scenarios are greater than the “No-Build” RTP scenario. This is primarily due to 
increased average vehicle speeds resulting from the planned capacity increasing projects in the 
2008 RTP and increased transit service (i.e., greater diesel urban bus activity).  As shown below, 
the 2008 RTP emission forecasts - regardless of which scenario - are less than the 2020 forecasts 
documented in the 2007 CAP (See Figures 5, 6 and 7 for EMFAC diesel PM10 and NOx output). 
 
 
Table 11. On-Road Mobile Source Toxics Comparison  

Vehicle Activity Diesel PM10 
(tons/day) 

Diesel NOx 
(tons/day) 

SOx 
(tons/day)

2007 Clean Air Plan (2020) 0.12 2.75 0.07 
2008 RTP No-Build (2030) 0.09 1.75 0.07 
2008 RTP Programmed (2030) 0.09 1.76 0.07 
2008 RTP Planned (2030) 0.09 1.85 0.07 

 
 
3) Re-entrained Road Dust  
 
As part of the scoping for this EIR, comments were received regarding the human health risks 
associated with re-entrained road dust.  The concern was premised on the fact that 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. 
The synergistic affects of road dust (typically measured as PM10) with ozone, the hazardous 
constituents of re-entrained road dust itself (carcinogens, irritants, pathogens) and how they can 
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contribute to respiratory illnesses such as asthma and allergies were emphasized and cited as part 
of this correspondence.    
 
In Santa Barbara County, direct tailpipe emissions of particulate matter from motor vehicles only 
represent approximately 2-3 percent of the anthropogenic PM10 inventory.  Conversely, re-
entrained road dust emissions are estimated to represent 17 percent of the PM10 planning 
inventory (Table 2).  Within the urbanized areas of the County where on-road activity levels are 
the greatest (e.g., Santa Barbara and Santa Maria), this percentage increases (SB676 Report, 
APCD, 2006).  Although on-road mobile source activity is a factor in generating re-entrained 
road dust emissions, this source of fine particulates is not directly addressed as part of the on-road 
mobile source emission inventory.  Instead, paved road dust is classified as an area source by the 
California Air Resources Board and the Santa Barbara County APCD.    
 
In 2003, the California Legislature enacted SB656 to reduce public exposure of airborne 
particulate matter. SB656 required the California Air Resources Board to develop and adopt by 
January 1, 2005 a list of readily available, feasible and cost-effective control measures that could 
be employed by the California Air Resources Board and local air districts (i.e., Santa Barbara 
County APCD) to reduce PM10 and PM2.5.  In response to SB656, the Santa Barbara County 
APCD has identified several control measures aimed at reducing PM10 and PM2.5 emissions.  
These measures are described in Table 12. 
 
The most applicable measure to on-road vehicles listed in Table 12 – specifically to re-entrained 
road dust – is Source Category 1: implementation of street sweeping requirements using PM10 
efficiency sweepers.  This measure is most applicable to the urbanized areas of the County given 
that vehicle related particulate emissions comprise a greater percentage of the anthropogenic 
particulate emission profile in these areas (SB656 Report, APCD, 2006). At this time, the two 
most populated Cities in Santa Barbara County, Santa Barbara and Santa Maria, each implement 
street sweeping programs.   
 
There are no existing or proposed policies in the 2008 RTP that either encourage or discourage 
the practice of street sweeping on city streets.  RTP Policy 7.5 does encourage the use of 
alternative fuels which applies to the street sweeping vehicles themselves. Street sweeping 
vehicles are typically diesel powered which may offset to some degree the benefit of reducing re-
entrained road dust particles off the street by directly emitting diesel particulates and NOx.  
APCD policies encourage that future alternative fuel funding decisions be made with a greater 
emphasis on alternative fuel infrastructure development projects to promote city fleet conversions 
to alternative fuel technologies.  The APCD policy further encourages future alternative fuel 
funding decisions to be made with a greater emphasis on dedicated fuel vehicle purchases rather 
than conversion projects and, the local application of proven technologies as opposed to projects 
which promote technological innovations and the greater promotion of the application of controls 
to address a specific technology type or fuel (e.g., heavy duty diesel trucks).  These policies serve 
to minimize the potential pollutant tradeoff (re-entrained road dust vs. directly emitted PM210/2.5 
and NOx) from the county’s existing and future street sweeping programs.  
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Table 12. Santa Barbara County Proposed PM10 & PM2.5 Control Strategy 

Source Category 1  
Source Contributor:  Paved Roads 
Control Description: Establish requirements for sweeping existing roads using PM10 

efficiency sweepers. 
Expected Cost Effectiveness, $/ton 
PM10 reduced: 

 
$33 - $1070 

Expected Emission Control 
Efficiency, %: 

PM10 efficient sweeper reduces street soil loading by 86%; non-
PM10 efficient sweeper reduces street soil loading by 55%. 

Rule Adoption Timeline: 2007/2008 
Source Category 2  
Source Contributor:  Unpaved Roads 
Control Description: Set control requirements for unpaved roads (e.g., setting speed 

limits). 
Expected Cost Effectiveness, $/ton 
PM10 reduced: 

 
$1100 

Expected Emission Control 
Efficiency, %: 

 
1 

Rule Adoption Timeline: 2008/2010 
Source Category 3  
Source Contributor:  Construction/Demolition 
Control Description: Establish requirements for earthmoving, demolition, and grading 

operations including the following: 
 
a. applying water 
b. posting speed limits to 15 mph 
c. require dust control plans for designated projects 
d. setting minimum soil moisture for earthmoving activities 
e. applying chemical stabilizers/dust suppressants 
 

Expected Cost Effectiveness, $/ton 
PM10 reduced: 

 
$300 - $86,000 

Expected Emission Control 
Efficiency, %: 

 
13 – 84 

Rule Adoption Timeline: 2009/2011 
  

*Based on a request by the County Fire Department, the APCD is also considering revising APCD Rule 312 in the 
2006-07 timeframe.  This rule revision would apply a no-burning restriction of any combustible refuse in an open 
outdoor fire in the North County – which is currently the only area in the County not subject to existing rule. 
  
 
Clean Air Plan Consistency Analysis 
 
Vehicle use, energy consumption, and associated pollutant emissions are directly related to 
population growth.  If the 2007 CAP growth assumptions are likely to be exceeded as a result of 
the proposed RTP improvements, then the RTP cannot be found consistent with the CAP. To 
determine consistency, several comparisons can be made to gauge the growth inducing impacts of 
the RTP with the growth assumptions of the 2004 CAP.  Namely, these are the socio-economic 
assumptions (population, housing and employment), vehicle activity assumptions (VMT and 
trips) and resulting ozone precursor emissions (ROC + NOx).   
 
The socio-economic assumptions for both the 2008 RTP and 2007 CAP are based on SBCAG’s 
2002 Regional Growth Forecast.  Additionally, both planning efforts used the same model data 
inputs, resulting in matching vehicle activity output from the the traffic model.  Therefore, the 
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emissions estimates for the future years are identical when comparing the 2008 RTP and the 2007 
CAP. 
 
Another consideration of consistency is how the 2008 RTP implements/promotes the on-road 
mobile source emission control strategy in the 2007 CAP.   Table 13 lists the 2008 RTP policies 
that promote the on-road mobile source air quality objectives in the 2007 CAP.  More 
specifically, Table 14 lists the projects and programs approved by the SBCAG board as part of 
the 101 In-Motion process for incorporation into the 2008 RTP.  All of the projects and programs 
listed were adopted as Transportation Control Measures in the 2007 Clean Air Plan.   
 
Outside the Highway 101 Corridor, several of the RTP roadway improvement projects provide 
improved access to areas with existing or anticipated congestion.  Major extension projects 
include: the Central Avenue extension in Lompoc; the Union Valley Parkway and McCoy Lane 
extensions in and around the City of Santa Maria; the Fowler and Ekwill extensions and the 
construction of missing Cathedral Oaks Road segments in the City of Goleta; and the extension of 
Via Real and Carpinteria Avenue in Carpinteria.  These extensions would cross primarily 
undeveloped agricultural and /or open space areas.  However, these projects are needed due to a 
lack of sufficient roadway capacity or are proposed in local Circulation Elements as necessary to 
reduce future congestion anticipated as local General Plans are built out.  It can be argued that 
these extensions mitigate the potential adverse impacts associated with planned growth on the 
existing system by providing additional capacity, improving system efficiency and reducing 
forecast congestion levels. 
 
Furthermore, a congestion management program (CMP) for Santa Barbara County was adopted 
in January, 1992 and was most recently updated in 2003.  This program is closely related to the 
RTP in that the RTP includes several improvements which were originally proposed in the CMP. 
The CMP identifies congestion reduction mechanisms for the CMP network which also serve to 
reduce air emissions.  These mechanisms include:  traffic analyses which assess impacts and 
provide appropriate mitigation; consideration of system-wide improvements to improve 
circulation and/or reduce emissions as part of deficiency plans; and a policy calling for each 
jurisdiction to assure that future development will help to achieve a job/housing balance. 
 
In conclusion, the underlying socio-economic and vehicle activity growth assumptions between 
the 2007 CAP and 2008 RTP are identical.  Therefore, the ozone precursor emission estimates in 
the 2008 RTP are consistent with those projected in the 2007 CAP.  The 2008 RTP includes 
roadway and intersection improvements which reduce existing and future congestion, thereby 
reducing emissions.  Additionally, because the 2008 RTP includes policies and projects which 
promote the implementation of the 2007 CAP TCMs, the 2008 RTP is considered to be consistent 
with the 2007 CAP.  
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Table 13. 2008 RTP Policies that Promote Air Quality Improvement 

RTP Description
Policy

7.4 The RTP program of projects shall be in conformance with the 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) and meet the NAAQS as required
by the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990

7.5 Encourage the use of alternative fuels, alternative transportation 
modes, and the application of advanced transportation and energy
technologies to reduce vehicular emission and energy consumption

7.7 Encourage the use of Transit-Oriented Development land use 
planning to facilitate walking and biking and develop transit rider-
ship markets

7.8 Increase transportation system efficiency, improve mobility, reduce
travel demand and provide improved air qualtiy through the imple-
mentation of system management, demand management strategies
and Intelligent Transporation Systems (ITS) applications.

9.0 Promote bicycling as a commute alternative, providing access to 
activity and employment centers, interregional connectivity, and 
short trips.

11.0 Promote the provision of pedestrian facilities to encourage walking
as an alternative form of transportation and as an element of an inte-
grated multi-modal transportation system.

12.1 Encourage the increase in passenger rail service to and within 
Santa Barbara County

13.0 Promote  expansion of public transit services with the cunty to meet 
the mobility needs of residents and visitors, and as a means to re-
duce traffic and parking congestion.  
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Table 14. 2008 RTP Planned Projects/Programs for Highway 101 Corridor 
101-In-Motion Recommended Projects/Programs 

Adopted as TCMs for 2007 Clean Air Plan 

Add a Carpool/High Occupancy Lane both directions south of Milpas to County Line 

Enhanced rail service for commuters, Camarillo/Oxnard/Ventura to Goleta 

Increase express bus services to North County 

Connect local bus and shuttles with rail and regional services 

Provide bus priority on selected streets through signal priority, queue jumps, bulb-outs 

Provide vanpool/carpool trip reduction incentives 

Peak period parking management – apply variable parking rates as feasible by 
jurisdiction 

Encourage telecommuting and flexwork/time schedules by employers 

Promote individualized marketing for demand management strategies 

Add capacity and install meters at selected ramps 

Use Intelligent Transportation Systems technology to inform traveling public and 
smooth operations including: freeway service patrol, 511 phone service, internet traffic 
and transit reports and variable message signs 

 
 
4.34 Mitigation Measures 
 
To reduce potentially significant short-term emissions, the following mitigation measures should 
be applied to individual projects as they are implemented: 
 
[AQ-1] The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall ensure 

that Santa Barbara County APCD’s standard dust control measures are 
implemented.  The measures shall be noted on all construction plans and the local 
jurisdiction shall perform periodic site inspections. 

 
[AQ-2] The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall ensure 

that any haul trucks associated with the project are covered during the 
transportation of fill material.  This requirement shall be noted on all construction 
plans and the local jurisdiction shall perform periodic site inspections. 

 
[AQ-3] The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 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 
local jurisdiction of the construction schedule submitted in association with the 
project’s environmental review. 

 
[AQ-4] The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall ensure that the 

Best Available Control Technology is implemented to reduce short-term NOx  
emissions.  BACT measures shall include 2 degree timing retard, high pressure 
fuel injectors and reformulated diesel fuel, if available.  These measures shall be 
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noted on all construction plans and the local jurisdiction shall perform periodic 
site inspections. 

 
[AQ-5] The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall ensure that the 

implementing agency contributes monies for off-site mitigation in addition to 
performing the measures listed above.  Examples of current off-site mitigation 
programs include school bus replacement/conversion and the SBCAPCD Clean 
Air Express.  This mitigation shall be accomplished through the application of 
this condition by the responsible jurisdiction during the individual project’s 
environmental review. 

 
[AQ-6] The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall ensure that the 

removal of underground storage tanks is a permitted activity in accordance with 
SBCAPCD rules and regulations.  This shall be accomplished through the 
submittal of SBCAPCD permits to the local jurisdiction prior to issuance of a 
grading permit. 

 
 
[SB676] Source Category 1, implementation of street sweeping requirements using PM10 

efficiency sweepers. 
 
4.3.4 Residual Impacts 
 
Short-term, construction related emissions can be successfully mitigated to less than significant 
levels (Class II).  The operational impacts of the RTP on the attainment of state and federal air 
quality standards can be classified as beneficial (Class IV) in both the short term and long term. 
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Figure 5. 2008 RTP - 2030 No-Build Alternative EMFAC Output 
Title    : SBCAG 2008 RTP ‐ 2030 No Build
Version  : Emfac2007V2.3 Nov 1 2006 **WIS Enabled**
Run Date : 12/2/20078 08:36:42
Scen Year: 2030 ‐‐ All model years in the range 1986 to 2030 selected
Season   : Annual
Area     : Santa Barbara (SCC)
I/M Stat : Enhanced Basic (2005)
Emissions: Tons Per Day
********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** *********

‐   ‐   ‐   ‐    H  e  a  v  y   D  u  t  y   T  r  u  c  k  s   ‐   ‐   ‐  ‐
‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  Light Duty Passenger Cars  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐    Light Duty Trucks    ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  Medium Duty Trucks  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐  Gasoline Trucks  ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ Diesel Total HD Urban Motor‐ All

Non‐cat Cat Diesel Total Non‐cat Cat Diesel Total Non‐cat Cat Diesel Total Non‐cat Cat Total Trucks Trucks Buses cycles Vehicles
********* ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** *********
Vehicles 0 221649 42 221691 0 165580 377 165957 0 41760 3298 45058 0 5626 5626 6084 11710 250 16647 461313
VMT/1000 0 7456 1 7456 0 5689 10 5700 0 1518 125 1643 0 114 114 433 547 30 150 15526
Trips 0 1349170 204 1349380 0 1045670 1849 1047520 0 450204 39798 490002 0 54513 54513 122073 176586 2520 19667 3085670
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Reactive Organic Gas Emissions
Run Exh 0 0.08 0 0.08 0 0.14 0 0.14 0 0.04 0.01 0.05 0 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.08 0.01 0.4 0.75
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0 0 0.03
Start Ex 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.15 0 0.15 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.03 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.04 0.43

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 0.18 0 0.18 0 0.29 0 0.29 0 0.14 0.01 0.15 0 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.13 0.01 0.44 1.21

Diurnal 0 0.06 0 0.06 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.02 0 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.21
Hot Soak 0 0.13 0 0.13 0 0.18 0 0.18 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.36
Running 0 0.32 0 0.32 0 0.67 0 0.67 0 0.23 0 0.23 0 0.02 0.02 0 0.02 0 0.02 1.26
Resting 0 0.06 0 0.06 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.03 0 0.03 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.19

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total 0 0.75 0 0.75 0 1.32 0 1.32 0 0.46 0.01 0.47 0 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.15 0.01 0.53 3.23
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Carbon Monoxide Emissions
Run Exh 0 4.63 0 4.63 0 6.77 0.01 6.77 0 1.89 0.08 1.97 0 0.17 0.17 0.58 0.75 0.1 3.48 17.7
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.06 0 0.06 0 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.1 0 0 0.17
Start Ex 0 1.58 0 1.58 0 2.24 0 2.24 0 1.25 0 1.25 0 0.53 0.53 0 0.53 0.03 0.21 5.85

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 6.21 0 6.21 0 9.01 0.01 9.01 0 3.2 0.08 3.28 0 0.72 0.72 0.66 1.38 0.13 3.69 23.72
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions
Run Exh 0 0.42 0 0.42 0 0.76 0.02 0.78 0 0.25 0.18 0.43 0 0.06 0.06 1.05 1.11 0.22 0.2 3.16
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0 0.26 0.26 0 0 0.27
Start Ex 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.17 0 0.17 0 0.41 0 0.41 0 0.08 0.08 0 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.77

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 0.52 0 0.52 0 0.93 0.02 0.95 0 0.66 0.19 0.85 0 0.14 0.14 1.31 1.45 0.23 0.21 4.21
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Carbon Dioxide Emissions (000)
Run Exh 0 2.66 0 2.66 0 2.59 0 2.59 0 0.94 0.07 1.01 0 0.07 0.07 0.76 0.83 0.06 0.03 7.18
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0 0 0.02
Start Ex 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.25

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 2.76 0 2.76 0 2.69 0 2.69 0 0.98 0.07 1.05 0 0.07 0.07 0.77 0.85 0.06 0.03 7.45
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

PM10 Emissions
Run Exh 0 0.08 0 0.08 0 0.12 0 0.12 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0.06 0.06 0 0 0.31
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Start Ex 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.13 0 0.13 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0.06 0.06 0 0 0.34

TireWear 0 0.07 0 0.07 0 0.05 0 0.05 0 0.01 0 0.02 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.14
BrakeWr 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.08 0 0.08 0 0.02 0 0.02 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.22

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total 0 0.26 0 0.26 0 0.26 0 0.26 0 0.07 0 0.08 0 0 0 0.08 0.08 0 0 0.7
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Lead 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SOx 0 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.07
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Fuel Consumption (000 gallons)
Gasoline 0 284.09 0 284.09 0 276.98 0 276.98 0 101.1 0 101.1 0 7.41 7.41 0 7.41 0.93 3.56 674.05
Diesel 0 0 0.03 0.03 0 0 0.35 0.35 0 0 6.49 6.49 0 0 0 69.85 69.85 4.48 0 81.19  
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Figure 6, 2008 RTP 2030 Programmed Alternative EMFAC Output 
Title    : SBCAG 2008 RTP ‐ 2030 Programmed
Version  : Emfac2007V2.3 Nov 1 2006 **WIS Enabled**
Run Date : 12/2/20078 08:36:42
Scen Year: 2030 ‐‐ All model years in the range 1986 to 2030 selected
Season   : Annual
Area     : Santa Barbara (SCC)
I/M Stat : Enhanced Basic (2005)
Emissions: Tons Per Day
********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** *********

‐   ‐   ‐   ‐    H  e  a  v  y   D  u  t  y   T  r  u  c  k  s   ‐   ‐   ‐  ‐
‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  Light Duty Passenger Cars  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐    Light Duty Trucks    ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  Medium Duty Trucks  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐  Gasoline Trucks  ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ Diesel Total HD Urban Motor‐ All

Non‐cat Cat Diesel Total Non‐cat Cat Diesel Total Non‐cat Cat Diesel Total Non‐cat Cat Total Trucks Trucks Buses cycles Vehicles
********* ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** *********
Vehicles 0 226947 43 226990 0 169538 386 169924 0 42758 3377 46135 0 5626 5626 6084 11710 250 17045 472054
VMT/1000 0 7634 1 7635 0 5825 10 5836 0 1554 128 1682 0 114 114 433 547 30 154 15883
Trips 0 1338200 203 1338410 0 1037170 1834 1039000 0 446544 39475 486019 0 54513 54513 122073 176586 2520 19507 3062040
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Reactive Organic Gas Emissions
Run Exh 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.14 0 0.14 0 0.04 0.01 0.05 0 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.08 0.01 0.41 0.77
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0 0 0.03
Start Ex 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.15 0 0.15 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.03 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.04 0.43

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 0.19 0 0.19 0 0.29 0 0.29 0 0.14 0.01 0.15 0 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.13 0.01 0.45 1.23

Diurnal 0 0.06 0 0.06 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.02 0 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.21
Hot Soak 0 0.13 0 0.13 0 0.18 0 0.18 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.36
Running 0 0.32 0 0.32 0 0.66 0 0.66 0 0.23 0 0.23 0 0.02 0.02 0 0.02 0 0.02 1.25
Resting 0 0.06 0 0.06 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.03 0 0.03 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.2

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total 0 0.76 0 0.76 0 1.31 0 1.31 0 0.46 0.01 0.47 0 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.15 0.01 0.54 3.25
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Carbon Monoxide Emissions
Run Exh 0 4.72 0 4.72 0 6.9 0.01 6.91 0 1.92 0.08 2 0 0.17 0.17 0.58 0.75 0.1 3.6 18.08
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.06 0 0.07 0 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.1 0 0 0.17
Start Ex 0 1.57 0 1.57 0 2.23 0 2.23 0 1.24 0 1.24 0 0.55 0.55 0 0.55 0.03 0.21 5.82

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 6.29 0 6.29 0 9.13 0.01 9.14 0 3.22 0.08 3.31 0 0.74 0.74 0.66 1.4 0.13 3.81 24.07
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions
Run Exh 0 0.43 0 0.43 0 0.78 0.02 0.8 0 0.25 0.19 0.44 0 0.06 0.06 1.05 1.11 0.22 0.2 3.21
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0 0.26 0.26 0 0 0.27
Start Ex 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.17 0 0.17 0 0.4 0 0.4 0 0.08 0.08 0 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.77

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 0.52 0 0.52 0 0.95 0.02 0.97 0 0.65 0.2 0.85 0 0.14 0.14 1.31 1.45 0.23 0.21 4.25
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Carbon Dioxide Emissions (000)
Run Exh 0 2.73 0 2.73 0 2.65 0 2.65 0 0.97 0.07 1.04 0 0.07 0.07 0.76 0.83 0.06 0.03 7.34
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0 0 0.02
Start Ex 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.25

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 2.83 0 2.83 0 2.75 0 2.75 0 1.01 0.07 1.08 0 0.07 0.07 0.77 0.85 0.06 0.03 7.61
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

PM10 Emissions
Run Exh 0 0.08 0 0.08 0 0.13 0 0.13 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0.06 0.06 0 0 0.32
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Start Ex 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.14 0 0.14 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0.06 0.06 0 0 0.35

TireWear 0 0.07 0 0.07 0 0.05 0 0.05 0 0.02 0 0.02 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.15
BrakeWr 0 0.11 0 0.11 0 0.08 0 0.08 0 0.02 0 0.02 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.22

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total 0 0.27 0 0.27 0 0.27 0 0.27 0 0.08 0 0.08 0 0 0 0.08 0.08 0 0 0.72
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Lead 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SOx 0 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.07
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Fuel Consumption (000 gallons)
Gasoline 0 290.74 0 290.74 0 283.44 0 283.44 0 103.44 0 103.44 0 7.42 7.42 0 7.42 0.93 3.66 689.62
Diesel 0 0 0.03 0.03 0 0 0.35 0.35 0 0 6.65 6.65 0 0 0 69.8 69.8 4.48 0 81.31
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Figure 7, 2008 RTP 2030 Planned Alternative EMFAC Output 
Title    : SBCAG 2008 RTP ‐ 2030 Planned
Version  : Emfac2007V2.3 Nov 1 2006 **WIS Enabled**
Run Date : 12/2/20078 08:36:42
Scen Year: 2030 ‐‐ All model years in the range 1986 to 2030 selected
Season   : Annual
Area     : Santa Barbara (SCC)
I/M Stat : Enhanced Basic (2005)
Emissions: Tons Per Day
********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** *********

‐   ‐   ‐   ‐    H  e  a  v  y   D  u  t  y   T  r  u  c  k  s   ‐   ‐   ‐  ‐
‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  Light Duty Passenger Cars  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐    Light Duty Trucks    ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐  Medium Duty Trucks  ‐  ‐  ‐  ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐  Gasoline Trucks  ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ Diesel Total HD Urban Motor‐ All
Non‐cat Cat Diesel Total Non‐cat Cat Diesel Total Non‐cat Cat Diesel Total Non‐cat Cat Total Trucks Trucks Buses cycles Vehicles

********* ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** ********** *********
Vehicles 0 212904 41 212945 0 159048 362 159410 0 40113 3168 43281 0 5626 5626 6083 11709 300 15990 443635
VMT/1000 0 7162 1 7162 0 5465 10 5475 0 1458 121 1579 0 114 114 433 547 42 144 14949
Trips 0 1333990 202 1334200 0 1033910 1828 1035740 0 445138 39351 484489 0 54513 54513 122072 176585 2838 19446 3053290
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Reactive Organic Gas Emissions
Run Exh 0 0.08 0 0.08 0 0.12 0 0.12 0 0.04 0.02 0.05 0 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.1 0.02 0.4 0.77
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0 0 0.03
Start Ex 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.15 0 0.15 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.03 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.04 0.42

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 0.18 0 0.18 0 0.27 0 0.27 0 0.14 0.02 0.15 0 0.04 0.04 0.1 0.15 0.02 0.44 1.22

Diurnal 0 0.06 0 0.06 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.02 0 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.2
Hot Soak 0 0.13 0 0.13 0 0.18 0 0.18 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.36
Running 0 0.32 0 0.32 0 0.66 0 0.66 0 0.23 0 0.23 0 0.02 0.02 0 0.02 0 0.02 1.25
Resting 0 0.06 0 0.06 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.02 0 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.02 0.19

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total 0 0.75 0 0.75 0 1.29 0 1.29 0 0.45 0.02 0.46 0 0.06 0.06 0.1 0.17 0.02 0.53 3.22
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Carbon Monoxide Emissions
Run Exh 0 4.27 0 4.27 0 6.24 0 6.25 0 1.79 0.13 1.92 0 0.19 0.19 0.71 0.9 0.14 3.58 17.06
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.06 0 0.06 0 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.1 0 0 0.16
Start Ex 0 1.56 0 1.56 0 2.22 0 2.22 0 1.23 0 1.23 0 0.53 0.53 0 0.53 0.03 0.21 5.8

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 5.83 0 5.83 0 8.46 0 8.47 0 3.08 0.13 3.21 0 0.74 0.74 0.79 1.53 0.17 3.79 23.02
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions
Run Exh 0 0.4 0 0.4 0 0.73 0.02 0.75 0 0.23 0.17 0.4 0 0.06 0.06 1.06 1.11 0.32 0.19 3.17
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0 0.26 0.26 0 0 0.27
Start Ex 0 0.09 0 0.09 0 0.17 0 0.17 0 0.4 0 0.4 0 0.08 0.08 0 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.77

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 0.49 0 0.49 0 0.9 0.02 0.92 0 0.63 0.18 0.81 0 0.14 0.14 1.32 1.45 0.33 0.2 4.2
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Carbon Dioxide Emissions (000)
Run Exh 0 2.52 0 2.52 0 2.45 0 2.45 0 1.03 0.07 1.1 0 0.09 0.09 0.77 0.86 0.08 0.03 7.04
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.01 0.02 0 0 0.02
Start Ex 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.25

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 2.62 0 2.62 0 2.55 0 2.55 0 1.07 0.07 1.14 0 0.09 0.09 0.78 0.88 0.08 0.03 7.31
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

PM10 Emissions
Run Exh 0 0.07 0 0.07 0 0.11 0 0.11 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0.06 0.07 0.01 0 0.3
Idle Exh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Start Ex 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.03

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total Ex 0 0.08 0 0.08 0 0.12 0 0.12 0 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 0.06 0.07 0.01 0 0.33

TireWear 0 0.06 0 0.06 0 0.05 0 0.05 0 0.01 0 0.02 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.14
BrakeWr 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.08 0 0.08 0 0.02 0 0.02 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.21

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Total 0 0.24 0 0.24 0 0.25 0 0.25 0 0.07 0 0.08 0 0 0 0.08 0.09 0.01 0 0.68
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Lead 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SOx 0 0.03 0 0.03 0 0.02 0 0.03 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.07
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐

Fuel Consumption (000 gallons)
Gasoline 0 269.34 0 269.34 0 262.59 0 262.59 0 110.48 0 110.48 0 9.14 9.14 0 9.14 1.32 3.52 656.38
Diesel 0 0 0.03 0.03 0 0 0.33 0.33 0 0 6.24 6.24 0 0 0 70.9 70.9 6.35 0 83.86  



 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D 
 Railroad Noise Data 

 
 



 



3/4/2008

RAILROAD NOISE CALCULATION

Project: SBCAG 2008 RTP Update EIR

INPUT DATA

CORRECTION FACTORS Assumed dBA
Passenger Trains   Grade-crossing with bells? yes 90
  Number of locomotives (Default=1) 1  Horns? yes 96
  Number of cars (Default=8) 8 Maximum of following adds to train car SENEL
  Train speed in mph (Default=35) 35  Rough welded rail? no 0
  Distance to tracks, feet 100  Rough wheels? no 0
  Number of trains during day (7am-7pm) 6  Old, corrugated rail? no 0
  Number of trains during evening (7pm-10pm) 3  Wheels with flats? no 0
  Number of trains during night (10pm-7am) 3  Jointed rail? no 0

 Switch? no 0
dBA added to car SENEL: + 0

Barrier adjustment for locomotive: 0.0 dBA
Barrier adjustment for cars: 0.0 dBA

CORRECTION FACTORS Assumed dBA
Freight Trains   Grade-crossing with bells? yes 90
  Number of locomotives (Default=2) 2  Horns? yes 100
  Number of cars (Default=50) 50 Maximum of following adds to train car SENEL
  Train speed in mph (Default=35) 35  Rough welded rail? no 0
  Distance to tracks, feet 100  Rough wheels? no 0
  Number of trains during day (7am-7pm) 6  Old, corrugated rail? no 0
  Number of trains during evening (7pm-10pm) 3  Wheels with flats? no 0
  Number of trains during night (10pm-7am) 7  Jointed rail? no 0

 Switch? no 0
dBA added to car SENEL: + 0

Barrier adjustment for locomotive: 0.0 dBA
Barrier adjustment for cars: 0.0 dBA

CALCULATION RESULTS

Passenger Train CNEL value: 66.4 dBA
Freight Train CNEL value: 72.9 dBA
Combined CNEL value: 73.8 dBA
Distance to contour lines:
  80 dBA CNEL Not Applicable
  75 dBA CNEL 84 feet
  70 dBA CNEL 157 feet
  65 dBA CNEL 292 feet
  60 dBA CNEL 543 feet
  55 dBA CNEL 1012 feet
  50 dBA CNEL 1885 feet

Note:  Sound level calculations do not account for terrain, reflective conditions, or barrier features unless otherwise noted.

Reference:  Harris, C.M. (1979), Handbook of Noise Control, 2nd. Ed

Note :  No correction factors applied based on field inspection of site.
Overall CNEL requires a correction of -2 dBA to account for model calibration for individual event pass-bys.
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SEL grade-X: 90 1000000000
SEL Horn: 96 3981071706
SEL(loco): 94.76 2991343733
SEL(cars): 86.62 458862077.3 l= 440.0 ft
#of ops: 12.00 s= 51.3 ft/sec
CNEL, car: 53.75 CNEL, loco: 66.14802435
Dist. cor., car: 53.75 Dist. cor., loco: 66.14802435
CNEL tot: 66.391059

SEL grade-X: 90 1000000000
SEL Horn: 100 10000000000
SEL(loco): 97.77 5982687465
SEL(cars): 94.58 2867887983 l= 2750.0 ft
#of ops: 16.00 s= 51.3 ft/sec
SEL(loco) dist cor: 97.768963 5982687465 passby time 53.571429 sec
SEL(cars) dist cor: 94.575622 2867887983
CNEL, car: 64.47 CNEL, loco: 72.19
Dist. cor., car: 64.47 Dist. cor., loco: 72.19
CNEL tot: 72.87

Dist 100 100
SELcombined 99.469715 99.46971509

FALSE
FALSE
23728964.39

Freight Passenger
distance CNEL loco CNEL car CNEL loco CNEL car CNEL combined

50 78.21 68.99 72.17 58.26 79.607515
100 72.19 64.47 66.15 53.75 73.752788
200 66.17 59.95 60.13 49.23 67.956453
400 60.15 55.44 54.11 44.72 62.234457
800 54.13 50.92 48.09 40.20 56.603905

1000 52.19 49.47 46.15 38.75 54.813496
1500 48.67 46.83 42.63 36.11 51.590478
2000 46.17 44.95 40.13 34.23 49.328561
3000 42.65 42.31 36.61 31.59 46.177172
4000 40.15 40.44 34.11 29.72 43.967875
5000 38.21 38.99 32.17 28.26 42.269643
6000 36.63 37.80 30.58 27.08 40.892112

10000 32.19 34.47 26.15 23.75 37.080163

Dist. ft CNEL
45.118592 80
84.046004 75
156.5592 70

291.63532 65
543.25239 60
1011.9596 55
1885.0579 50

Freight+Passenger
CNEL loco CNEL car

50 79.2 69.3
100 73.2 64.8
200 67.1 60.3
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y = -8.0345Ln(x) + 110.6
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RAILROAD NOISE CALCULATION

Project: SBCAG 2008 RTP Update EIR

INPUT DATA

CORRECTION FACTORS Assumed dBA
Passenger Trains   Grade-crossing with bells? yes 90
  Number of locomotives (Default=1) 1  Horns? yes 96
  Number of cars (Default=8) 8 Maximum of following adds to train car SENEL
  Train speed in mph (Default=35) 35  Rough welded rail? no 0
  Distance to tracks, feet 100  Rough wheels? no 0
  Number of trains during day (7am-7pm) 9  Old, corrugated rail? no 0
  Number of trains during evening (7pm-10pm) 6  Wheels with flats? no 0
  Number of trains during night (10pm-7am) 3  Jointed rail? no 0

 Switch? no 0
dBA added to car SENEL: + 0

Barrier adjustment for locomotive: 0.0 dBA
Barrier adjustment for cars: 0.0 dBA

CORRECTION FACTORS Assumed dBA
Freight Trains   Grade-crossing with bells? yes 90
  Number of locomotives (Default=2) 2  Horns? yes 100
  Number of cars (Default=50) 50 Maximum of following adds to train car SENEL
  Train speed in mph (Default=35) 35  Rough welded rail? no 0
  Distance to tracks, feet 100  Rough wheels? no 0
  Number of trains during day (7am-7pm) 6  Old, corrugated rail? no 0
  Number of trains during evening (7pm-10pm) 3  Wheels with flats? no 0
  Number of trains during night (10pm-7am) 7  Jointed rail? no 0

 Switch? no 0
dBA added to car SENEL: + 0

Barrier adjustment for locomotive: 0.0 dBA
Barrier adjustment for cars: 0.0 dBA

CALCULATION RESULTS

Passenger Train CNEL value: 67.4 dBA
Freight Train CNEL value: 72.9 dBA
Combined CNEL value: 74.0 dBA
Distance to contour lines:
  80 dBA CNEL Not Applicable
  75 dBA CNEL 86 feet
  70 dBA CNEL 161 feet
  65 dBA CNEL 299 feet
  60 dBA CNEL 556 feet
  55 dBA CNEL 1035 feet
  50 dBA CNEL 1925 feet

Note:  Sound level calculations do not account for terrain, reflective conditions, or barrier features unless otherwise noted.

Reference:  Harris, C.M. (1979), Handbook of Noise Control, 2nd. Ed

Note :  No correction factors applied based on field inspection of site.
Overall CNEL requires a correction of -2 dBA to account for model calibration for individual event pass-bys.
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SEL grade-X: 90 1000000000
SEL Horn: 96 3981071706
SEL(loco): 94.76 2991343733
SEL(cars): 86.62 458862077.3 l= 440.0 ft
#of ops: 18.00 s= 51.3 ft/sec
CNEL, car: 54.78 CNEL, loco: 67.17464777
Dist. cor., car: 54.78 Dist. cor., loco: 67.17464777
CNEL tot: 67.417682

SEL grade-X: 90 1000000000
SEL Horn: 100 10000000000
SEL(loco): 97.77 5982687465
SEL(cars): 94.58 2867887983 l= 2750.0 ft
#of ops: 16.00 s= 51.3 ft/sec
SEL(loco) dist cor: 97.768963 5982687465 passby time 53.571429 sec
SEL(cars) dist cor: 94.575622 2867887983
CNEL, car: 64.47 CNEL, loco: 72.19
Dist. cor., car: 64.47 Dist. cor., loco: 72.19
CNEL tot: 72.87

Dist 100 100
SELcombined 99.469715 99.46971509

FALSE
FALSE
24890612.61

Freight Passenger
distance CNEL loco CNEL car CNEL loco CNEL car CNEL combined

50 78.21 68.99 73.20 59.29 79.819615
100 72.19 64.47 67.17 54.78 73.960356
200 66.17 59.95 61.15 50.26 68.158155
400 60.15 55.44 55.13 45.74 62.428794
800 54.13 50.92 49.11 41.23 56.789336

1000 52.19 49.47 47.17 39.78 54.995752
1500 48.67 46.83 43.65 37.13 51.766629
2000 46.17 44.95 41.15 35.26 49.500156
3000 42.65 42.31 37.63 32.62 46.342113
4000 40.15 40.44 35.13 30.74 44.127992
5000 38.21 38.99 33.20 29.29 42.425993
6000 36.63 37.80 31.61 28.10 41.045388

10000 32.19 34.47 27.17 24.78 37.224946

Dist. ft CNEL
46.363998 80
86.279311 75
160.55819 70
298.78463 65
556.01183 60
1034.689 55

1925.4649 50
Freight+Passenger
CNEL loco CNEL car

50 79.4 69.4
100 73.4 64.9
200 67.4 60.4
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y = -8.0476Ln(x) + 110.86
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Appendix E 
Roadway Noise Data 

 



 



ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE 

Project: SBCAG 2008 RTP Project No. 04-65450
Date: 27-Feb-08

Roadway: Route 101 South of Las Positas Road

PROJECT DATA and ASSUMPTIONS
Vehicle Reference Energy Mean Emission Levels (FHWA 1977, TNM®, or CALVENO): FHWA
Distance to Receptor: 100 feet
Site Condition (Hard or Soft): Hard
Upgrade longer than 1 mile: 100 %
Existing Total Traffic Volume (ADT): 144,000 vehicles
Ambient Growth Factor: 0.0%
Future Year : 2030
Total Project Volume (ADT): 5300 vehicles
Total Cumulative Growth Volume (ADT): vehicles
Source of Traffic Data: SBCAG Vision 2030

Daily Vehicle Mix
Existing Project Future

Automobile 95.0% 95.0% 95.0%
Medium Truck 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Heavy Truck 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%

Source: Assumed given land use and road characteristics

Percentage of Daily Traffic
Existing and Future

Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)
Automobile 77.5% 12.9% 9.6%
Medium Truck 84.8% 4.9% 10.3%
Heavy Truck 86.5% 2.7% 10.8%

Source: Default Assumption 

Project
Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)

Automobile 77.5% 12.9% 9.6%
Medium Truck 84.8% 4.9% 10.3%
Heavy Truck 86.5% 2.7% 10.8%

Source: Default Assumption

Average Speed
Existing

Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)
Automobile 65 65 65
Medium Truck 65 65 65
Heavy Truck 65 65 65

Source: Assumed average speed

Future
Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)

Automobile 65 65 65
Medium Truck 65 65 65
Heavy Truck 65 65 65

Source: Assumed average speed
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ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE 

Project: SBCAG 2008 RTP Project No. 04-65450
Date: 27-Feb-08

Roadway: Route 101 South of Las Positas Road

Vehicle Noise Emission Levels*: FHWA

RESULTS
Ldn at Site Distance to dBA Contour Line 

DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE LEVEL (Ldn) 100 feet from roadway centerline, feet
from road centerline 75 70 65 60 55

Existing 81.0 dBA 397 1254 3966 12543 39663
Existing + Project 81.1 dBA 411 1300 4112 13004 41123
Future with Ambient Growth 81.0 dBA 397 1254 3966 12543 39663
Future with Ambient Growth and Project 81.1 dBA 411 1300 4112 13004 41123
Future with Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects 81.0 dBA 397 1254 3966 12543 39663
Future with Ambient, Cumulative, and Project Growth 81.1 dBA 411 1300 4112 13004 41123

Change in Noise Levels
  Due to Project 0.2 dBA
  Due to Ambient Growth 0.0 dBA
  Due to Ambient and Cumulative 0.0 dBA
  Due to All Future Growth 0.2 dBA

CNEL at Site Distance to dBA Contour Line 
COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE LEVEL (CNEL) 100 feet from roadway centerline, feet

from road centerline 75 70 65 60 55

Existing 78.9 dBA 244 771 2438 7708 24376
Existing + Project 81.5 dBA 452 1429 4518 14286 45175
Future with Ambient Growth 81.4 dBA 436 1378 4357 13779 43572
Future with Ambient Growth and Project 81.5 dBA 452 1429 4518 14286 45175
Future with Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects 81.4 dBA 436 1378 4357 13779 43572
Future with Ambient, Cumulative, and Project Growth 81.5 dBA 452 1429 4518 14286 45175

Change in Noise Levels
  Due to Project 2.7 dBA
  Due to Ambient Growth 2.5 dBA
  Due to Ambient and Cumulative 2.5 dBA
  Due to All Future Growth 2.7 dBA

*NOTES: Based on methods of Federal Highway Administration "Highway Traffic 
Noise Model", FHWA-RD-77-108, December, 1978.

#N/A = Not Applicable
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ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE 

Project: SBCAG 2008 RTP Project No. 04-65450
Date: 27-Feb-08

Roadway: Route 101 at SLO County line

PROJECT DATA and ASSUMPTIONS
Vehicle Reference Energy Mean Emission Levels (FHWA 1977, TNM®, or CALVENO): FHWA
Distance to Receptor: 100 feet
Site Condition (Hard or Soft): Hard
Upgrade longer than 1 mile: 100 %
Existing Total Traffic Volume (ADT): 67,000 vehicles
Ambient Growth Factor: 0.0%
Future Year : 2030
Total Project Volume (ADT): 29800 vehicles
Total Cumulative Growth Volume (ADT): vehicles
Source of Traffic Data: SBCAG Vision 2030

Daily Vehicle Mix
Existing Project Future

Automobile 95.0% 95.0% 95.0%
Medium Truck 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Heavy Truck 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%

Source: Assumed given land use and road characteristics

Percentage of Daily Traffic
Existing and Future

Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)
Automobile 77.5% 12.9% 9.6%
Medium Truck 84.8% 4.9% 10.3%
Heavy Truck 86.5% 2.7% 10.8%

Source: Default Assumption 

Project
Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)

Automobile 77.5% 12.9% 9.6%
Medium Truck 84.8% 4.9% 10.3%
Heavy Truck 86.5% 2.7% 10.8%

Source: Default Assumption

Average Speed
Existing

Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)
Automobile 65 65 65
Medium Truck 65 65 65
Heavy Truck 65 65 65

Source: Assumed average speed

Future
Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)

Automobile 65 65 65
Medium Truck 65 65 65
Heavy Truck 65 65 65

Source: Assumed average speed
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ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE 

Project: SBCAG 2008 RTP Project No. 04-65450
Date: 27-Feb-08

Roadway: Route 101 at SLO County line

Vehicle Noise Emission Levels*: FHWA

RESULTS
Ldn at Site Distance to dBA Contour Line 

DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE LEVEL (Ldn) 100 feet from roadway centerline, feet
from road centerline 75 70 65 60 55

Existing 77.7 dBA 185 584 1845 5836 18454
Existing + Project 79.3 dBA 267 843 2666 8431 26662
Future with Ambient Growth 77.7 dBA 185 584 1845 5836 18454
Future with Ambient Growth and Project 79.3 dBA 267 843 2666 8431 26662
Future with Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects 77.7 dBA 185 584 1845 5836 18454
Future with Ambient, Cumulative, and Project Growth 79.3 dBA 267 843 2666 8431 26662

Change in Noise Levels
  Due to Project 1.6 dBA
  Due to Ambient Growth 0.0 dBA
  Due to Ambient and Cumulative 0.0 dBA
  Due to All Future Growth 1.6 dBA

CNEL at Site Distance to dBA Contour Line 
COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE LEVEL (CNEL) 100 feet from roadway centerline, feet

from road centerline 75 70 65 60 55

Existing 75.5 dBA 113 359 1134 3586 11341
Existing + Project 79.7 dBA 293 926 2929 9262 29290
Future with Ambient Growth 78.1 dBA 203 641 2027 6411 20273
Future with Ambient Growth and Project 79.7 dBA 293 926 2929 9262 29290
Future with Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects 78.1 dBA 203 641 2027 6411 20273
Future with Ambient, Cumulative, and Project Growth 79.7 dBA 293 926 2929 9262 29290

Change in Noise Levels
  Due to Project 4.1 dBA
  Due to Ambient Growth 2.5 dBA
  Due to Ambient and Cumulative 2.5 dBA
  Due to All Future Growth 4.1 dBA

*NOTES: Based on methods of Federal Highway Administration "Highway Traffic 
Noise Model", FHWA-RD-77-108, December, 1978.

#N/A = Not Applicable
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ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE 

Project: SBCAG 2008 RTP Project No. 04-65450
Date: 27-Feb-08

Roadway: Route 101 North of SR 246

PROJECT DATA and ASSUMPTIONS
Vehicle Reference Energy Mean Emission Levels (FHWA 1977, TNM®, or CALVENO): FHWA
Distance to Receptor: 100 feet
Site Condition (Hard or Soft): Hard
Upgrade longer than 1 mile: 100 %
Existing Total Traffic Volume (ADT): 20,000 vehicles
Ambient Growth Factor: 0.0%
Future Year : 2030
Total Project Volume (ADT): 14600 vehicles
Total Cumulative Growth Volume (ADT): vehicles
Source of Traffic Data: SBCAG Vision 2030

Daily Vehicle Mix
Existing Project Future

Automobile 95.0% 95.0% 95.0%
Medium Truck 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Heavy Truck 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%

Source: Assumed given land use and road characteristics

Percentage of Daily Traffic
Existing and Future

Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)
Automobile 77.5% 12.9% 9.6%
Medium Truck 84.8% 4.9% 10.3%
Heavy Truck 86.5% 2.7% 10.8%

Source: Default Assumption 

Project
Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)

Automobile 77.5% 12.9% 9.6%
Medium Truck 84.8% 4.9% 10.3%
Heavy Truck 86.5% 2.7% 10.8%

Source: Default Assumption

Average Speed
Existing

Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)
Automobile 65 65 65
Medium Truck 65 65 65
Heavy Truck 65 65 65

Source: Assumed average speed

Future
Day (7 am-7 pm) Evening (7-10 pm) Night (10 pm - 7 am)

Automobile 65 65 65
Medium Truck 65 65 65
Heavy Truck 65 65 65

Source: Assumed average speed
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ROADWAY TRAFFIC NOISE 

Project: SBCAG 2008 RTP Project No. 04-65450
Date: 27-Feb-08

Roadway: Route 101 North of SR 246

Vehicle Noise Emission Levels*: FHWA

RESULTS
Ldn at Site Distance to dBA Contour Line 

DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE LEVEL (Ldn) 100 feet from roadway centerline, feet
from road centerline 75 70 65 60 55

Existing 72.4 dBA 55 174 551 1742 5509
Existing + Project 74.8 dBA 95 301 953 3014 9530
Future with Ambient Growth 72.4 dBA 55 174 551 1742 5509
Future with Ambient Growth and Project 74.8 dBA 95 301 953 3014 9530
Future with Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects 72.4 dBA 55 174 551 1742 5509
Future with Ambient, Cumulative, and Project Growth 74.8 dBA 95 301 953 3014 9530

Change in Noise Levels
  Due to Project 2.4 dBA
  Due to Ambient Growth 0.0 dBA
  Due to Ambient and Cumulative 0.0 dBA
  Due to All Future Growth 2.4 dBA

CNEL at Site Distance to dBA Contour Line 
COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE LEVEL (CNEL) 100 feet from roadway centerline, feet

from road centerline 75 70 65 60 55

Existing 70.3 dBA 34 107 339 1071 3386
Existing + Project 75.2 dBA 105 331 1047 3311 10469
Future with Ambient Growth 72.8 dBA 61 191 605 1914 6052
Future with Ambient Growth and Project 75.2 dBA 105 331 1047 3311 10469
Future with Ambient Growth and Cumulative Projects 72.8 dBA 61 191 605 1914 6052
Future with Ambient, Cumulative, and Project Growth 75.2 dBA 105 331 1047 3311 10469

Change in Noise Levels
  Due to Project 4.9 dBA
  Due to Ambient Growth 2.5 dBA
  Due to Ambient and Cumulative 2.5 dBA
  Due to All Future Growth 4.9 dBA

*NOTES: Based on methods of Federal Highway Administration "Highway Traffic 
Noise Model", FHWA-RD-77-108, December, 1978.

#N/A = Not Applicable
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Appendix F 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 



 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
 

 
SBCAG 

MMRP-1 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM 

 
CEQA requires that a reporting or monitoring program be adopted for the conditions of project 
approval that are necessary to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.  The 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program is designed to ensure compliance with adopted 
mitigation measures during project implementation.  For each mitigation measure 
recommended in the Final Environmental Impact Report, specifications are made herein that 
identify the action required and the monitoring that must occur.  In addition, a responsible 
agency is identified for verifying compliance with individual conditions of approval contained 
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). 
 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
 

SBCAG 
MMRP- 2 

 

 

Mitigation Measure Action Required When Monitoring 
to Occur 

Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 

Compliance Verification

Initial Date Comments 

AESTHETICS 
AES-1(a)  Where a particular RTP 
improvement affects adjacent 
landforms, the local jurisdiction in which 
the project is located shall ensure that 
recontouring provides a smooth and 
gradual transition between modified 
landforms and existing grade. This 
requirement can be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. 

Place conditions of 
approval on the project 
to ensure that 
recontouring provides 
a smooth and gradual 
transition between 
modified landforms 
and existing grade. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once  Local 
jurisdiction 

   

AES-1(b)  The local jurisdiction in which 
a particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that associated landscape 
materials enhance landform variation, 
provide erosion control and blend with 
the natural setting. This requirement 
can be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project 
by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. To ensure 
compliance with approved landscape 
plans, the implementing agency shall 
provide a performance security equal to 
the value of the landscaping/irrigation 
installation. 

Place conditions of 
approval on the project 
to ensure that 
associated landscape 
materials enhance 
landform variation, 
provide erosion control 
and blend with the 
natural setting; provide 
a performance security 
equal to the value of 
the landscaping/ 
irrigation installation. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

AES-1(c)  The local jurisdiction or lead 
agency of a particular RTP project 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. 
This requirement shall be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the lead agency during 
the project specific environmental 
review and by ensuring that specific 
design considerations to achieve this 

Place conditions of 
approval on the project 
to ensure that specific 
design considerations 
to ensure that a project 
in a scenic view 
corridor will have the 
minimum possible 
impact upon foliage, 
existing landscape 
architecture and 
natural scenic views 
are enacted at each 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction, 
lead agency, 
and SBCAG 

   



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
 

SBCAG 
MMRP- 3 

 

 

Mitigation Measure Action Required When Monitoring 
to Occur 

Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 

Compliance Verification

Initial Date Comments 

mitigation are enacted at each stage of 
design by the lead agency, local 
jurisdictions and SBCAG personnel. 

stage of design. 

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, as described in 
Mitigation Measure N-2(c). 

Development plans 
shall preferentially 
mitigate noise impacts 
through the use of 
setbacks and the 
acoustical design of 
adjacent proposed 
structures, 
discouraging the use 
of sound walls, or any 
other architectural 
features that could 
block views from the 
scenic highways or 
other view corridors to 
the extent possible. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once  Local 
jurisdiction 

   

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 1:1 basis and 
incorporated into the landscaping 
design for the roadway (note: the oak 
tree replacement rate may be higher 
than 1:1 in some jurisdictions, including 
the County of Santa Barbara). 

Development plans 
shall avoid the removal 
of existing mature 
trees to the extent 
possible; replace lost 
trees at a minimum 1:1 
ratio. 

During individual 
environmental 
review; during 
roadway 
extensions and 
widening 

Once during 
plan review; 
periodically 
during 
construction 

Local 
jurisdiction 

   

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. 

Development plans 
shall minimize lighting 
and not exceed local 
minimum height 
requirements. 

During design  
review 

Once  Local 
jurisdiction 

   

AES-2(c)  Bus shelters and other 
ancillary facilities constructed under the 
RTP shall be designed in accordance 
with the architectural review 
requirements of the local jurisdiction in 

Development plans 
shall conform to local 
architectural review 
requirements. 

During individual 
design review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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which the project is proposed. Bus 
shelters shall incorporate colors and 
wood materials complementary of the 
natural surroundings. 
AIR QUALITY 
AQ-1(a)  The local jurisdiction in which 
a particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that Santa Barbara County 
APCD’s standard dust control 
measures are implemented.  The 
measures shall be noted on all 
construction plans and the local 
jurisdiction shall perform periodic site 
inspections. 

Construction plans 
shall show Santa 
Barbara County 
SPCD’s standard dust 
control measures; local 
jurisdictions shall 
ensure 
implementation. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits; 
periodically during 
construction 

Once during 
plan review; 
periodically 
during 
construction 

Local 
jurisdiction 

   

AQ-1(b)  The local jurisdiction in which 
a particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that any haul trucks associated 
with the project are covered during the 
transportation of fill material.  This 
requirement shall be noted on all 
construction plans and the local 
jurisdiction shall perform periodic site 
inspections. 

Construction plans 
shall ensure that haul 
trucks associated with 
the project are covered 
during the 
transportation of fill 
material; local 
jurisdictions shall 
ensure 
implementation. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits; 
periodically during 
construction 

Once during 
plan review; 
periodically 
during 
construction 

Local 
jurisdiction 

   

AQ-1(c)  The jurisdiction in which a 
particular RTP project is located 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 local 
jurisdiction of the construction schedule 
submitted in association with the 
project’s environmental review. 

Construction plans 
shall ensure that 
ground disturbance is 
phased to the extent 
possible to minimize 
the creation of fugitive 
dust; local jurisdictions 
shall review and 
approve construction 
schedule submitted 
with the project’s 
environmental review. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

AQ-1(d)  The jurisdiction in which a 
particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that the Best Available Control 

Construction plans 
shall ensure that the 
Best Available Control 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits; 
periodically during 

Once during 
plan review; 
periodically 

Local 
jurisdiction 
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Technology is implemented to reduce 
short-term NOx  emissions.  BACT 
measures shall include 2 degree timing 
retard, high pressure fuel injectors and 
reformulated diesel fuel, if available.  
These measures shall be noted on all 
construction plans and the local 
jurisdiction shall perform periodic site 
inspections. 

Technology is 
implemented to reduce 
short-term NOx  
emissions; BACT 
measures shall include 
2 degree timing retard, 
high pressure fuel 
injectors and 
reformulated diesel 
fuel, if available 
perform periodic site 
inspections; local 
jurisdictions shall 
ensure 
implementation. 

construction during 
construction 

AQ-1(e)  The jurisdiction in which a 
particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that the implementing agency 
contributes monies for off-site mitigation 
in addition to performing the listed 
measures.  Examples of current off-site 
mitigation programs include school bus 
replacement/conversion and the 
SBCAPCD Clean Air Express.  This 
mitigation shall be accomplished 
through the application of this condition 
by the responsible jurisdiction during 
the individual project’s environmental 
review. 

Place condition of 
approval to ensure that 
the implementing 
agency contributes 
monies for off-site 
mitigation in addition to 
performing the listed 
measures; local 
jurisdiction shall 
ensure application of 
this condition.    

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

AQ-1(f)  The jurisdiction in which a 
particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that the removal of underground 
storage tanks is a permitted activity in 
accordance with SBCAPCD rules and 
regulations.  This shall be accomplished 
through the submittal of SBCAPCD 
permits to the local jurisdiction prior to 
issuance of a grading permit. 

Local jurisdiction shall 
ensure that the 
removal of 
underground storage 
tanks is a permitted 
activity in accordance 
with SBCAPCD rules 
and regulations; 
SBCAPCD permits 
shall be submitted to 
the local jurisdiction. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
BIO-2(a)  The local jurisdiction in which 
an RTP project with potentially 
significant long-term effects to biological 
resources is located shall assure that 
project-specific environmental reviews 
consider specific mitigation measures 
and/or alternative alignments that avoid 
or minimize impacts to biological 
resources.  

Project plans shall 
include project-
specific mitigation 
measures and/or 
alternative alignments 
that avoid or minimize 
impacts to biological 
resources. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 
 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
CR-1(a)  The local jurisdiction in which 
an RTP project involving earth 
disturbance, the installation of pole 
signage or lighting, or construction of 
permanent above ground structures or 
roadways is located shall ensure that 
the following elements are included in 
the RTP project’s individual 
environmental review: 
 
1. A map defining the Area of Potential 

Effects (APE) shall be prepared for 
RTP improvements which involve 
earth disturbance, the installation of 
pole signage or lighting, or 
construction of permanent above 
ground structures. This map will 
indicate the areas of primary and 
secondary disturbance associated 
with construction and operation of the 
facility and will help in determining 
whether known cultural resources are 
located within the impact zone. 

2. A preliminary study of each project 
area, as defined in the APE, shall be 
completed to determine whether or 
not the project area has been studied 
under an earlier investigation, and to 
determine the impacts of the 

Project plans shall 
include required 
components to limit 
impacts to cultural 
resources.  

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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previous project. 
3. If the results of the preliminary 

studies indicate additional studies are 
necessary; development of field 
studies and/or other documentary 
research shall be developed and 
completed (Phase I studies). 
Negative results would result in no 
additional studies for the project 
area. 

4. Based on positive results of the 
Phase I studies, an evaluation of 
identified resources shall be 
completed to determine the potential 
eligibility/ significance of the 
resources (Phase II studies). 

5. Phase III mitigation studies shall be 
coordinated with the Office of Historic 
Preservation, as the research design 
will require review and approval from 
the OHP. In the case of prehistoric or 
Native American related resources, 
the Native American Heritage 
Commission and/or local 
representatives of the Native 
American population shall be 
contacted and permitted to respond 
to the testing/mitigation programs. 

CR-1(b) If development of the 
proposed improvement requires the 
presence of an archaeological monitor, 
the local jurisdiction shall ensure that a 
certified archaeologist/paleontologist 
monitors the grading and/or other 
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 

Place conditions of 
approval on the project 
to ensure that a 
certified archaeologist/ 
paleontologist monitors 
the grading and/or 
other ground altering 
activities. 

Apply conditions 
during individual 
environmental 
review; monitoring 
will depend on the 
schedule and 
extent of the 
monitoring will 
depend on the 
grading schedule 
and/or extent of 
the ground 

Once During 
individual 
environmental 
review; monitor 
as needed 
during 
construction  

Local 
jurisdiction 
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project by the local jurisdiction during 
individual environmental review. 

alterations. 

CR-1(c) The local jurisdiction 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 environmental review. 

Place conditions of 
approval on project to 
ensure that materials 
recovered are 
adequately cleaned, 
labeled, and curated at 
a recognized 
repository. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

CR-1(d)  Local jurisdictions 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 
environmental review. 

Place applicable 
conditions of approval 
on project. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

ENERGY 
E-1(a)  New facilities shall be designed 
with energy-efficient equipment and 
passive solar design (e.g., orientation 
of building to maximize natural heating 

Development plans 
shall be designed with 
energy-efficient 
equipment and passive 

During individual 
design review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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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. Other 
improvements with longer payback 
periods should be considered. 

solar design provided 
that additional capital 
costs are offset by 
estimated energy 
savings during the first 
5 years of operation; 
development plans 
should also consider 
improvements with 
longer payback 
periods. 

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

Development plans 
shall be energy 
efficient and designed 
to use the least 
amount of energy to 
serve the purpose of 
the lighting; 
development plans 
shall utilize solar 
energy wherever 
feasible. 

During individual 
design review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

E-1(c)  New landscaping design and 
irrigation systems shall be water 
efficient. 

Development plans 
shall specify that new 
landscaping design 
and irrigation systems 
shall be water efficient 

During individual 
design review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

E-1(d)  Use alternatively fueled 
construction equipment, where feasible, 
such as natural gas (CNG), liquefied 
natural gas (LNG), or biodiesel. 

Construction plans 
shall specify the use 
of alternatively fueled 
construction 
equipment where 
feasible. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

E-1(e)  Recycled construction materials 
shall be used whenever feasible. 

Construction plans 
shall specify the use 
of recycled 
construction materials 
whenever feasible. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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E-1(f)  Waste materials from 
construction or demolition shall be 
recycled whenever feasible. Materials 
that can be recycled include but are not 
limited to asphalt, concrete, brick, 
lumber, gypsum wallboard (drywall), 
cardboard and other packaging, roofing 
material, ceramic tile, carpeting, plastic 
pipe and steel.  Asphalt removed from  
roads and paved structures shall be 
recycled. 

Waste materials from 
construction or 
demolition shall be 
recycled when 
feasible; asphalt 
removed from roads 
and paved structures 
shall be recycled. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

FACILITY MAINTENANCE   
FM-1(a)  The local jurisdiction or airport 
district in which a particular RTP 
project is located shall ensure that 
adequate funds are budgeted to 
maintain the proposed transportation 
facility as well as existing facilities. This 
can be accomplished during the 
project’s individual environmental 
review phase, at which time an 
assessment of the facility’s specific 
maintenance needs and budget 
requirements can be made. 

Ensure that adequate 
funds are budgeted to 
maintain the proposed 
transportation facility 
as well as existing 
facilities. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction or 
airport district 

   

GEOLOGIC PROCESSES AND FLOODING 
G-1(a)  In areas subject to 
tsunami/seiche effects, the local 
jurisdiction shall ensure that RTP 
projects involving the construction of 
new roadways or other structures are 
elevated above the 10-foot elevation by 
an appropriate margin. This 
requirement can be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. 
In addition, the local jurisdiction shall 
ensure that early warning systems and 
evacuation plans for tsunami/ seiche 

Place conditions of 
approval on the project 
to ensure that RTP 
projects involving the 
construction of new 
roadways or other 
structures are elevated 
above the 10-foot 
elevation by an 
appropriate margin; 
local jurisdiction shall 
ensure that early 
warning systems and 
evacuation plans for 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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events are developed and 
implemented. 

tsunami/ seiche events 
are developed and 
implemented. 

G-1(b)  If a particular RTP bridge, 
airport facility, or passenger station 
project is located in an area of 
moderate to high liquefaction potential, 
the local jurisdiction in which this project 
is located shall ensure that these 
structures are designed based upon 
appropriate geology, soils and 
earthquake engineering studies. 
Possible design measures include deep 
foundations, removal of liquifiable 
materials and dewatering. This 
requirement can be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. 

Place conditions of 
approval on the 
project, when 
applicable, to ensure 
that structures located 
in an area of 
moderate to high 
liquefaction potential 
are designed based 
upon appropriate 
geology, soils and 
earthquake 
engineering studies. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

G-1(c)  If a particular RTP road 
widening or bridge project involves cut 
slopes over 20 feet in height or is 
located in areas of bedded or jointed 
bedrock, the local jurisdiction in which 
the project is located shall ensure that 
specific slope stabilization studies are 
conducted. Possible stabilization 
methods include buttresses, retaining 
walls and soldier piles. This 
requirement can be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. 

Place conditions of 
approval on the 
project, when 
applicable, to ensure 
that specific slope 
stabilization studies 
are conducted and 
stabilization methods 
are applied. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

G-1(d)  If a particular RTP bridge, 
airport facility, or passenger station 
project is located in an area of highly 
expansive, collapsible or compressible 
soils, the local jurisdiction in which the 
project is located shall ensure that a 
specific investigation and appropriate 

Place conditions of 
approval on the 
project, when 
applicable, to ensure 
that a specific 
investigation and 
appropriate design 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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design factors are implemented. This 
requirement can be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. 

factors are 
implemented. 

G-1(e)  If a particular RTP roadway, 
runway or fixed facility project involving 
deep foundations or underground 
areas is located in an area of high 
groundwater potential, the local 
jurisdiction in which the project is 
located shall ensure that appropriate 
construction techniques (such as de-
watering, special water proofing, and 
deeper foundations) are included. This 
requirement can be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. 

Place conditions of 
approval on the 
project, when 
applicable, to ensure 
that appropriate 
construction 
techniques are 
included. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

LAND USE 
LU-1(a) Setbacks, fences, or other 
appropriate means shall be used to 
separate transportation facilities with 
the potential to generate land use 
conflicts from adjacent sensitive land 
uses. Roadways shall be designed to 
minimize potential impacts to 
pedestrians and bicyclists, particularly 
those living in adjacent residential 
areas, or attending nearby schools. 
Adequate striping, signs and 
signalization shall be installed to slow 
traffic where appropriate, and to reduce 
safety and noise impacts. The 
jurisdiction through which the proposed 
impacting roadway traverses would be 
responsible for implementing this 
measure, which may in part be based 
on project-specific noise and safety 
studies required by the local agency. 

Transportation facilities 
with the potential to 
generate land use 
conflicts shall be 
separated from 
adjacent sensitive land 
uses; roadways shall 
be designed to 
minimize potential 
impacts to pedestrians 
and bicyclists; 
adequate striping, 
signs and signalization 
shall be installed to 
slow traffic where 
appropriate, and to 
reduce safety and 
noise impacts. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
 

SBCAG 
MMRP- 13 

 

 

Mitigation Measure Action Required When Monitoring 
to Occur 

Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 

Compliance Verification

Initial Date Comments 

LU-1(b)  Street lighting, where 
necessary, shall be minimized to the 
extent possible in areas adjacent to 
sensitive land uses. Street lights shall 
be shielded, and oriented away from 
residential development. No street light 
shall exceed the minimum height 
requirement as dictated by Caltrans or 
local ordinance, as applicable. 

Development plans 
shall minimize street 
lighting to the extent 
possible in areas 
adjacent to sensitive 
land uses; shall specify 
that street lights be 
shielded, and oriented 
away from residential 
development; and shall 
specify that no street 
light exceed the 
minimum height 
requirement as 
dictated by Caltrans or 
local ordinance, as 
applicable. 

During individual 
design review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

LU-2(a)  The local jurisdiction in which 
an RTP project with the potential to 
displace residences or businesses (as 
indicated in Table 4.2-1) is located 
shall assure that project-specific 
environmental reviews consider 
alternative alignments that avoid or 
minimize impacts to nearby residences 
and businesses. 

Assure that project-
specific environmental 
reviews consider 
alternative alignments 
that avoid or minimize 
impacts to nearby 
residences and 
businesses. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

LU-2(b)  Where project-specific 
reviews identify displacement or 
relocation impacts that are 
unavoidable, the local jurisdiction in 
which the project is located 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. 

Ensure that all 
applicable local, state, 
and federal relocation 
programs are used to 
assist eligible persons 
to relocate; review the 
proposed construction 
schedules to ensure 
that adequate 
relocation time is 
provided. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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LU-2(c)  For all transportation projects 
that could result in temporary lane 
closures or access blockage during 
construction, 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. 

Construction plans for 
projects that could 
result in temporary 
lane closures or 
access blockage 
during construction 
shall contain a 
temporary access plan 
that shall be 
implemented to ensure 
continued access to 
affected cyclists, 
businesses, and 
homes; construction 
plans shall guarantee 
appropriate signs and 
safe access during 
project construction.   

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits; 
during construction 

Once prior to 
issuance of 
grading 
permits; as 
needed during 
construction 

Local 
jurisdiction 

   

LU-4(a)  When new roadway 
extensions are planned, the local 
jurisdiction in which the RTP project is 
located shall assure that project-
specific environmental reviews 
consider alternative alignments that 
reduce or avoid impacts to agricultural 
lands. 

Assure that project-
specific environmental 
reviews consider 
alternative alignments 
that reduce or avoid 
impacts to agricultural 
lands, when new 
roadway extensions 
are planned. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

LU-4(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. 

Development plans 
shall specify that rural 
roadway alignments 
follow property lines to 
the extent feasible; 
farmers shall be 
compensated as 
required for the loss of 
agricultural production.

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

LU-4(c) When new roadway 
extensions are planned in areas that 

Assure that project-
specific environmental 

During individual 
environmental 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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contain sensitive farmland, the local 
jurisdiction in which the RTP project is 
located shall assure that project-
specific environmental reviews 
consider the use of agricultural 
conservation easements on land of at 
least equal quality and size as 
compensation for the loss of 
agricultural land.  Agricultural 
conservation easements could be 
implemented by directly purchasing 
easements or donating mitigation fees 
to a local, regional, or statewide 
organization or agency whose purpose 
includes the acquisition and 
stewardship of agricultural 
conservation easements. 

reviews consider 
agricultural 
conservation 
easements that offset 
impacts to agricultural 
lands, when new 
roadway extensions 
are planned. 

review 

NOISE 
N-1(a)  The local jurisdiction in which a 
particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that, where residences or other 
noise sensitive uses are located within 
1,600 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. 

Ensure consistency 
with local noise 
ordinance 
requirements relating 
to construction for 
sensitive uses within 
1,600 feet of 
construction sites. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permits 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

N-1(b)  If a particular project within 
1,600 feet of sensitive receptors 
requires pile driving, the local 
jurisdiction in which this project is 
located shall require the use of pile 
drilling techniques instead, where 

Require the use of pile 
drilling techniques 
when applicable and 
feasible. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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feasible. This shall be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on 
the project during its individual 
environmental review. 
N-2(a)  If an RTP project is located 
within 1,000 feet of sensitive uses, the 
local jurisdiction in which the project is 
located shall ensure that a noise 
survey is conducted to determine 
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. 

A noise survey shall be 
conducted to 
determine alternate 
alignments which allow 
greater distance from, 
or greater buffering of, 
noise-sensitive areas; 
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.

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

N-2(b)  Various sound attenuation 
techniques shall be considered where 
new or expanded roadways are found 
to expose receptors to noise exceeding 
normally acceptable levels. 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. 
Determination of appropriate noise 
attenuation measures will be assessed 

Development plans 
shall consider various 
sound attenuation 
techniques where new 
or expanded 
roadways are found to 
expose receptors to 
noise exceeding 
normally acceptable 
levels; local 
jurisdiction shall 
assess and determine 
appropriate noise 
attenuation barriers 
on a case-by-case 
basis. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Applicable 
agency 
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Mitigation Measure Action Required When Monitoring 
to Occur 

Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 

Compliance Verification

Initial Date Comments 

on a case-by-case basis during a 
project’s individual environmental 
review pursuant to the regulations of 
the applicable agency. 
N-2(c)  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. 

Long expanses of 
walls or fences shall 
be interrupted with 
offsets and provided 
with accents to prevent 
monotony; landscape 
pockets and 
pedestrian access 
through walls shall be 
provided; a 
combination of 
elements, including 
solid fences, walls, and 
landscape berms shall 
be used whenever 
possible.  

Prior to the 
issuance of 
grading permits 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

TRAFFIC 
T-1(a) The Regional Transportation 
Plan shall be amended to identify 
deficient (LOS E or worse) and the 
need for level of service improvements 
at the following locations: 
 
State Highway Segments: * 
U.S. 101 NB 
• Milpas St. to Route 217/Patterson 
• Hollister Ave. to Las Cruces, Rte. 1 
• State Route 154 to Santa Maria 

Way 
 
U.S. 101 SB 
• Sheffield Dr. to San Ysidro Rd. 
• Carrillo St. to Route 217/Patterson 

 
State Route 1 

Amend Regional 
Transportation Plan to 
identify (LOS E or 
worse) and the need 
for level of service 
improvements.  

Immediately Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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Mitigation Measure Action Required When Monitoring 
to Occur 

Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 

Compliance Verification

Initial Date Comments 

• Las Cruces Rd. to Rte. 246 
• Rte. 135 to SB-SLO County line 

 
State Route 154 
• North U.S. 101 to Stagecoach Rd. 
• San Marcos Pass Summit to Jct. 

Rte. 192 
 
State Route 166 
• State Rte. 1 to Blosser Rd.  

 
State Route 246 
East Rte. 1 to Domingos Rd. 
 
Intersections *: 
• Blosser Road / Main Street-SR 166 

(0.99 / LOS E) 
• Miller Street / Main Street-SR 166 

(1.02 / LOS F) 
• Central Avenue / H Street-SR 1 

(1.16 / LOS F) 
• Mission Drive-SR 246 / Alamo 

Pintado Road (1.11 / LOS F) 
• Hollister Avenue / Storke Road 

(0.95 / LOS E) 
• Fairview Avenue / U.S. 101 NB 

Ramps (0.94 / LOS E) 
• Hollister Avenue / Patterson Road 

(0.94 / LOS E) 
• Fairview Avenue / Calle Real (0.98 / 

LOS E) 
• Mission Street / U.S. 101 SB Ramps 

(1.19 / LOS F) 
• Castillo Street / Montecito Street 

(0.92 / LOS E) 
• Castillo Street / U.S. 101 NB On-

Haley Street (1.01 / LOS F) 
• Castillo Street / U.S. 101 SB Ramps 

(0.92 / LOS E) 
• Garden Street / U.S. 101 NB Ramps 
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Mitigation Measure Action Required When Monitoring 
to Occur 

Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 

Compliance Verification

Initial Date Comments 

(0.97 / LOS E)  
T-1(b)  Because each of the locations 
listed in mitigation measure T-1(a) is 
located on the adopted CMP system 
for the region, the jurisdiction in which 
a forecasted impacted area is located 
shall be responsible for monitoring the 
level of service at that location and 
preparing a Deficiency Plan pursuant to 
the adopted Congestion Management 
Program.  As roadway improvements 
and other transportation improvements 
are identified, the jurisdiction shall be 
responsible for submitting these 
projects for inclusion in future Regional 
Transportation Plan updates. 

Monitor the level of 
service at the 
applicable location and 
prepare a Deficiency 
Plan pursuant to the 
adopted Congestion 
Management Program; 
as improvements are 
identified, submit these 
projects for inclusion in 
future Regional 
Transportation Plan 
updates. 

During individual 
environmental 
review; as roadway 
improvements and 
other 
transportation 
improvements are 
identified. 

Continuously Local 
jurisdiction 

   

WATER RESOURCES 
W-1(a)  The local jurisdiction in which a 
particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that, where economically 
feasible, reclaimed and/or desalinated 
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. 

Where economically 
feasible, reclaimed 
and/or desalinated 
water shall be used 
for dust suppression 
during construction 
activities. 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

W-1(b)  The local jurisdiction in which a 
particular RTP project is located 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. This 
shall be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project 
by the local jurisdiction during 
individual environmental review. 

Low water use 
landscaping (i.e., 
drought tolerant plants 
and drip irrigation) 
shall be installed. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

W-1(c)  The local jurisdiction in which a 
particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that, if feasible, landscaping 

If feasible, 
landscaping 
associated with 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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Mitigation Measure Action Required When Monitoring 
to Occur 

Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 

Compliance Verification

Initial Date Comments 

associated with proposed 
improvements is maintained using 
reclaimed and/or desalinated water. 
This shall be accomplished through the 
placement of conditions on the project 
by the local jurisdiction during 
individual environmental review. 

proposed 
improvements is 
maintained using 
reclaimed and/or 
desalinated water. 

W-1(d)  The local jurisdiction in which a 
particular RTP project is located shall 
ensure that porous pavement materials 
are utilized, where feasible, to allow for 
groundwater percolation. Rural bicycle 
trails shall be left unpaved, where 
appropriate. This shall be 
accomplished through the placement of 
conditions on the project by the local 
jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. 

Use porous pavement 
materials where 
feasible. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

W-2(a)  The local jurisdiction in which a 
particular RTP project is located 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.  This shall be 
accomplished through the placement of 
conditions on the project by the local 
jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review.  

Fertilizer/pesticide 
application plans for 
any new right-of-way 
landscaping shall be 
prepared to minimize 
deep percolation of 
contaminants. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   

W-2(b)  The local jurisdiction in which 
an RTP road widening or roadway 
extension project is located 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 

Improvements shall 
direct runoff into 
subsurface percolation 
basins and traps. 

During individual 
environmental 
review 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 

   



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP EIR 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
 

SBCAG 
MMRP- 21 

 

 

Mitigation Measure Action Required When Monitoring 
to Occur 

Monitoring 
Frequency 

Responsible 
Agency or 

Party 

Compliance Verification

Initial Date Comments 

chemicals. This shall be accomplished 
through the placement of conditions on 
the project by the local jurisdiction 
during individual environmental review. 
W-2(c)  For roadway projects that 
would disturb at least one acre, a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(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.    

Construction plans 
shall include a Storm 
Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for roadway 
projects that would 
disturb at least one 
acre and shall 
implement it for all 
construction activity on 
the project site; 
SWPPP shall include 
specific BMPs to 
control the discharge 
of material from the 
site and into the creeks 
and local storm drains.

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

Once Local 
jurisdiction 
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FINAL EIR COMMENTS, RESPONSES and REVISIONS 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
In accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, the 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, as the lead agency, has reviewed the 
comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 2008 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) Update EIR and has prepared written responses to the written  
comments received.  The DEIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began July 
18, 2008 and concluded on September 2, 2008.  The comment letters included herein were 
submitted by public agencies, private organizations, and private citizens.   
 
Each comment that SBCAG received is included in this section.  Responses to these comments 
have been prepared to address the environmental concerns raised by the commentors and to 
indicate where and how the EIR addresses pertinent environmental issues. 
 
The Draft EIR and this Comments and Responses document collectively comprise the Final EIR 
for the 2008 RTP Update EIR.  Any changes made to the text of the Draft EIR correcting 
information, data or intent, other than minor typographical corrections or minor working 
changes, are noted in the Final EIR as changes from the Draft EIR. 
 
The comment letters have been numbered sequentially, and each issue within a comment letter, 
if more than one, has a letter assigned to it.  Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety 
with the issues of concern lettered in the right margin.  References to the responses to comments 
identify first the letter number, and second, the lettered comment.  Letters are numbered by the 
type of organization from which they were sent (state, regional, county, local), by organization, 
or by individual (S.1-2, for example, would reference the second issue of concern within the first 
letter received from a state agency). 
 
The focus of the responses to comment is the disposition of environmental issues that are raised 
in the comments, as specified by Section 15088 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Detailed 
responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the proposed project.  However, when 
a comment is not directed to an environmental issue, the response indicates that responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff and that all comments will be considered 
by the SBCAG board. 
 
2.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 
 
This section presents clarification and modifications to information contained in the Draft EIR, 
based on the comments and responses presented in Section 3.0 of this report in addition to 
revisions identified by SBCAG.  Additions are noted in bold (bold) where text is added and 
deletions are strike-through (strike-through) type.   
 
Executive Summary page ES-1, bulleted list has been revised to merge two bullets (5th and 6th) 
into one bullet:    
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•  Identification of needed transportation improvements, in sufficient detail, to serve as a 
foundation for the: (a) Development of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program• 
(FTIP), and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), (b) Facilitation of 
the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)/404 integration process and (c) 
Identification of project purpose and need. 

 
Executive Summary page ES-2 has been revised to include the following text: 
 
“Agencies and personnel consulted pursuant to SAFETEA-LU included the Santa Barbara 
Air Pollution Control District; California Department of Fish & Game; the California 
Environmental Protection Agency; Michelle Messinger with the California Office of Historic 
Preservation (July 10, 2008); the Santa Barbara Agricultural Commissioner’s Office; the Santa 
Barbara County Planning and Development Department; Santa Barbara County Resource 
Management Department; the United States Department of Agriculture; and the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency.” 
 
Executive Summary page ES-28 has been revised to remove project L-2 and its information from 
Table ES-2, Summary of 2008 RTP Project Impacts.   
 
Executive Summary page ES-33 has been revised to remove project MTD-PL-3 and its 
information from Table ES-2, Summary of 2008 RTP Project Impacts.   
 
Section 2.0, Project Description, Tables 2-1 through 2-6 have been revised as follows: 
 
Delete the fourth column “Programming/Planning Document or Funding Source”. 
 
Section 2.0, Project Description page 2-1, bulleted list on of has been revised to merge two bullets 
(5th and 6th) into one bullet:    

 
•  Identification of needed transportation improvements, in sufficient detail, to serve as a 

foundation for the: (a) Development of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program• 
(FTIP), and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), (b) Facilitation of 
the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)/404 integration process and (c) 
Identification of project purpose and need. 

 
Section 2.0, Project Description, page 2-20, second full paragraph, has been revised as follows: 
 
“Tables 2-1 and 2-2 list new program and plan roadway and bikeway improvements proposed in 
the 2008 RTP Update.  The locations of new program or plan road and bikeway improvements are 
shown on Figures 2-2 through 2-9.  The public works department of each jurisdiction proposed 
projects for the state highway or local roadway system within its jurisdiction.  These projects 
address current and future roadway needs based on existing traffic conditions and projected traffic 
increases anticipated based on the growth accommodated in the jurisdiction's land use plans.  In 
compiling this list, projects within each jurisdiction (the state, the county, and the cities) were 
prioritized by order of importance or year of construction based on the jurisdiction's input.”  
 
Section 2.0, Project Description page 2-21 has been revised as follows: 
 



2008 RTP EIR 
Final EIR Comments, Responses and Revisions 
 
 

SBCAG 
3 

It should be noted that several of the program and plan RTP projects would be funded in whole 
or in part by the renewal of Measure A (Measure A is the successor to Measure D and is 
scheduled for voter consideration in November 2008). The projects within Measure A are also 
contained within the 2008 RTP) funds. 
 
Section 2.0, Project Description, Table 2-7 on pages 2-21 and 2-22 has been revised as follows: 
 

Table 2-7 
Measure A Project Details 

 
Project Cost RTP Projects 

Highway 101 Widening: Carpinteria to Santa Barbara $140 million CT-PL-3 
North County 
Hwy 101/Union Valley Parkway Interchange: Orcutt $10 million CT-7 
Hwy 101/Santa Maria River Bridge: Santa Maria $10 million CT-PL-2 
Hwy 101/135 (Broadway) Interchange: Santa Maria $10 million SM-PL-1 
Hwy 101/Betteravia Interchange: Santa Maria $2 million SM-PL-3 
Hwy 101/McCoy Interchange: Santa Maria  $10 million SM-PL-2 
Hwy 246/Passing Lanes: Lompoc-Buellton $20 million CT-PL-4, 5 
Hwy 246/Santa Ynez River Bridge: Lompoc $8 million LOM-PL-1 
Hwy 166 Safety Improvements: Guadalupe-Cuyama $3 million CT-PL-6, 9 
Solvang Circulation Improvements $3 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (1) 
Buellton Circulation Improvements $3 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (1) 
Guadalupe Circulation Improvements $3 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (1) 
Specialized Transit, Seniors-Disabled $4.5 million SMOOTH-PL-3 
Safe Routes to School, Bicycle and Pedestrian $3 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (2) 
Carpool and Vanpool Program $2 million SBCAG-PL-3 
Interregional Transit $22.5 million IC-PL-1, 2, 3, 4 
Local Street and Transportation Improvements $341 million  
(allocated as follows with a minimum of $43 million for Safe Routes to School transit services, bicycle, pedestrian and other 

alternative modes 
Buellton               $9.9 million       Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3)   
Guadalupe           $12.5 million    Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3) 
Lompoc                $65.4 million    Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3)   
Santa Maria         $137.2 millio    Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3) 
Solvang               $11.2 million    Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3) 
County/Unincorp  $104.6 million  Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3) 
Total $455 million 
South Coast 
Safe Routes to School $13 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (2) 
Bike and Pedestrian Program $13 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (2) 
South Coast Transit Operations Program $58 million MTD-PL-4, 6, 14, 18, 22 
South Coast Transit Capital Program $27 million MTD-PL-8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 17, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 
Interregional Transit $25.35 million IC-PL-5, 6, 7, 8 
Specialized Transit, Seniors-Disabled $6 million EL-PL-3 
Carpool and Vanpool Program $7 million SBCAG-PL-2 
Commuter/Passenger Rail $25 million SBCAG-PL-1 
Carpinteria Circulation Improvements $1 million Implement RTP Goals and Policies (1) 
Goleta Overpass Improvements $7 million Go-PL-4, 6 
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Table 2-7 
Measure A Project Details 

 
Project Cost RTP Projects 

Local Street and Transportation Improvements $272.7 million  
(allocated as follows) 
Carpinteria            $22.76 million      Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3)   
Goleta                   $42.91 million      Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3)   
Santa Barbara       $104.05 million   Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3)   
County/Unincorp   $102.91 million    Implement RTP Goals and Policies (3) 
Total $455 million 
Some Measure A projects will not be defined until the measure passes and funds are awarded by SBCAG through a competitive call for 
projects (Safe Routes, Bicycle, Pedestrian programs) or until the projects are selected by a city council or the board of supervisors 
(Circulation Improvements, Local Street and Transportation Improvements).  These projects therefore cannot be itemized in the RTP, but 
they are consistent with and implement goals and policies of the RTP. 
 
(1)  RTP Plan Goal II, p. 3-1; Policy 1.1, p.3-2; Goal 2, p.3-4; Policy 2.1, p. 3-4 
(2)  RTP Plan Goal I, p. 3-1; Policy 1.1, p.3-2; Goal 3, p.3-5; Goal 7, p.3-6; Policy 7.1, p.3-6; Policy 7.2, p.3-6 
(3)  RTP Plan Goal II, p. 3-1; Policy 1.1, p.3-2; Goal 2, p.3-4; Policy 2.1, p.3-4 
 
Source: Measure A 2008.  Transportation Investment Plan.   Available: 
http://www.measurea.org/PDF/Measure%20A%20Investment%20Plan%20for%20November%20Ballot.pdf 

 
Section 2.0, Project Description page 2-34 under the heading “2.5 PROJECT APPROVALS” has 
been modified to include the following: 

 
“• California Public Utilities Commission’s Rail Crossings Engineering Section (RCES)” 
 
Section 4.1, Transportation and Circulation, Table 4.1-6, has been revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.1-6 
Year 2030 P.M. Peak Hour LOS on U.S. 101 Northbound  

Between Goleta and Santa Maria 

Segment 

Distance 
(miles) 

2030 
No-

Build 
LOS 

2030 
Programmed 

LOS 

2030 
Planned 

LOS 

Hollister Ave.- 
Las 
Cuces/Rte. 1 

21.9 E E-F E 

Clark Ave –  
Santa Maria 
Way 

2.2 D E E 

 
Section 4.2, Land Use, Mitigation Measures, on page 4.2-7 of the Draft EIR, has been revised to 
include the following additional mitigation measure: 
 

“LU-4(c) When new roadway extensions are planned in areas that contain 
sensitive farmland, the local jurisdiction in which the RTP project 
is located shall assure that project-specific environmental reviews 
consider the use of agricultural conservation easements on land 
of at least equal quality and size as compensation for the loss of 
agricultural land.  Agricultural conservation easements could be 
implemented by directly purchasing easements or donating 
mitigation fees to a local, regional, or statewide organization or 
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agency whose purpose includes the acquisition and stewardship 
of agricultural conservation easements. ” 

 
Section 4.4, Noise, page 4.4-4, 5th full paragraph, has been revised as follows: 
 
“AMTRAK provides intercity passenger rail service through the county. According to the 
LOSSAN North Strategic Plan (December 2007), ten Twelve trains per day operate between 
Los Angeles and Santa Barbara Oxnard and Goleta, while four ten trains per day operate 
between Santa Barbara Goleta and San Luis Obispo. These totals include the intercity Coast 
Starlight, which operates once daily in each direction (Amtrak Train Schedule, October 2007).” 
 
Section 4.6, Water Resources, 5th and 6th full paragraphs on page 4.6-4, have been revised as 
follows: 
 
“According to the County’s Groundwater Thresholds Manual, an acre of groundcover, shrubs 
and trees requires between 1.5 and 1.8 acre-feet of water per year.  Although the increase in 
landscaped areas resulting from individual RTP projects cannot be precisely estimated, it can 
be assumed that watering demands increases of such areas in locations with overdrafted 
groundwater basins would occur.  Several major RTP projects are located in areas served by the 
Santa Maria, Lompoc, Santa Ynez, San Antonio, and Cuyama Basins, all of which are in a state 
of overdraft.  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 such instances, lead agencies for 
individual RTP projects will need to consider and, as necessary, mitigate potential water 
supply impacts as part of future project-specific environmental reviews. 
 
Major RTP projects, particularly roadway extensions, 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.  While 
The magnitude significance of such an impacts associated with individual RTP 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.  The lead agencies for 
individual RTP projects will need to consider potential groundwater recharge impacts as part 
of future project-specific environmental reviews.” 
 
Section 4.6, Water Resources, page 4.6-4 through 4.6-5, Mitigation Measures W-1(b) and W-2(a) 
have been revised as follows: 
 

“W-1(b)  The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 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.  
This shall be accomplished through the placement of conditions on the project 
by the local jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 
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 W-2(a)   The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 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.  This shall be accomplished through the placement of 
conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review.” 

 
Section 4.11, Biological Resources, 1st full paragraph on page 4.11-6, has been revised as follows: 
 
“Local state fish and game agencies must also be consulted regarding the issuance of Section 
404 permits.  The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is considered a trustee 
agency under CEQA with the responsibility of protecting the biological resources of California.  
The CDFG also has authority under Section 1600 et. Seq. of the Fish and Game Code to reach an 
agreement regarding conservation of fish and wildlife resources whenever a project alters the 
natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake.” 
 
Section 4.11, Biological Resources, page 4.11-6, the following is added as the seventh and eighth 
paragraphs under “Regulatory Setting” in Section 4.11: 
 
“Section 156.3 of the California Streets and Highways Code requires assessment and 
remediation of potential barriers to fish passage for transportation projects using state or 
federal transportation funds.  Such assessments must be conducted for any projects that 
involve stream crossings or other alterations and must be submitted to the CDFG. 
 
Take of fully-protected birds, mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and fishes is prohibited by 
state law.  Avoidance measures must be incorporated into the design, specifications, and 
operation of individual projects in order to avoid take of fully-protected species.” 
 
Section 4.11, Biological Resources, Impact B-2 is revised to read as follows: 
 

“Impact B-2 Some proposed transportation projects could permanently alter natural 
habitat areas, and wildlife corridors, and special status plant and animal 
species.  Impacts of many individual projects can likely be mitigated to a 
less than significant level.  However, because the feasibility of mitigation 
cannot be determined at this time, the cumulative effect of RTP 
implementation is considered Class I, significant and unavoidable.” 

 
Section 4.11, Biological Resources, page 4.11-12, the second paragraph under Impact B-2 is revised 
to read as follows: 
 
“Several individual projects would, however, increase human activity in areas where significant 
biological resources could occur.  In particular, several of the proposed bikeway projects in the 
Gaviota, Goleta, Santa Maria, and Carpinteria areas could increase human activity in the 
vicinity of riparian areas, wildlife corridors, and potentially sensitive coastal habitats.  These 
types of habitats may be inhabited by a range of special status plant and animal species, as 
illustrated on Figure 4.11-1.  In addition, several of the proposed new roads and road 
widenings in the Santa Maria/Orcutt area could involve removal of various tree species and 
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grasslands. Though proposed road projects would not necessarily create significant impacts to 
biological resources, the introduction of more human activity into potentially sensitive areas 
would increase the potential for both temporary (construction) long-term conflicts with 
sensitive plant and wildlife species.  Impacts could result from direct habitat removal, 
increased deposition of atmospheric pollutants, and/or introduction of invasive nonnative 
plant species into currently undisturbed natural areas.  The significance of potential impacts 
would need to be addressed on a case-by-case basis through site-specific studies as individual 
projects are developed. Though it appears likely that impacts could be mitigated through 
careful site planning and post-construction restoration, impacts are considered potentially 
unavoidable.” 
 
Section 4.11, Biological Resources, page 4.11-12, the following paragraph is added at the end of 
the discussion under Impact B-2: 
 
“Project-specific and cumulative analysis will be needed for individual RTP projects with 
the potential to disrupt wildlife movement.  This analysis will need to consider both 
temporary impacts relating to construction activity and long-term impacts relating to the 
operation and maintenance of individual projects.” 
 
Section 4.11, Biological Resources Figure 4.11-7 has been revised to revise the following text in the 
Legend on the left: 

 
“Go-PL-4-1” 

 
Section 4.12, Energy, Impact E-1, has been revised as follows: 
 

“Impact E-1 Energy consuming equipment and processes which will be used 
during construction and maintenance of RTP projects would 
require the use of energy.  However, it is not anticipated that 
energy would be consumed in a wasteful or unnecessary 
manner.  Therefore, such impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant.  II, significant but mitigable. 

 
Construction and maintenance Implementation of the proposed RTP projects would 
result in both short-term and long-term consumption of energy due to the use of 
construction equipment and processes.  impacts to the county’s energy supply.  During 
construction activities, energy would be needed to operate construction equipment.  In 
addition, construction materials require energy to be made and would likely be used in 
projects that involve new construction or replacement of older materials.  However, 
such construction and maintenance activities would be undertaken only as necessary 
and, as such, would not involve any wasteful consumption of energy.  Therefore, 
impacts to energy due to construction and maintenance of RTP projects would be less 
than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures.  Although RTP project construction and maintenance is not 
expected to involve the wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy, the following 
mitigation measures are recommended to reduce address potential impacts to energy 
consumption to the maximum degree feasible supplies: 
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E-1(a)      Use alternatively fueled construction equipment, where feasible, such as 
natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane, or biodiesel. 

 
E-1(b)     Recycled construction materials shall be used whenever feasible. 

 
E-1(c)     Waste materials from construction or demolition shall be recycled whenever 

feasible. Materials that can be recycled include but are not limited to asphalt, 
concrete, brick, lumber, gypsum wallboard (drywall), cardboard and other 
packaging, roofing material, ceramic tile, carpeting, plastic pipe and steel.  
Asphalt removed from roads and paved structures shall be recycled. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  Impacts would be less than significant without 
mitigation.  Implementation of the above measures would further reduce energy 
consumption.  potential impacts to a less than significant level.” 

 
Section 4.12, Energy, Impact E-2, has been revised as follows: 
 

“Impact E-2  The operation of some RTP projects may increase energy 
demand. However, in a general sense, RTP implementation 
would increase the efficiency of the County’s transportation 
system and increase opportunities to use alternative 
transportation modes that reduce energy consumption.  As such, 
this impact would be Class III, less than significant.  This 
impact is considered Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
Construction and expansion of transportation facilities throughout the county may 
generate additional energy demand.  Some highway and roadway improvements will 
increase vehicle capacity, allowing a greater number of vehicles to use the facilities.  
However, increasing capacity and making roadway and intersection improvements will 
increase the transportation system efficiency, in turn, increasing fuel combustion 
efficiency in vehicles.  In addition, many RTP 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.  It is not 
anticipated that implementation of individual RTP projects would induce the 
wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy.  Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 
 
New facilities that require energy for operation, such as buildings, signal lighting, 
changeable message signs, 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 wasteful or unnecessary as it is anticipated that all lighting, signage, 
and irrigation systems would be comply with applicable energy efficiency 
requirements.  Therefore, impacts relating to these systems would be less than 
significant. 
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Mitigation Measures. The RTP 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.  The proposed RTP also includes policies that encourage land use 
planning that encourages walking, biking, and transit use.  In addition, the following 
mitigation measures are required recommended to reduce potential impacts to energy: 
 
E-2(a)    New facilities shall 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. Other improvements with 
longer payback periods should be considered. 

 
E-2(b)     All lighting shall be energy efficient and designed to use the least amount of 

energy to serve the purpose of the lighting.  Lighting shall utilize solar energy 
wherever feasible.  

 
E-2(c)    New landscaping design and irrigation systems shall be water efficient.   

 
Significance After Mitigation.  Impacts would be less than significant without 
mitigation.  Implementation of the above measures would further reduce countywide 
energy consumption potential impacts to a less than significant level.” 

 
Section 6.0, Alternatives page 6-5 of has been revised to remove project L-2 and its information 
from Table 6-2, RTP Projects Eliminated Under the Modified Project Alternative.   

 
Section 4.3, Air Quality, has been comprehensively revised.  The revised section is included in its 
entirety on the following pages. 
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4.3  AIR QUALITY 
 
This section analyzes the impacts of the 2008 RTP upon local and regional air quality.  Both 
temporary impacts relating to construction activity and long-term impacts associated with 
population growth and associated growth in vehicle traffic and energy consumption are 
discussed.  This section is based on the technical air quality analysis prepared by SBCAG and 
included in Appendix C of this EIR. 
 
4.3.1 Setting 
 

a. Local Climate and Meteorology.  Air quality is affected by the rate and location of 
pollutant emissions and by climatic conditions that influence the movement and dispersion of 
pollutants.  Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature 
gradients, along with local and regional topography, provide the links between air pollutant 
emissions and air quality. 
 
The Santa Ynez Mountains separate Santa Barbara County into two regions, South County and 
North County, by acting as a partial barrier to the exchange of air between these two regions.  
The County has a Mediterranean climate characterized by warm, dry summers, and cooler, 
relatively damp winters.  Mild temperatures occur throughout the year, particularly near the 
coastline.  Maximum summer temperatures average 70 degrees Fahrenheit near the coast and in 
the high 80s to low 90s inland.  During winter, average minimum temperatures range from the 
40s along the coast to the 30s inland. 
 
Although precipitation is confined primarily to the winter months, occasional, tropical air 
masses result in rainfall during summer months.  Annual rainfall amounts range from about 10 
to 18 inches along the coast, with more substantial amounts in the higher elevations.  Sunny 
skies are common throughout most of the area.  However, low clouds and fog occur with some 
frequency over the ocean and adjacent coastal areas during late spring and summer which 
generally disperse by midday.  In general, there are 60 to 80 days per year which would be 
categorized as cloudy. 
 
Wind speed and direction play a major role in determining the areas most affected by air 
pollution.  In areas where a single prevailing wind direction dominates, pollutants emitted in 
that area are transported away from their source.  This may result in low concentrations in the 
source areas but can potentially cause high concentrations in downwind areas, especially ozone 
which takes time to form.  Wind speeds also play a role in dispersion.  High wind speeds cause 
pollutants to disperse over wide areas, generally lowering concentrations.  Conversely, low 
wind speeds are generally associated with higher concentrations.  In North County, the sea 
breeze is typically northwesterly throughout the year.  At night, the sea breeze dies, as air 
adjacent to the surface cools, it descends down the coastal mountains and mountain valleys, 
resulting in light land breezes.  The alternation of the land-sea breeze cycle can sometimes 
produce a “sloshing” effect, where pollutants are swept offshore at night and subsequently 
carried back onshore during the day.  This effect is exacerbated during periods when wind 
speeds are low. 
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Another key factor that affects the concentrations of pollutants in the air is the stability of the 
atmosphere.  Restricted mixing and low wind speeds are generally associated with higher 
pollutant concentrations.  These conditions are typically related to temperature inversions 
(temperature increase with height) which cap the pollutants that are emitted below or within 
them.  During the months May to October, it is common for an inversion layer to form, with an 
average height of 1,500 feet above the ground surface.  Year-around, light onshore winds 
hamper the scattering of primary pollutants and the orientation of the inland mountain ranges 
interrupts air circulation patterns.  Pollutants become trapped, creating ideal conditions for the 
production of secondary pollutants (e.g., ozone, particulates, etc.).  Because poor air quality is 
often associated with air stagnation, it is reasonable to expect a higher frequency of pollution 
events in the southern portion of the County where light winds are frequently observed, as 
opposed to the North County where the prevailing winds are strong and persistent. 
 
 b. Pollutants.  Primary criteria pollutants are emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle 
tailpipe, an exhaust stack of a factory, etc.) into the atmosphere.  Primary criteria pollutants 
include carbon monoxide (CO), reactive organic gases (ROG), nitric oxide (NO), fine particulate 
matter (PM10 and PM 2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb).  Secondary criteria pollutants are 
created by atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions; reactive organic compounds 
(ROC) together with nitrogen oxides form the building blocks for the creation of photochemical 
(secondary) pollutants.  Secondary pollutants include oxidants, ozone (O3) and sulfate and 
nitrate particulates (smog).  The characteristics, sources and effects of critical air contaminants 
are provided in Table 4.3-1 on the following page. 
 
Santa Barbara County contains a wide variety of emission sources including stationary, area-
wide, on-road vehicles, and other mobile sources (2007 CAP).   The Santa Barbara County Air 
Pollution Control District (APCD) has developed a “planning inventory” which focuses on 
emission sources which can be controlled and reflects emission patterns found during episodic 
periods (e.g., summer months for ozone).  Based on the 2002 county-wide average daily 
“planning” emissions inventory (SBCAPCD, 2007 CAP), on-road motor vehicles emit the 
greatest quantities of anthropogenic NOx (46%) and 33% of anthropogenic ROC.   
 
In 1998, the California Air Resources Board identified particulate matter from diesel fueled 
engines as a toxic air contaminant.  Diesel particulates are emitted directly by diesel powered 
motor vehicles, and are typically in the form of PM2.5.  The majority of PM10 emissions in Santa 
Barbara County – of which approximately 1/3 is comprised of PM2.5 – comes from background 
non-anthropogenic sources (e.g., sea salt, wind blown dust) Figure 4.3-1 breaks down the 
annual PM10 sources.  
 
Normalizing for background, vehicle exhaust represents approximately 2-3 percent of the 
PM10/PM2.5 inventory.  However, re-entrained road dust created by on-road vehicles makes up 
17 percent of the PM10 inventory and 5 percent of the PM2.5 (APCD, SB 656 Report, 2006).          
 
While not considered a criteria pollutant, per se, greenhouse gases are considered to be any 
anthropogenic source that can contribute to global warming.  The “Greenhouse Effect” refers 
to the Earth’s ability to capture heat absorbed from the sun and the Earth’s surface.  Solar 
radiation from the sun passes through the atmosphere, 30% of which is immediately 
reflected back out into space.  The other 70% is radiated back from the earth and absorbed by 
greenhouse gas chemicals, such as carbon dioxide, which leads to a subsequent warming 
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effect underneath the atmosphere.  This is a natural cycle that provides an average 
temperature of approximately 60 degrees Fahrenheit on the surface of the earth.  A growing 
body of scientific evidence has shown that increasing greenhouse gas emissions from 
anthropogenic sources (such as fossil fuel combustion) have the potential to generate large-
scale global temperature increases (global warming).  The major greenhouse gases include 
carbon dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4).  
 
The California Air Resources Board estimates that CO2 comprises approximately 90% of all 
GHG emissions statewide.  Air quality monitoring has shown that atmospheric 
concentrations of CO2 have been increasing, most likely a result of increased combustion of 
fossil fuels.   According to the California Air Resources Board, the combustion of fuels 
related to transportation (including air travel) accounts for approximately 38% of total CO2 

emissions statewide, with gasoline consumption (i.e. on-road mobile sources) accounting for 
the greatest portion of the transportation emissions. 
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Table 4.3-1  Description Of Selected Air Contaminants 
 

PHOTOCHEMICAL OXIDANT (Ox) 

Characteristics- The term “photochemical oxidant” can include several different pollutants, but consists primarily of ozone (more than 90 percent) and a group of 
chemicals called organic peroxynitrates. Photochemical oxidants are created in the atmosphere rather than emitted directly into the air. Photochemical oxidants 
are created in the atmosphere rather than emitted directly into the air. Reactive organic gases and oxides of nitrogen are the emitted contaminants which 
participate in the reaction. Ozone is a pungent, colorless toxic gas which is produced by the photochemical process. Photochemical oxidant is a characteristic of 
southern California type smog, and reaches highest concentrations during the summer and early fall. 
 
Sources - Ozone is caused by complex atmospheric reactions involving oxides of nitrogen and reactive organic gases with ultraviolet energy from sunlight. 
Motor vehicles are the major source of oxides of nitrogen and reactive organic gases in the basin. 
 
Effects - The common manifestations of ozone and other photochemical oxidants are damage to vegetation and cracking of untreated rubber. Ozone in high 
concentrations (ranging from 0.15 ppm to 0.50 ppm) can also directly affect the lungs, causing respiratory and coronary irritation and possible changes in lung 
functions. These health problems are particularly acute in children and elderly people exposed to these pollutants. 

CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) 

Characteristics - CO is colorless, odorless, toxic gas produced through the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. Concentrations are higher in winter when more 
fuel is burned for heating purposes and weather conditions favor the build-up of directly emitted contaminants. 
 
Sources -The use of gasoline powered engines is the major source of this contaminant, with the automobiles being the primary contributor. CO emissions from 
gasoline powered engines are higher during winter months due to poor engine efficiency in cold temperatures. Various industrial processes also produce CO 
emissions through incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. 
 
Effects - CO does not irritate the respiratory tract, however, it passes through the lungs directly into the blood stream and, by interfering with the transfer of 
oxygen, deprives sensitive tissues of oxygen. 

NITROGEN OXIDES (NOx) 

Characteristics - It primarily consists of nitric oxides (NO) (a colorless, odorless gas formed from atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen when petroleum combustion 
takes place under high temperatures and/or pressure) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) (a reddish-brown irritating gas formed by the combination of nitric oxide with 
oxygen). Due to the role they play as ozone precursors, oxides of nitrogen are treated as non-attainment pollutants in Santa Barbara County. 
 
Sources - High combustion temperatures cause nitrogen and oxygen to combine and form nitric oxide. Further reaction produces additional oxides of nitrogen. 
Combustion in motor vehicle engines, power plants, refineries and other industrial operations are the primary sources in the region. Ships, railroads and aircraft 
are other significant emitters. 
 
Effects - Oxides of nitrogen are direct participants in photochemical smog reactions. The emitted compound, nitric oxide, combines with oxygen in the 
atmosphere in the presence of sunlight, to form nitrogen dioxide and ozone. Nitrogen dioxide, the most significant of these pollutants, can color the atmosphere 
at concentrations as low as 0.5 ppm on days of 21 0-mile visibility. NO2 is an important air pollutant in the region because it is a primary receptor of ultraviolet 
light. The latter initiates photochemical reactions, helping to form ozone and/or particulate nitrate. It will also react in the air to form nitrate particulates. 
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Table 4.3-1  Description Of Selected Air Contaminants 
 

SULFUR DIOXIDE (SO2) 

Characteristics - SO 2  is a colorless, pungent, irritating gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels. In humid atmospheres, SO2 can 
form sulfur trioxide and sulfuric acid mist, with some of the latter eventually reacting to produce sulfate particulates. 
 
Sources -This contaminant is the natural combustion product of sulfur or sulfur-containing fuels. Fuel combustion is the major source, while chemical plants, 
sulfur recovery plants, and metal processing are minor contributors. 
 
Effects - At sufficiently high concentrations, sulfur dioxide irritates the upper respiratory tract. At lower concentrations, when in conjunction with particulates, SO2 
appears able to do still greater harm by injuring lung tissues. Sulfur oxides, in combination with moisture and oxygen, can yellow the leaves of plants, dissolve 
marble and eat away iron and steel. Sulfur oxides can also react to form sulfates which reduce visibility.. 

PARTICULATES (TSP and PM10) 

Characteristics - Atmospheric particulates are made up of finely divided solids or liquids such as soot, dust, aerosols, fumes and mists. About 90 percent by 
weight of the emitted particles are larger than 10 microns in diameter, but about 10 percent by weight, or 90 percent of the total number of particulates are less 
than 5 microns in diameter. The aerosols formed in the atmosphere, primarily sulfate and nitrate, are usually smaller than 1 micron. In areas close to major 
sources, particulate concentrations are generally higher in the winter, when more fuel is burned for heating, and meteorological conditions favor the build-up of 
directly-emitted contaminants. However, in areas remote from major sources and subject to photochemical smog (ozones), particulate concentrations can be 
higher during summer months because the presence of ozone increases the potential for SO2 and NO2 to convert to sulfate and nitrate particulates. 
 
Sources - Particulate matter consists of particles in the atmosphere resulting from many kinds of dust and fume-producing industrial and agricultural operations, 
from combustion, and from atmospheric photochemical reactions. Re-entrained road dust from vehicles is a significant source of particulates. Natural activities 
also put particulates into the atmosphere; wind-raised dust and ocean spray are two such sources of particulates. 
 
Effects - In the respiratory tract very small particles of certain substances may produce injury by themselves, or may contain absorbed gases that are injurious. 
Suspended in the air, particulates less than 5 microns in diameter can both scatter and absorb sunlight, producing haze and reducing visibility. They can also 
cause a wide range of damage to materials. 

HYDROCARBONS AND OTHER ORGANIC GASES (THC, CH4 NMHC (non-methane), AHC, NHC) 

Characteristics - Any of the vast family of compounds consisting of hydrogen and carbon in various combinations are known as hydrocarbons. Fossil fuels are 
included in this group. Many hydrocarbon compounds are major air pollutants, and those which can be classified as olefins or aromatics are highly 
photochemically reactive. Atmospheric hydrocarbon concentrations are generally higher in winter because the reactive hydrocarbons react more slowly in the 
winter and meteorological conditions are more favorable to their accumulating in the atmosphere to higher concentration before producing photochemical 
oxidants. Due to the role they play as ozone precursors, reactive hydrocarbons are treated as non-attainment pollutants in Santa Barbara County. 
 
Sources - Motor vehicles are a major source of anthropogenic hydrocarbons (AHC) in the basin. Other sources include evaporation of organic solvents and 
petroleum refining and marketing operations. Trees are the principal emitters of biogenic or natural hydrocarbons (NHC) (Chameides, 1988). 
 
Effects - Certain hydrocarbons can damage plants by inhibiting growth and causing flowers and leaves to fall. Levels of hydrocarbons currently measured in 
urban areas are not known to cause adverse effects in humans. However, certain members of this contaminant group are important components in the reactions 
which produce photochemical oxidants. 
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Figure 4.3-1 
Santa Barbara County Annual Average PM10 Source Appointments Apportionments  

 

Background, 51.5%

Vehicle, 21.1%

Limestone, 0.4%
Secondary, 10.2%

Geological, 16.9%

 
Source: Santa Barbara County Particulate Matter Emission Reduction Study, 1991 
Vehicle Category: includes trucks, buses, heavy farm equipment, ships, trains, ships, aircraft. It does not include 
road or soil dust created by vehicles. 

 

 
  c. Local Regulatory Framework.  Air Quality regulations in Santa Barbara County are 
subject to both Federal and State standards.  The 1990 Clean Air Act mandated that the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 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 California Air Resources 
Board.  The California Air Resources Board is responsible for research activities, the 
establishment of California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) guidelines for air quality 
management, and the regulation of both stationary and mobile emission sources (i.e., motor 
vehicles).  The CAAQS are generally more stringent than corresponding Federal standards.  
Table 4.3-2 illustrates both the Federal and State current pollutant regulations. 
 
The California Air Resources Board established fourteen air basins and delegated local pollution 
control authority to Air Pollution Control Districts (APCD).  For Santa Barbara County, located 
within the South Central Coast Air Basin, air pollution control authority is vested with the Santa 
Barbara County APCD. 
 

Emission Regulations.  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 regulated by agencies other than Santa Barbara County APCD or ARB through 
CEQA and determinations of consistency with the CAP and other City and County General 
Plans. 
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Table 4.3-2  Current Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Federal Standard California Standard 

Ozone 0.08 ppm (8-hr avg) 0.09 ppm (1-hr avg) 
0.07 ppm (8-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 0.053 ppm (annual avg) 0.18 ppm (1-hr avg) 
0.30 ppm (annual avg) 

Sulfur Dioxide 
0.03 ppm (annual avg) 
0.14 ppm (24-hr avg) 
0.5 ppm (3-hr avg) 

0.04 ppm (24-hr avg) 
0.25 ppm (1-hr avg) 

Lead 1.5 μg/m3 (calendar quarter) 1.5 μg/m3 (30-day avg) 

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

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
15 μg/m3 (annual avg) 
35 μg/m3 (24-hr avg) 12 μg/m3 (annual avg) 

ppm= parts per million 
μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
Source: California Air Resources Board, http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/signthres.pdf, December 
2007. 

 
  Pending Greenhouse Gas Regulations.  The impetus for climate change legislation in 
the state was Assembly Bill 32 – The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.  AB 
32 requires the California Air Resources Board to establish a statewide GHG emissions cap 
for the year 2020, based on 1990 levels of GHG emissions.  Assembly Bill 1493, which was 
enacted in September 2004 (a few years before AB 32 was passed), can be seen as the mobile 
source component of AB 32 in that it requires vehicles manufactured after the year 2009 to 
adhere to CO2 emission standards.  The trend in increasing CO2 emissions will likely 
continue until AB 1493 kicks in, as those vehicles manufactured after the year 2009 are 
incorporated into the overall vehicle fleet.   California Air Resources Board staff has 
estimated that the CO2 emission standards established by AB 1493 will result in an 18% 
reduction in GHG emissions by 2020 and a 27% reduction by 2030. 
 

d.  Current Air Quality.  Monitoring of ambient air pollutant concentrations is 
conducted by the ARB, Santa Barbara County APCD and industry.  Monitors operated by the 
ARM and APCD 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 APCD, are called Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
stations.  PSD stations are required by the APCD to ensure that new and modified sources 
under APCD permit do not interfere with the County’s ability to attain or maintain air quality 
standards.  Figure 4.3-4 illustrates shows the locations of all monitoring stations in Santa 
Barbara County that are currently in operation. 
 
The Santa Barbara County air quality management agency Air Pollution Control District 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 1- and 8-hour state and 8-hour federal 
exceedances is provided in Figure 4.3-2.  Although state and federal ozone exceedances occur, the 
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trend is positive with fewer exceedances occurring over time.  State and federal carbon monoxide 
standards have not been exceeded since 1985. Although federal annual PM10 standards have not 
been exceeded, the state standard has been exceeded as indicated in Figure 4.3-3.  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 being an attainment area for the 8-hour federal 
ozone standard, a “moderate” non-attainment area for the state ozone standard, and non-
attainment for the state PM10 standard. 
 
 

 
Figure 4.3-2 

Historical Santa Barbara County Ozone Exceedances (1990-2006) 
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Figure 4.3-3 
 Historical Santa Barbara County PM10 Exceedances (1993-2002*) 

 

 
* PM10 data for 2003, 2004, and 2005 is currently not available. 
 

  e.  Clean Air Plan.  The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (FCAAA) 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 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 FCAAA and the 1988 CCAA, the level of Santa Barbara County’s ozone problem originally 
resulted in the county being classified as a “moderate” non-attainment area.    
 
Since the passage of the 1990 FCAAA, six Clean Air Plan updates have been developed for 
Santa Barbara County: 1) 1993 Rate of Progress Plan; 2) 1994 Clean Air Plan (1-Hour Ozone 
Attainment Demonstration Plan); 3) 1998 Clean Air Plan; 4) 2001 Clean Air Plan (Maintenance 
Plan); 5) 2004 Clean Air Plan (State Triennial Update); and, 6) 2007 Clean Air Plan.  The current 
plan focuses on both a Maintenance Plan for the federal 8-hour ozone standard and triennial 
update and revision for the state 1-hour ozone standard. 
 
4.3.2 Impact Analysis 
 
  a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  This analysis follows the guidance and 
methodologies recommended in the Santa Barbara County APCD’s Scope and Content of Air 
Quality Sections in Environmental Documents, 2007 June 2008, the County of Santa Barbara 
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, 2006, and the CEQA Appendix G 
thresholds.   
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The Santa Barbara County APCD Board has adopted the following thresholds of significance in 
October of 1995.  Accordingly, a proposed project will have a significant air quality impact on 
the environment, if operation of the project will:  Many of these apply to single development 
projects and don’t necessarily apply to Regional Transportation Plans.  However, the 
following threshold was used for the analysis for the 2008 RTP:  
 

 Emit (from all project sources, both stationary and mobile) more than the daily 
trigger for offsets or Air Quality Impact Analysis set in the APCD 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; it is an attainment pollution); 

 The Plan will have a significant air quality impact on the environment if 
implementation of the Plan will result in the emit emission of more than 25 
lbs/day or 4.56 tons/year 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 APCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD 
board; 

 Be consistent with the latest adopted federal and state air quality plans for Santa 
Barbara County. 

 
The County of Santa Barbara has established its own thresholds.  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. 

 
Short-Term Emissions Methodology.  The SBAPCD has not adopted significance thresholds for 
construction-related emissions because of their temporary nature.  In any event, construction-
related emissions are not relevant at the RTP level because such emissions are dependent on the 
characteristics of individual development projects.  Nevertheless, because the region does not 
meet the federal or State 8-hour standards for ozone or the State standard for PM10, the County 
requires implementation of standard emission and dust control techniques for all construction.   
 
Long-Term Emissions Methodology.  With respect to long term impacts, because the RTP itself 
does not directly generate the emissions, County thresholds associated with “new” or Indirect 
Source Review do not apply in this case.  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 following significance threshold was used for the 
long-term emissions analysis: 
 

• Therefore, the The project’s long term impacts to air quality will be considered 
significant if the project results in mobile source emissions that exceed existing levels.  In 
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this case, the pollutants of concern are ozone precursors (NOx and ROC) and fine 
particulate matter. 

 
The long-term emissions analysis compares the 2002 on-road mobile source emissions estimate 
from the 2007 CAP to the total countywide 2030 on-road emissions estimate of the 2008 RTP.  
The latter estimate incorporates all the roadway and transit improvement projects (no demand 
management projects) listed in the 2008 RTP out to 2030.  Since the two emission estimates are 
different (CAP reflects existing conditions while the 2008 RTP projects out 20+ years beyond the 
existing conditions), emissions related to growth (e.g., population, employment) and changes to 
the vehicle fleet composition will play a major role in the outcome of the analysis.  If 
countywide ROC or NOx emissions associated with the 2008 RTP do not exceed the 2007 CAP 
emission estimate for 2002, then the long-term air quality threshold of significance will not be 
violated. 
 
The socio-economic growth projections used for the 2008 RTP on-road mobile source emissions 
analysis were based on the Regional Growth Forecast 2002 (RGF 2002) (SBCAG, March 2002).  
The RGF 2002 projects countywide population, housing, and employment growth out to the 
year 2030.  These projections reflect the latest socio-economic planning assumptions for the 
County.   
 
Traffic growth and characteristics were generated by SBCAG’s network travel demand 
model.  The Santa Barbara Travel 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 projected in RGF 2002 (e.g., 
population increases, land use development) will impact travel demand in the County.    
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  Implementation of the RTP 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.  Long term 
emissions would be generated indirectly by the on-road vehicles, trains and aircraft which 
would utilize the capital improvements proposed. 
 

Impact AQ-1    Development under the 2008 RTP would have the potential to 
result in construction related air quality impacts.  These 
impacts would have an adverse effect on air pollution in Santa 
Barbara County. However, with the incorporation of 
mitigation measures, impacts would be Class II, Significant 
but Mitigable. 

 
There are currently no air quality thresholds for construction related emissions in Santa Barbara 
County.  However, given the scope of the infrastructure improvements identified in the 2008 
RTP, a discussion of potential short term impacts is warranted.  There are three basic sources of 
short term emissions which would be generated by implementation of the RTP.  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.  The significance of daily emissions, 
particularly ROC and NOx emissions, generated by construction equipment utilized to build 
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RTP improvements would depend on the number vehicles used and the hours of operation.  
The significance of fugitive dust (PM2.5 and PM10) emissions would depend upon the following 
factors: 1) the aerial extent of disturbed soils; 2) the length of disturbance time; 3) whether or not 
existing structures are demolished; 4) whether or not excavation is involved; and, 5) whether or 
not transport of excavated materials offsite is necessary.  The amount of ROC emissions emitted 
by oil-based substances such as asphalt is dependent upon the type and amount of asphalt 
utilized.  It should be noted that use of asphalt and other oil-based substances during 
construction are subject to APCD Rule 329 (Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving 
Materials). 
 
Intersection improvements such as signalization, re-striping or signal coordination are not 
expected to generate significant short term impacts.  However, other RTP projects involve 
grading and paving, or the construction of permanent facilities.  Although any individual 
improvement may not generate significant short-term emissions, it is highly likely that several 
improvements would be under construction simultaneously, generating cumulative 
construction emissions which could impact air quality.  However, with the implementation of 
mitigation measures for individual projects, the resulting impacts would be reduced.  Impacts 
would be Class II, Significant but Mitigable.   
 
  Mitigation Measures.  To reduce potentially significant short-term emissions, the 
following mitigation measures should be applied to individual projects as they are 
implemented: 
 

AQ-1(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 
shall ensure that Santa Barbara County APCD’s standard dust 
control measures are implemented.  These measures are included 
in the Appendix.  The measures shall be noted on all construction 
plans and the local jurisdiction shall perform periodic site 
inspections. 

 
AQ-1(b) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 

shall ensure that any haul trucks associated with the project are 
covered during the transportation of fill material.  This 
requirement shall be noted on all construction plans and the local 
jurisdiction shall perform periodic site inspections. 

 
AQ-1(c) The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 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 local jurisdiction of the 
construction schedule submitted in association with the project’s 
environmental review. 

 
AQ-1(d) The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall 

ensure that the Best Available Control Technology is implemented 
to reduce short-term NOx emissions.  BACT measures shall 
include 2 degree timing retard, high pressure fuel injectors and 
reformulated diesel fuel, if available.  These measures shall be 
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noted on all construction plans and the local jurisdiction shall 
perform periodic site inspections. 

 
AQ-1(e) The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall 

ensure that the implementing agency contributes monies for off-
site mitigation in addition to performing the measures listed 
above.  Examples of current off-site mitigation programs include 
school bus replacement/conversion and the SBCAPCD Clean Air 
Express.  This mitigation shall be accomplished through the 
application of this condition by the responsible jurisdiction during 
the individual project’s environmental review. 

 
AQ-1(f e) The jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located shall 

ensure that the removal of underground storage tanks is a 
permitted activity in accordance with SBCAPCD rules and 
regulations.  This shall be accomplished through the submittal of 
SBCAPCD permits to the local jurisdiction prior to issuance of a 
grading permit. 

 
  Significance after Mitigation.  With the implementation of the above mitigation, impacts 
related to short-term construction emissions would be less than significant. 
 

Impact AQ-2 Implementation of the 2008 RTP would reduce emissions of 
ozone precursors as compared to implementation of the no 
project scenario.  Although implementation of the 2008 RTP 
would increase PM10 emissions as compared to 
implementation of the no project scenario existing levels, the 
increase would not exceed threshold levels emissions would 
be less than the no project scenario.  Therefore, long-term 
operational impacts would be Class III, Less than Significant.  

 
The list of capital improvement projects of the 2008 RTP includes widening of existing 
roadways and bridges, construction of new roadways, and construction of new transit and 
airport facilities.  Of all these projects, the roadway projects are considered to be the greatest 
source of long term emissions because ozone precursors are generated primarily by on-road 
vehicles.  The 2007 CAP contains countywide emission estimates reflecting both existing and 
future conditions.  The mobile emission estimates within these inventories assume a vehicle 
fleet growth from 289,530 vehicles in 2002 to 425,855 vehicles in 2020.  The emission estimates 
also considered all types of emitting modes (e.g., cold start, hot start, hot stabilized, diurnal 
running exhaust and tire wear).  The 2007 CAP indicates that ROC and NOx emissions are 
anticipated to decline due to advances in alternate fuels, more stringent engine emission 
regulations, and fleet turnover.  However, because this estimate of future emissions projects 
only out to the year 2020, it does not take into consideration overall growth in population, 
housing, employment, vehicles, vehicle activity (vehicle starts and vehicle miles of travel), or 
speed distribution changes that may result during the full 20 year forecast horizon of the 2008 
RTP.   
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A Planned Plan – No Project emissions analysis was prepared to holistically evaluate all 
improvements considered as a program rather than on a project-by-project basis using the same 
plan horizon year of 2030.  This emissions analysis isolates/reflects only the emissions impact 
associated with the capital improvements as identified in the “Planned Plan” scenario or the 
lack of improvements in the “No Project” scenario.  Similarly, a Programmed Program – 
Planned Plan emissions analysis was conducted to isolate the emissions impact of Programmed 
Program project emissions relative to Planned Plan project emissions.    
 
The on-road mobile source emissions estimates for the 2008 RTP were produced with the EPA 
approved EMFAC2007 emission inventory model developed by the California Air Resources 
Board for use in California.   Table 4.3-3 shows the results of the long-term emissions analysis.  
The results of the comparative emissions analysis of each RTP scenario are provided in Table 
4.3-4.  The latter analysis is based on annual emissions which were computed for each scenario 
by summing 66.6% of the daily summer planning inventory and 33.3% of the daily winter 
planning inventory and multiplying by 365 days.  ROC and NOx are combined given that they 
are the two primary ozone precursor gases emitted by on-road mobile sources.   
 

Table 4.3-3  Threshold of Significance Results (Roadway and Transit Improvements)  

Scenario Analysis 
Year 

ROC 
(tons/day) 

NOx 
(tons/day)

CO 
(tons/day) 

PM10 
(tons/day)*

2007 Clean Air Plan 2002 13.28 18.84 128.69 0.56 

2008 RTP-PlannedPlan 
Scenario 2030 3.22 4.21 23.02 0.68 

 

Pollutant 
(Tons/day) 

Clean Air Plan 
Year 2002 

Clean Air Plan 
(Year 2020) 

RTP 
Year 2030 Plan 

Difference 
(2002 to 2030) 

ROC 13.28 t/d 4.58 t/d 3.22 t/d -10.06 t/d 
NOx 18.84 t/d 6.98 t/d 4.21 t/d -14.63 t/d 
CO 128.69 t/d 38.62 t/d 23.02 t/d -105.67 t/d 
PM10* 0.56 t/d 0.68 t/d 0.68 t/d +0.12 t/d 

* PM10 includes tire wear and brake wear emissions 
 

Table 4.3-4  Annual Regional Emissions Analysis (Roadway and Transit Improvements) 

RTP Alternative Annual Emissions 
ROC + NOx (tons/year) 

Annual Emissions 
CO (tons/year) 

Annual Emissions 
PM10 (tons/year)* 

2030 No-Project 2,715.6 t/y 8,657.8 t/y 255.5 t/y 
2030 Programmed 2,737.5 t/y 8,785.6 t/y 262.8 t/y 
2030 Planned Plan 2,708.3 t/y 8,402.3 t/y 248.2 t/y 
Plan to No Project 
Comparison -7.3 t/y -255.5 t/y -7.3 t/y 

Threshold 4.56 t/y 4.56 t/y 4.56 t/y 
Impact? NO NO NO 
* PM10 includes tire wear and brake wear emissions 
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As shown in Table 4.3-3, implementation of the 2008 RTP does not violate the ozone impact 
Threshold of Significance.  This is due primarily to more stringent vehicle emission controls 
combined with fleet turnover over the 20-year forecast horizon. These emission trends are 
anticipated to occur despite projected growth in the vehicle population and vehicle activity.  
However, the analysis shows that PM10 emissions will increase by 0.12 tons per day by the Year 
2030 with implementation of the RTP’s planned Plan and programmed Program projects.  This 
increase can be primarily attributed to increases in VMT and vehicles trips which, in turn, 
generate additional brake and tire wear.  While the increase in PM10 emissions can be 
considered an adverse impact, the increase would be less than 10% when compared with the 
2002 baseline Table 4.3-4 indicates that the Plan scenario generates less PM10 emissions than 
the No Project scenario.  In addition, it should be noted that the 2008 RTP emission forecasts, 
regardless of which scenario, are less than the 2020 forecasts documented in the 2007 CAP.  
Therefore, This this impact would be considered less than significant.   
 
Table 4.3-4 indicates that the “Planned Plan” alternative will result in lower on-road emissions 
of ozone precursor gases of ROC and NOx combined when compared with the “No Build No 
Project” and “Programmed” scenarios.  Also, emissions of CO, and PM10 would be less for the 
“Planned Plan” scenario relative to the “No-Project” and “Programmed Program” alternatives. 
  The lower emission results under the “Planned Plan” alternative are primarily due to 
increased average vehicle speeds resulting from the capacity increasing projects (ROC and CO) 
and increased transit ridership (ROC, NOx, CO, and PM10).  
 
As shown in Table 4.3-4, the ozone precursor emissions (ROC and NOx) are slightly higher 
under the “Programmed Program” scenario when compared to the “No Build No Project” 
scenario.  This is due to a slightly higher estimate of Countywide VMT (approx. 15.3 million for 
the “Programmed Program” scenario versus 14.9 million for the “No Build No Project” 
scenario) and higher average vehicle speeds resulting from the “Programmed Program” 
scenario’s capacity-increasing projects.  The increase is relatively minor and will be further 
reduced through the implementation of other projects not accounted for in the traffic model and 
air quality analysis (such as APCD’s Vehicle Buyback Program, Intelligent Transportation 
Systems projects, transportation demand management programs, and pedestrian/bicycle 
projects). 
 
Table 4.3-5 summarizes 2008 RTP policies that promote improvements to air quality. 
 

Table 4.3-5  2008 RTP Goals and Policies that Promote Air Quality Improvements 

RTP Policy Description 

1.4 The RTP program of projects shall be in conformance with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) 
and meet the NAAQS as required by the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 

1.5 
Encourage the use of alternative fuels, alternative transportation modes, and the application of 
advanced transportation and energy technologies to reduce vehicular emission and energy 
consumption 

1.7 Encourage the use of Transit-Oriented Development land use planning to facilitate walking and 
biking and develop transit rider-ship markets. 

1.8 
Increase transportation system efficiency, improve mobility, reduce travel demand and provide 
improved air quality through the implementation of system management, demand management 
strategies and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) applications. 

3 Promote bicycling as a commute alternative, providing access to activity and employment 
centers, interregional connectivity, and short trips. 
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Table 4.3-5  2008 RTP Goals and Policies that Promote Air Quality Improvements 

RTP Policy Description 

7 Promote the provision of pedestrian facilities to encourage walking as an alternative form of 
transportation and as an element of an integrated multi-modal transportation system. 

5.1 Encourage the increase in passenger rail service to and within Santa Barbara County. 

4 Promote expansion of public transit services with the county to meet the mobility needs of 
residents and visitors, and as a means to reduce traffic and parking congestion. 

 
 Mitigation Measures.  None required 
 

Significance after Mitigation. The operational impacts of the RTP on the attainment of 
state and federal air quality standards are less than significant.  
 

Impact AQ-3 The proposed regional transportation projects included in the 
RTP would have the potential to add diesel fueled vehicles, 
which would result in the release of increased toxics into the 
air.  However, the release of such toxics associated with RTP 
project would be below the levels forecasted by the 2007 CAP. 
Therefore, impacts would be Class III, Less than Significant. 

 
In 1998, the California Air Resources Board identified particulate matter from diesel fueled 
engines as a toxic air contaminant.  In urban areas, diesel particulates contribute approximately 
70 percent of the known cancer risk associated with toxic air contaminants in California.  Diesel 
particulates are emitted directly by diesel powered motor vehicles and are typically in the form 
of PM2.5.  Secondary particulates are formed in the atmosphere through chemical reactions – 
typically involving oxides of nitrogen, sulfur dioxide and ammonia forming ammonium nitrate 
and ammonium sulfate particles.  These secondary particulates are also commonly measured in 
the PM2.5 size range.  Diesel particulates can be especially harmful when sensitive receptors 
(such as children and elderly people) are exposed to them near major transportation 
corridors, such as U.S. 101 or the Union Pacific Rail corridor. 
 
At this time, there are no CEQA thresholds established for mobile source project level toxics. 
For informational purposes, an analysis of 2030 on-road mobile source diesel PM10 emissions 
(primary) and diesel NOx and SOx (as surrogates for secondary PM10) is shown in Table 4.3-6. 
Results indicate that for diesel PM10 and SOx – there are no discerning differences between the 
2008 RTP scenarios.   Conversely, diesel NOx emissions under the “Programmed Program” and 
“Planned Plan” scenarios are greater than the “No-Build” RTP scenario. This is primarily due to 
increased average vehicle speeds resulting from the planned Plan capacity increasing projects 
in the 2008 RTP and increased transit service (i.e., greater diesel urban bus activity).  As shown 
below, the 2008 RTP emission forecasts - regardless of which scenario - are less than the 2020 
forecasts documented in the 2007 CAP. 
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Table 4.3-6  On-Road Mobile Source Toxics Comparison 

Vehicle Activity Diesel PM10 (tons/day) Diesel NOx (tons/day) SOx (tons/day) 
2007 Clean Air Plan (2020) 0.12 2.75 0.07 
2008 RTP No-Build (2030) 0.09 1.75 0.07 
2008 RTP Programmed 
Program (2030) 0.09 1.76 0.07 

2008 RTP Planned Plan 
(2030) 0.09 1.85 0.07 

 
 Mitigation Measures:  None required 
 
 Significance after Mitigation:  Class III, less than significant 
 

 Impact AQ-4 Re-entrained dust has the potential for increasing the PM10 
amounts in Santa Barbara County.  The increase in growth 
expected through the RTP lifespan would likely result in 
additional vehicles adding to the PM10 and PM2.5 levels in the 
area.  With implementation of planned Plan Santa Barbara 
County control measures to reduce such emissions, impacts 
would be Class III, Less than Significant. 

 
As part of the scoping for this EIR, comments were received regarding the human health risks 
associated with re-entrained road dust.  The concern was premised on the fact that 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. The synergistic effects of road dust (typically measured as PM10) with ozone, 
the hazardous constituents of re-entrained road dust itself (carcinogens, irritants, pathogens) 
and how they can contribute to respiratory illnesses such as asthma and allergies were 
emphasized and cited as part of this correspondence.    
 
In Santa Barbara County, direct tailpipe emissions of particulate matter from motor vehicles 
only represent approximately 2-3 percent of the anthropogenic PM10 inventory.  Conversely, re-
entrained road dust emissions are estimated to represent 17 percent of the PM10 planning 
inventory.  Within the urbanized areas of the County where on-road activity levels are the 
greatest (e.g., Santa Barbara and Santa Maria), this percentage increases (SB656 Report, APCD, 
2006).  Although on-road mobile source activity is a factor in generating re-entrained road dust 
emissions, this source of fine particulates is not directly addressed as part of the on-road mobile 
source emission inventory.  Instead, paved road dust is classified as an area source by the 
California Air Resources Board and the Santa Barbara County APCD.    
 
In 2003, the California Legislature enacted SB656 to reduce public exposure of airborne 
particulate matter. SB656 required the California Air Resources Board to develop and adopt by 
January 1, 2005 a list of readily available, feasible and cost-effective control measures that could 
be employed by the California Air Resources Board and local air districts (i.e., Santa Barbara 
County APCD) to reduce PM10 and PM2.5.  In response to SB656, the Santa Barbara County 
APCD has identified several control measures aimed at reducing PM10 and PM2.5 emissions.  
These measures are described in Table 4.3-7. 
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The most applicable measure to on-road vehicles listed in Table 4.3-7 – specifically to re-
entrained road dust – is Source Category 1: implementation of street sweeping requirements 
using PM10 efficiency sweepers.  This measure is most applicable to the urbanized areas of the 
County given that vehicle related particulate emissions comprise a greater percentage of the 
anthropogenic particulate emission profile in these areas (SB656 Report, APCD, 2006). At this 
time, the two most populated Cities in Santa Barbara County, Santa Barbara and Santa Maria, 
each implement street sweeping programs.   
 
There are no existing or proposed policies in the 2008 RTP that either encourage or discourage 
the practice of street sweeping on city streets.  RTP Policy 7.5 does encourage the use of 
alternative fuels which applies to the street sweeping vehicles themselves. Street sweeping 
vehicles are typically diesel powered which may offset to some degree the benefit of reducing 
re-entrained road dust particles off the street by directly emitting diesel particulates and NOx.  
APCD policies encourage that future alternative fuel funding decisions be made with a greater 
emphasis on alternative fuel infrastructure development projects to promote city fleet 
conversions to alternative fuel technologies.  The APCD policy further encourages future 
alternative fuel funding decisions to be made with a greater emphasis on dedicated fuel vehicle 
purchases rather than conversion projects and, the local application of proven technologies as 
opposed to projects which promote technological innovations and the greater promotion of the 
application of controls to address a specific technology type or fuel (e.g., heavy duty diesel 
trucks).  These policies serve to minimize the potential pollutant tradeoff (re-entrained road 
dust vs. directly emitted PM10/2.5 and NOx) from the county’s existing and future street 
sweeping programs.  
 

Table 4.3-7  Santa Barbara County Proposed PM10 and PM2.5 Control Strategy 

Source Category 1 
Source Contributor Paved Roads 
Control Description Establish requirements for sweeping existing roads using PM10 

efficiency sweepers 
Expected Cost Effective, $/ton PM10 reduced $33-$1070 
Expected Emission Control Efficiency, % PM10 efficient sweeper reduces street soil loading by 86%; 

non-PM10 efficient sweeper reduces street soil loading by 55% 
Rule Adoption Timeline 2007/2008 
Source Category 2 
Source Contributor Unpaved Roads 
Control Description Set control requirements for unpaved roads (e.g., setting speed 

limits) 
Expected Cost Effectiveness, $/ton PM10 reduced $1100 
Expected Emission Control Efficiency 1% 
Rule Adoption Timeline 2008/2010 
Source Category 3 
Source Contributor Construction/Demolition 
Control Description Establish requirements for earthmoving, demolition, and 

grading operations including the following: 
 
a. applying water 
b. posting speed limits to 15 mph 
c. require dust control plans for designated projects 
d. setting minimum soil moisture for earthmoving activities 
e. applying chemical stabilizers/dust suppressants 
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Table 4.3-7  Santa Barbara County Proposed PM10 and PM2.5 Control Strategy 
Expected Cost Effectiveness, $/ton PM10 reduced $300-$86,000 
Expected Emission Control Efficiency, % 13-84 
Rule Adoption Timeline 2009/2011 
*Based on a request by the County Fire Department, the APCD is also considering revising APCD Rule 312 in the 2006-07 
timeframe.  This rule revision would apply a no-burning restriction of any combustible refuse in an open outdoor fire in the North 
County – which is currently the only area in the County not subject to existing rule. 
 
 Mitigation Measures:  None required 
 
 Significance after Mitigation:  Class III, less than significant 
 
  c. Cumulative Impacts.  Construction of the projects identified by the 2008 RTP would 
emit pollutants into the air.  On a cumulative level, construction emissions could emit large 
amounts of pollutants.  However, because Santa Barbara County does not have construction 
thresholds and the nature of the emissions analysis in this EIR, it is difficult to determine the 
significance of these impacts.  However, with full implementation of the construction 
mitigation measures listed above, the impact could be classified as less than significant.  
Additionally, the RTP would also include improvements to the roadway infrastructure that 
would allow for greater capacity and LOS.  The improvements would benefit air quality due 
to increased flow of traffic, rather than idling.  
 
 Impact AQ-5 The proposed RTP forecast horizon is not consistent with the 

2007 CAP.  However, since the RTP and CAP socio-economic, 
vehicle activity growth assumptions and associated emissions 
estimates are identical, and the RTP implements the on-road 
mobile source emission control strategy of the CAP, impacts 
would be Class III, Less than Significant. 

 
Vehicle use, energy consumption, and associated pollutant emissions are directly related to 
population growth.  If the 2007 CAP growth assumptions are likely to be exceeded as a result of 
the proposed RTP improvements, then the RTP cannot be found consistent with the CAP. To 
determine consistency, several comparisons can be made to gauge the growth inducing impacts 
of the RTP with the growth assumptions of the 2007 CAP.  Namely, these are the socio-
economic assumptions (population, housing and employment), vehicle activity assumptions 
(VMT and trips) and resulting ozone precursor emissions (ROC + NOx).   
 
The socio-economic assumptions for both the 2008 RTP and 2007 CAP are based on SBCAG’s 
2002 Regional Growth Forecast.  Additionally, both planning efforts used the same model data 
inputs, resulting in matching vehicle activity output from the traffic model.  Therefore, the 
emissions estimates for the future years are identical when comparing the 2008 RTP and the 
2007 CAP. 
 
Another consideration of consistency is how the 2008 RTP implements/promotes the on-road 
mobile source emission control strategy in the 2007 CAP.   Table 4.3-5 lists the 2008 RTP policies 
that promote the on-road mobile source air quality objectives in the 2007 CAP.  More 
specifically, Table 4.3-8 lists the projects and programs approved by the SBCAG board as part of 
the 101 In-Motion process for incorporation into the 2008 RTP.  All of the projects and programs 
listed were adopted as Transportation Control Measures in the 2007 Clean Air Plan.   
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Table 4.3-8 2008 101-In-Motion Recommended Projects/Programs 
Adopted as TCMs for 2007 Clean Air  

 

Add a Carpool/High Occupancy Lane both directions south of Milpas to County Line 
Enhanced rail service for commuters, Camarillo/Oxnard/Ventura to Goleta 
Increase express bus services to North County 
Connect local bus and shuttles with rail and regional services 
Provide bus priority on selected streets through signal priority, queue jumps, bulb-outs 
Provide vanpool/carpool trip reduction incentives 
Peak period parking management – apply variable parking rates as feasible by jurisdiction 
Encourage telecommuting and flexwork/time schedules by employers 
Promote individualized marketing for demand management strategies 
Add capacity and install meters at selected ramps 
Use Intelligent Transportation Systems technology to inform traveling public and smooth operations including:  
freeway service patrol, 511 phone service, internet traffic and transit reports and variable message signs 

 

 
Outside the Highway 101 Corridor, several of the RTP roadway improvement projects provide 
improved access to areas with existing or anticipated congestion.  Major extension projects 
include: the Central Avenue extension in Lompoc; the Union Valley Parkway and McCoy Lane 
extensions in and around the City of Santa Maria; the Fowler and Ekwill extensions and the 
construction of missing Cathedral Oaks Road segments in the City of Goleta; and the extension 
of Via Real and Carpinteria Avenue in Carpinteria.  These extensions would cross primarily 
undeveloped agricultural and /or open space areas.  However, these projects are needed due to 
a lack of sufficient roadway capacity or are proposed in local Circulation Elements as necessary 
to reduce future congestion anticipated as local General Plans are built out.  It can be argued 
that these extensions address the potential adverse impacts associated with planned Plan 
growth on the existing system by providing additional capacity, improving system efficiency 
and reducing forecast congestion levels. 
 
Furthermore, a congestion management program (CMP) for Santa Barbara County was adopted 
in January, 1992 and was most recently updated in 2003.  This program is closely related to the 
RTP in that the RTP includes several improvements which were originally proposed in the 
CMP. The CMP identifies congestion reduction mechanisms for the CMP network which also 
serve to reduce air emissions.  These mechanisms include:  traffic analyses which assess impacts 
and provide appropriate mitigation; consideration of system-wide improvements to improve 
circulation and/or reduce emissions as part of deficiency plans; and a policy calling for each 
jurisdiction to assure that future development will help to achieve a job/housing balance. 
 
Consistent with the transportation control measures in the 2007 CAP (refer to Table 4.3-8 and 
Table 4.3-9), the 2008 RTP identifies other means of reducing potential emissions beyond what 
can be reflected in SBCAG’s travel model (e.g., TDM programs, pedestrian/bicycle 
improvements, commuter rail improvements etc.). Qualitatively, these RTP projects serve to 
promote the implementation of the transportation control measures (TCMs) identified in the 
2007 CAP and will help offset the .02 tons per day NOx difference between the “Planned Plan” 
and “Programmed Program” RTP alternatives.  
 
The 2007 CAP identifies TCMs as a way to attain the air quality goals specified in the Clean Air 
Act.  TCMs work by altering the way motor vehicles are used by reducing total vehicle miles 
traveled at critical times and places, and reducing the use of highly polluting operating modes.  
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TCMs reduce emissions from on-road motor vehicles and trucks by: improving the existing 
transportation system to allow motor vehicles to operate more efficiently; inducing people to 
change their travel behavior to less polluting modes; or, ensuring emission control technology 
improvements in the motor vehicle fleet are fully and expeditiously realized. 
 

Table 4.3-9  2007 CAP TCMs 
 

Currently Adopted 
T-1 Trip Reduction Ordinance 
T-2 Employer Based Transportation Demand Management Programs 
T-3 Work Schedule Changes 
T-4 Area-wide Ridesharing Incentives 
T-5 Improve Commuter Public Transit Service 
T-6 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes/High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes 
T-7 Traffic Flow Improvements 
T-8 Parking Management 
T-9 Park-and-Ride/Fringe Parking 
T-10 Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs 
T-13 Accelerated Retirement of Vehicles 
T-17 Telecommunications 
T-18 Alternative Fuels 
T-19 Public Education 
T-20 Parking Management to Reduce Non-commute Single Occupant Vehicle Use 

Proposed for Further Study 
T-9 Park and Ride (new project) 

Proposed as Contingency Measures 
T-21 Enhanced Inspection and Maintenance Program 

Source: 2007 Santa Barbara County CAP 
 

 
RTP projects that implement each TCM illustrated in Table 4.3-9 that applies to transportation 
projects are described in the paragraphs below.   
 
T-4: Area-wide Ridesharing Incentives 
 
This TCM is a voluntary measure that promotes ridesharing.  Ridesharing is a cooperative 
effort of two or more people to travel together.  Examples are carpools, vanpools, bus pools, 
trains, and public transit.  The secondary function of rideshare programs, the promotion of 
other alternatives to single occupancy vehicles, serves to support and enhance other TCMs.  The 
RTP includes many projects that support transit and ridesharing.  The following RTP projects 
support this TCM: 
 

SBCAG-TS1 
C-PL-9 

 
T-5: Improve Commuter Public Transit Service 
 
Projects supporting this TCM include transit service by bus, rail and airplane offered by an 
operator on a regular schedule.  The purpose of this TCM is to increase capacity on existing 
routes, new routes proposed by public transit operators, and increased ridership on existing 
routes.  The following RTP projects support this TCM: 
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 Program:  Plan: 
 
 COLT-1     CT-PL-25 through CT-PL-33 

CT-14 through CT-16    COLT-PL-3 through COLT-PL-5 
 EL-1      EL-PL-3 and -4 

Gu-3      Gu-PL-5 
MTD-2, -4, and -5    IC-PL-3, -4, -7, -8 
SMAT-1, -2, -4, and -5    MTD-PL-1, -4, -6, -13, -14, -17, -18   

 SBC-9      MTD-PL-20, -22, -23, -27, -28 
SBCAG-3 through SBCAG-5   SBC-PL-15 

 SLORTA-1      SBCAG-PL-1 
 SMOOTH-1 and -2    SMAT-PL-1, -3, -9, -10, -11, -13, -14 

SYVT-1     SMOOTH-PL-1, -3, -4, and -5 
       SYVT-PL-2 and -3 
 
T-6: High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes/High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes 
 
HOV lanes are segments of roadway restricted to only HOV vehicles (2 or more persons).  The 
aim of this is to promote ridesharing.  The following RTP projects support this TCM: 
 
 CT-8 
 CT-PL-3  
 
T-7: Traffic Flow Improvements 
 
Traffic flow improvements include a range of strategies that enhance the capacity and efficiency 
of a roadway system, without adding extra lanes or new roads.  These strategies can be 
grouped into three main types: traffic signalization, traffic operations, and enforcement and 
management.  The following RTP projects support this TCM: 
 
Traffic Signalization 
 SBC-6  
 B-PL-4 

C-PL-3 
 CT-PL-22 
 SBC-PL-5 
 SM-PL-9 
 
Traffic Operations 

CT-5 
Go-1 and -2 
Gu-2 
SB-1 

 SBC-1, -2, and -6 
SM-9 
CT-PL-10, -15, and -35 
B-PL-4 
C-PL-1, -3, and -6 

 Go-PL-3 and  -5 
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SB-PL-1 
SM-PL-7 and -10 

  
Enforcement and Management 
 CT-11, -12, and -13  

SBCAG-2 
 CT-PL-17 through CT-PL-21, -23 and -24 
 SBC-PL-13 
 
T-9: Park-and-Ride/Fringe Parking 
 
Park and ride lots provide a supporting role to transit, bicycling, and ridesharing TCMs.  The 
projects listed in this analysis are examples of cost effective trip reducing projects that support 
other TCMs.  The following RTP projects support this TCM: 
 
 C-PL-9 

SBC-PL-14 
 SM-PL-1 
 
T-10: Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs 
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian programs aim at reducing the reliance on automobiles.  They support 
recreation and mobility through both neighborhoods in addition to major thoroughfares.  The 
following RTP projects support this TCM: 
 

Program:  Plan: 
 
C-1 and -2  C-PL-7 and -8 
CT-5    CT-PL-14, -16, and -22  
Go-3 and -5   Go-PL-2, -5, -7, and -8 
Gu-2    GU-PL-3 
SBC-7    LOM-PL-3 and -4 
L-1    SB-PL-2 through SB-PL-8 
SB-2 through SB-5  SBC-PL-3, 7, -8, -9, -11, and -12  
SM-6    SM-PL-16   
Sol-1    Sol-PL-1 through Sol-PL-4 
SBC-8  
SM-10  
 

T-18: Alternative Fuels 
 
The alternative fuels TCM covers the conversion of gasoline-powered vehicles to alternative 
fuels, replacement of gasoline-powered vehicles with new alternative fuel vehicles, increasing 
the infrastructure needed to successfully operate alternative fuel fleets, and new applications of 
electric powered vehicles.  The following RTP projects support this TCM: 
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 MTD-2 
 MTD-PL-8 and -9, 

MTD-23 through MTD-PL-24 
 MTD-PL-27 
 
In conclusion, the underlying socio-economic and vehicle activity growth assumptions between 
the 2007 CAP and 2008 RTP are identical.  Therefore, the ozone precursor emission estimates in 
the 2008 RTP are consistent with those projected in the 2007 CAP.  The 2008 RTP includes 
roadway and intersection improvements which reduce existing and future congestion, thereby 
reducing emissions.  Additionally, because the 2008 RTP includes policies and projects which 
promote the implementation of the 2007 CAP TCMs, the 2008 RTP is considered to be consistent 
with the 2007 CAP.  Impacts related to the consistency are considered to be Class III, Less than 
Significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures. None required. 
 

Significance After Mitigation. The RTP is considered consistent with the CAP. 
 
  c. Cumulative Impacts.  Construction of the projects identified by the 2008 RTP would 
emit pollutants into the air.  On a cumulative level, construction emissions could emit large 
amounts of pollutants.  However, because Santa Barbara County does not have construction 
thresholds because of the temporary condition, impacts would not be significant.  The RTP 
would also include improvements to the roadway infrastructure that would allow for greater 
capacity and LOS.  The improvements would benefit air quality due to increased flow of traffic, 
rather than idling.  Cumulative impacts related to implementation of the 2008 RTP would be 
Class II, Less than Significant.  
 
 d.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  At this time, federal, state, or local air quality planning 
legislation  regulations or guidelines has  have not formally established thresholds for 
evaluating project level greenhouse gas emissions.  However, in recognition of this emerging 
public policy issue, a quantitative assessment of greenhouse gas emissions is included in the 
2008 RTP.  
 
The “Greenhouse Effect” refers to the Earth’s ability to capture heat absorbed from the sun and 
the Earth’s surface.  Solar radiation from the sun passes through the atmosphere, 30% of which 
is immediately reflected back out into space.  The other 70% is radiated back from the earth and 
absorbed by greenhouse gas chemicals, such as carbon dioxide, which leads to a subsequent 
warming effect underneath the atmosphere.  This is a natural cycle that provides an average 
temperature of approximately 60 degrees Fahrenheit on the surface of the earth.  A growing 
body of scientific evidence has shown that increasing greenhouse gas emissions from 
anthropogenic sources (such as fossil fuel combustion) have the potential to generate large-scale 
global temperature increases (global warming).  The major greenhouse gases include carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4).  This The analysis focuses on carbon dioxide (CO2) 
emissions., since emissions of methane from transportation account for less than 5% of the total 
greenhouse gas emissions statewide. 
 
The California Air Resources Board estimates that CO2 comprises approximately 90% of all 
GHG emissions statewide.  Air quality monitoring has shown that atmospheric concentrations 
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of CO2 have been increasing, most likely a result of increased combustion of fossil fuels.   
According to the California Air Resources Board, the combustion of fuels related to 
transportation (including air travel) accounts for approximately 38% of total CO2 emissions 
statewide, with gasoline consumption (i.e. on-road mobile sources) accounting for the greatest 
portion of the transportation emissions. 
 
The impetus for climate change legislation in the state was Assembly Bill 32 – The California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.  AB 32 requires the California Air Resources Board to 
establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for the year 2020, based on 1990 levels of GHG 
emissions.  Assembly Bill 1493, which was enacted in September 2004 (a few years before AB 32 
was passed), can be seen as the mobile source component of AB 32 in that it requires vehicles 
manufactured after the year 2009 to adhere to CO2 emission standards.  The trend in increasing 
CO2 emissions will likely continue until AB 1493 kicks in, as those vehicles manufactured after 
the year 2009 are incorporated into the overall vehicle fleet.   California Air Resources Board 
staff has estimated that the CO2 emission standards established by AB 1493 will result in an 18% 
reduction in GHG emissions by 2020 and a 27% reduction by 2030. 
 
As mentioned above, neither Neither the state nor the Santa Barbara County APCD has 
established significance thresholds for GHG emissions, including CO2.  The Governor’s Office 
of Planning and Research (OPR) has been tasked with developing guidelines/thresholds for 
evaluation of significant climate change impacts in CEQA documents.  OPR will be working 
closely with ARB staff to develop these thresholds.  For this analysis, OPR’s June 19, 2008 
Technical Advisory (CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through CEQA 
Review) was reviewed to determine how impacts of the RTP could be assessed.  OPR’s 
recommended approach was used to determine potential significant impacts for the 2008 
RTP, as described below: 
 

“Each public agency that is a lead agency for complying with CEQA needs to develop its 
own approach to performing a climate change analysis for projects that generate GHG 
emissions.  A consistent approach should be applied for the analysis of all such projects, 
and the analysis must be based on best available information.  For these projects, 
compliance with CEQA entails three basic steps: identify and quantify the GHG emissions; 
assess the significance of the impact on climate change; and if the impact is found to be 
significant, identify alternatives and/or mitigation measures that will reduce the impact 
below significance.” 

 
For informational purposes, a An analysis of 2030 CO2 emissions was completed and is shown 
in Table 4.3-10.  Results indicate that the 2008 RTP “Planned Plan” scenario achieves the lowest 
CO2 emissions (7,310 t/d) of the three RTP alternatives.  However, it should be noted this level 
is greater than the 2002 baseline reported in the 2007 CAP. 
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Table 4.3-10  Carbon Dioxide Emission Comparison 
 

Analysis CO2 Emissions (tons/day) 
2007 Clean Air Plan – Year 2002 4,970 
2008 RTP “No Build No Project” – Year 
2030 

7,450 

2008 RTP “Programmed Program” – Year 
2030 

7,610 

2008 RTP “Planned Plan” – Year 2030 7,310 
Year 2002 to 2030 Plan +2,340 
Plan to No Project comparison -140 

 
Results of the analysis indicate the following: 
 

• By the Year 2030, in the absence of federal and state regulations, CO2 emissions from on-
road mobile sources will increase by roughly 50%. 

• Looking at the RTP projects in isolation, the “Programmed Program” scenario would 
result in the addition of 160 tons (a 2% increase) of CO2 emissions per day when 
compared with the “No Build” scenario.  This can be attributed to higher VMT estimates 
for light-duty vehicles under the “Programmed Program” scenario. 

• Of the three alternatives, the “Planned Plan” scenario would result in the least amount 
of CO2 emissions in the Year 2030.  Implementation of the “Planned Plan” projects 
would reduce CO2 emissions by 140 tons per day compared to the “No Build No 
Project” scenario. 

 
Put into perspective, on-road mobile source emissions of CO2 in Santa Barbara County 
represent about 3% of the total CO2 emitted statewide in the Year 2030.  On a global scale, this 
represents a miniscule amount of the total internationally.  Therefore, it can be concluded that 
CO2 emissions generated from regional transportation projects in Santa Barbara County will not 
lead to any significant worldwide increase in global temperatures. 
 
Despite this limited effect In observing the increase in CO2 from the present day to 2030 
(50%), it is incumbent by SBCAG, as a member of the worldwide community, to encourage trip 
reduction and alternative mode choice to reduce the rate of growth in VMT.  The SBCAG Traffic 
Solutions programs and alternative mode projects help to achieve these reductions in the rate of 
VMT growth.  Additionally, the following measures would help offset increases in GHG 
emissions, such as:  
 

• Use of trees and other landscaping to provide shade, absorb CO2 and reduce heat 
radiation from hard surfaces. 

• Promoting the use of non-vehicle related travel 
• Requiring the environmental documents for the individual projects include a 

sufficient GHG analysis 
• Use of non-toxic, recycled content building materials 

 
ARB is developing additional GHG reduction measures and these will be incorporated into 
transportation projects, as feasible.  As stated above, the proposed 2008 RTP would not 
directly result in impacts that would increase GHG emissions to Santa Barbara County.  The i 
While full implementation of the Plan projects results in slightly less CO2 emissions than 
the No Project scenario, it’s important to acknowledge that some of the projects, taken 
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individually, may contribute to cumulative impacts.  For example, construction of some RTP 
projects would result in increased emissions cumulatively.  In the absence of regulatory 
controls, it’s difficult to recommend specific mitigation measures for construction activities.  
Lead agencies on these individual RTP projects will most likely be subject to pending CEQA 
regulations for greenhouse gases contained in this RTP would be analyzed individually and 
would require a conduct a separate GHG emissions analysis in the environmental review 
phase of the project. 
 
It should also be noted that the pending California Senate Bill 375 would require SBCAG to 
develop a “Sustainable Communities Strategy” in its RTP updates.  Elements of the strategy 
will examine land use-transportation relationships, travel patterns, impacts on climate 
change, greenhouse gas emissions, and jobs-housing relationships, among other factors.  If 
passed, SBCAG will develop the strategy in its next RTP update with extensive public, 
stakeholder, and local agency participation, to meet targeted reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions set by the Air Resources Board. 
 

e. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts.  The proposed projects found in 
Table ES-2 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 
features would associate with Impacts AQ-2 through AQ-4.  Further, projects that include 
transit expansion would associate with Impacts AQ-3 and AQ-4.  It would be redundant to 
show that all projects with construction components have these air quality impacts.  Additional 
specific analysis will need to be conducted as the individual projects are designed and 
implemented in order to determine the actual magnitude of impact.  Mitigation measures 
discussed above could apply to these specific projects.   
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3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 
Commentors on the Draft EIR include public agencies, professional associations, citizen groups, 
and private individuals and businesses (refer to Table 3-1).  No verbal environmental comments 
beyond the written comments below were received at 2008 RTP Update Public Workshops on 
August 5 and 6, 2008, or the SBCAG Public Hearing of August 21, 2008. 
 

Table 3-1  Commentors on the Draft EIR 
Letter No. Commentor Agency/Organization Date 
State Agencies 
S.1 Carol A. Glatfelter, 

Associate Aviation Planner 
California Department of Transportation, 
Division of Aeronautics – M.S. #40 

August 4, 2008 

S.2 Rosa Munoz, PE, Utilities 
Engineer 

State of California Public Services 
Commission, Rail Crossings Engineering 
Section, Consumer Protection and Safety 
Division 

August 29, 2008 

S.3 Edmund J. Pert, Regional 
Manager 

California Department of Fish and Game, 
South Coast Region 

September 2, 2008 

S.4 Aileen K. Loe, Deputy 
District Director 

California Department of Transportation, 
Planning and Local Assistance 

September 2, 2008 

S.5 Brian Leahy, Assistant 
Director 

State of California Resources Agency, 
Department of Conservation, Division of 
Land Resource Protection 

September 2, 2008 

County Agencies 
C.1 Scott D. McGolpin, Director County of Santa Barbara Public Works 

Department 
July 30, 2008 

Regional Agencies 
R.1 Bobbie Bratz, Public 

Information and Community 
Programs Supervisor 

Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control 
District, Technology and Environmental 
Review Division 

September 2, 2008 

Local Agencies 
L.1 Steve Wagner, Community 

Services Director 
City of Goleta August 27, 2008 

L.2 Sherrie Fisher, General 
Manager 

Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit District August 27, 2008 

L.3 Matt Roberts, Director, 
Parks and Recreation 

City of Carpinteria September 2, 2008 

Federally-Recognized Indian Tribe  
F.1 Sam Cohen Santa Ynez Chumash August 15, 2008 
F.2 Neal Olinger Chumash Casino August 25, 2008 
Organizations 
O.1 Michael Chiacos, Senior 

Associate; Tam Hunt, 
Energy Program 
Director/Lawyer 

Community Environmental Council August 20, 2008 

O.2 Paul Hernadi, Chair Comprehensive Planning Committee for the 
Citizens Planning Association 

September 2, 2008 

O.3 Roger Freedman, 
President 

Santa Barbara Airport Advocates September 2, 2008 

O.4 Tracey Singh Safe Routes to School Committee at Cold 
Spring School 

September 2, 2008 
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Table 3-1  Commentors on the Draft EIR 
Letter No. Commentor Agency/Organization Date 
Individuals 
I.1 Eugene S. Wilson Eugene S. Wilson, Attorney at Law, 1224 

North Ontare Rd, Santa Barbara, CA 93105 
September 2, 2008 

I.2 Tanne Kiele Chang TKC Designs September 8, 2008 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA------- BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS – M.S.#40 
1120  N  STREET 
P. O. BOX 942873 
SACRAMENTO, CA  94273-0001 
PHONE  (916) 654-4959 
FAX  (916) 653-9531 
TTY  711 

             
Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments – Regional 
Transportation Plan Review 

 Flex your power!
 Be energy efficient!

August 4, 2008 

William Yim, Senior Transportation Planner 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110   

Dear William:

Subject: SBCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan 
    

The Division of Aeronautics, reviewed the above referenced document with respect to airport-related 
impacts and regional aviation planning issues, and offers the following comments:   

� The Division has determined that this document discusses applicable policies, goals and objectives 
to enhance the regional aviation system by strengthening support for airports, within the Action Element.  
Discussion of the regional airport system and a list of current facility information by airport have been 
adequately addressed (in chapter 1, Section 1.4.5 Aviation.)  Identification of issues, needs and proposed 
actions for maintaining and/or improving the aviation system within Santa Barbara County has been reviewed 
with plans for continuous examination of probable improvements for the future. 

� SBCAG has encouraged public involvement in this plan by holding four public workshops 
throughout the county and ensuring that these meetings were held at public venues, which were ADA transit 
accessible.  Moreover, there was extensive outreach to the general, minority, low income and special needs 
populations as well as outreach to communities who support alternative transportation, (as described in chapter 
1, Section 1.3.2, The Public Input Process.)  SBCAG maintains a completed Public Participation Plan and in 
accordance with this plan, there will be a 45-day public comment period, as well as a legally noticed public 
hearing, which adequately fulfills the public participation requirements. 

� The SBCAG RTP provides an assessment of ground access improvements for each primary airport 
within the county fulfilling the requirement of Senate Bill 2487, (as referenced in Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7.)  
Multi-modal needs connecting airport access to other forms of transportation have been considered with 
planned improvements, (dependant on adequate levels of funding.) 

� The Division develops and biennially updates a ten year Comprehensive Improvement Program 
(CIP) as part of the California Aviation System Plan (CASP).  Each Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(RTPA) is responsible for preparing and submitting biennial updates for the airports within the county.  The 
SBCAG project listings comprise the region’s CIP for the CASP.  The projects listed are those regionally 
significant projects over $10,000 that could be eligible for federal, state, and/or local funding.  In order for 
airport projects to obtain funding from the Aeronautics Account in the State Transportation Fund, the projects 
must be consistent with the CASP and RTP Action Element.  The Airport projects listed in the SBCAG RTP, 
(found in Appendix D, pages 227-252), improve safety with better instrumentation and extended safety areas 
off runway ends, allow for increased storage of private aircraft in new hangars, improve access to taxiways, 
and provide for expanded terminal space.   

Letter S.1

S.1-1



William Yim, Senior Transportation Planner
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
July 30, 2008 
Page 2 

“Caltrans improves mobility across California” 

� The SBCAG RTP describes funding options both with and without the passing of Measure D, (a 
reauthorization of Measure A).  The Financial Element analyzes the costs of implementing the program of 
projects included in the Action Element.  The SBCAG Financial Element fulfills the federal requirements that 
the plan is financially feasible.  Moreover, SBCAG has estimated revenue projections that are reasonably 
expected to be available from known federal, state, and local sources of transportation funding to implement 
the projects. 

� In the course of reviewing this document, we note that there was no mention of the new California 
Space Center targeted for completion (of the Environmental Assessment) in November of 2008.  According to 
an article in “Spacebound! News and Information for California Space Authority Members and Stakeholders, 
Spring 2008, Volume 24,” the new California Space Center, will be located on a 66-acre site outside the front 
gate of Vandenberg Air Force Base on Highway 1.  The Space Center is anticipated to create 3,000 new jobs 
and generate federal, state and local tax revenues of at least $335 million.  The Center anticipates completion 
of this project in 3 phases.  Upon completion of the first phase, the Center is expected to attract 200,000 
visitors per year, with attendance expected to peak at 500,000 per year, (according to a completed feasibility 
study.)  If this project is in fact moving forward, the SBCAG RTP will need to address the additional 
transportation needs of the facility, considering tourists, employees and any emergency vehicle transportation 
that may be occasionally required. 

We strongly support this commitment on the part of Santa Barbara County to improve airports within the 
county and appreciate the adherence to required RTP guidelines.  

Thank you for affording us the opportunity to review this document.  Should you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me at (916) 654-5253. 

Sincerely,  

Carol A. Glatfelter 
Associate Aviation Planner 

Cc:  David Murray, Sr. Transportation Planner 
  Caltrans District 5 
  Regional Planning and Development Review 
   

S.1-1
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Letter S.1 
 
COMMENTER: Carol A. Glatfelter, Associate Aviation Planner, CALTRANS, Division of 

Aeronautics  
 
DATE:   August 4, 2008 
 
Response S.1-1 
 
The commenter describes numerous items and actions within the SBCAG RTP.  In this Final 
EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the proposed project that 
do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to comments on the RTP are 
addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all comments will be considered by the 
SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary.   
 
Additionally, the commentor identifies a development project, the California Space Center near 
Vandenberg Air Force Base, which will require additional transportation consideration.  As this 
project has not been approved and is still undergoing review at this time, individual regional 
transportation planning to accommodate trips generated by this proposed facility would be 
premature.  This Space Center project will require independent project-level environmental 
review of transportation impacts. 
 



Letter S.2

S.2-1
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Letter S.2 
 
COMMENTER: Rosa Munoz, PE, Utilities Engineer, State of California Public Utilities 

Commission, Rail Crossings Engineering Section, Consumer Protection 
and Safety Division 

 
DATE:   August 29, 2008 
 
Response S.2-1 
 
The commenter notes that the California Public Utilities Commission Rail Crossings 
Engineering Section has jurisdiction over the safety of highway-rail crossings in California.  The 
text on page 2-34 under the heading “2.5 PROJECT APPROVALS” has been modified to include 
the following: 

 
“• California Public Utilities Commission’s Rail Crossings Engineering Section 

(RCES)” 
 



Letter S.3

S.3-1



S.3-2



S.3-2



S.3-2



S.3-2

S.3-3



S.3-3

S.3-4

S.3-5



S.3-5

S.3-6



S.3-7

S.3-8

S.3-9
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Letter S.3 
 
COMMENTER: Edmund J. Pert, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and 

Game, South Coast Region 
 
DATE:   September 2, 2008 
 
Response S.3-1 
 
The commenter summarizes the project and DEIR and notes that the DEIR is a program-level 
document that does not specifically analyze individual RTP projects.  This is correct.  The lead 
agencies for individual projects proposed as part of the draft RTP will analyze each project in 
subsequent project-level environmental reviews, as required by CEQA. 
 
Response S.3-2 
 
The commenter lists a number of individual RTP projects that he believes should be checked as 
having potential biological resource impacts.  The commenter’s opinion is noted; however, the 
purpose of the summary of projects with potential impacts in the various issue areas studied in 
the DEIR is to highlight those issue areas where significant impacts are considered likely to 
occur, such as where a project would involve a creek crossing.  Although it is possible that the 
individual projects listed by the commenter would have biological resource impacts, SBCAG 
staff believe that the likelihood of identifying significant biological resource impacts for these 
projects is low since the projects listed by the commenter are generally within already disturbed 
areas, including urban areas and airports.  It should also be noted that all projects will be 
required to undergo project-specific environmental review, including analysis of all relevant 
environmental issues, regardless of whether or not a particular potential impact is identified in 
the DEIR for the RTP. 
 
Response S.3-3 
 
The commenter suggests that implementation of water supply mitigation measures cannot be 
assured and recommends the inclusion of language specifying that project-level analysis will be 
required for individual projects to address impacts relating to water demand.  The mitigation 
measures included in the DEIR will become requirements that apply to all relevant RTP projects 
and, therefore, will be implemented in accordance with an adopted mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program (MMRP).  Local agencies will be responsible for implementing the measures, 
but the MMRP will specify how each measure is to be implemented.  In response to this 
comment, the third and fourth paragraphs under Impact W-1 are revised to read as follows: 
 

According to the County’s Groundwater Thresholds Manual, an acre of groundcover, shrubs and 
trees requires between 1.5 and 1.8 acre-feet of water per year.  Although the increase in 
landscaped areas resulting from individual RTP projects cannot be precisely estimated, it can be 
assumed that watering demands increases of such areas in locations with overdrafted 
groundwater basins would occur.  Several major RTP projects are located in areas served by the 
Santa Maria, Lompoc, Santa Ynez, San Antonio, and Cuyama Basins, all of which are in a state 
of overdraft.  Although several of the major urbanized areas throughout the county currently use 
reclaimed water for transportation facility landscaping, in more remote areas reclaimed water 
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sources are not located within a reasonable distance.  As such, it may not be economically feasible 
to convey reclaimed water to outlying areas.  In such instances, lead agencies for individual RTP 
projects will need to consider and, as necessary, mitigate potential water supply impacts as part 
of future project-specific environmental reviews. 

 
Major RTP projects, particularly roadway extensions, 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.  While The magnitude 
significance of such an impacts associated with individual RTP 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.  The lead agencies for individual RTP projects will need to consider 
potential groundwater recharge impacts as part of future project-specific environmental reviews. 

 
In addition, measures W-1(b) and W-2(a) are revised to read as follows: 
 

W-1(b) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 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.  This shall be accomplished through 
the placement of conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during individual 
environmental review. 

 
W-2(a) The local jurisdiction in which a particular RTP project is located 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.  This shall be 
accomplished through the placement of conditions on the project by the local 
jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 

 
Response S.3-4 
 
The commenter states an opinion that a paragraph regarding CDFG’s regulatory role is 
misleading.  In response to this comment, the fifth paragraph under “Regulatory Framework” 
in DEIR Section 4.11, Biological Resources, is revised to read as follows: 
 

Local state fish and game agencies must also be consulted regarding the issuance of Section 404 
permits.  The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is considered a trustee agency 
under CEQA with the responsibility of protecting the biological resources of California.  The 
CDFG also has authority under Section 1600 et. Seq. of the Fish and Game Code to reach an 
agreement regarding conservation of fish and wildlife resources whenever a project alters the 
natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake. 
 

Response S.3-5 
 
The commenter emphasizes the importance of analyzing impacts to wildlife corridors and 
recommends adding language to the DEIR specifying the need for project-specific analysis of 
such impacts.  In response to this comment, the following paragraph is added at the end of the 
discussion under Impact B-2 of Section 4.11: 
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Project-specific and cumulative analysis will be needed for individual RTP projects with the 
potential to disrupt wildlife movement.  This analysis will need to consider both temporary 
impacts relating to construction activity and long-term impacts relating to the operation and 
maintenance of individual projects. 
 

Response S.3-6 
 
The commenter notes recent changes to the California Streets and Highways Code and the 
California Fish and Game Code, and recommends that a discussion of these regulations and 
analysis of impacts to steelhead be included in the EIR.  Section 4.11 of the DEIR includes a 
listing of RTP projects with the potential for significant biological resource impacts, including 
projects that involve stream crossings or other potential alterations that could affect steelhead 
and other riparian species.  In response to this comment, the following is added as the seventh 
paragraph under “Regulatory Setting” in Section 4.11: 
 

Section 156.3 of the California Streets and Highways Code requires assessment and remediation 
of potential barriers to fish passage for transportation projects using state or federal 
transportation funds.  Such assessments must be conducted for any projects that involving 
stream crossings or other alterations and must be submitted to the CDFG. 
 

Response S.3-7 
 
The commenter recommends that the DEIR include specific analysis of impacts to rare, 
threatened, and endangered species.  The discussion under Impact B-2 is intended to 
encompass potential impacts to these special status species, which are shown on Figure 4.11-1.  
In order to clarify this point, Impact B-2 is revised to read as follows: 
 

Impact B-2  Some proposed transportation projects could permanently alter natural habitat 
areas, and wildlife corridors, and special status plant and animal species.  Impacts 
of many individual projects can likely be mitigated to a less than significant level.  
However, because the feasibility of mitigation cannot be determined at this time, 
the cumulative effect of RTP implementation is considered Class I, significant and 
unavoidable. 

 
In addition, the second paragraph under Impact B-2 is revised to read as follows: 
 

Several individual projects would, however, increase human activity in areas where significant 
biological resources could occur.  In particular, several of the proposed bikeway projects in the 
Gaviota, Goleta, Santa Maria, and Carpinteria areas could increase human activity in the 
vicinity of riparian areas, wildlife corridors, and potentially sensitive coastal habitats.  These 
types of habitats may be inhabited by a range of special status plant and animal species, as 
illustrated on Figure 4.11-1.  In addition, several of the proposed new roads and road widenings 
in the Santa Maria/Orcutt area could involve removal of various tree species and grasslands. 
Though proposed road projects would not necessarily create significant impacts to biological 
resources, the introduction of more human activity into potentially sensitive areas would increase 
the potential for both temporary (construction) long-term conflicts with sensitive plant and 
wildlife species.  Impacts could result from direct habitat removal, increased deposition of 
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atmospheric pollutants, and/or introduction of invasive nonnative plant species into currently 
undisturbed natural areas.  The significance of potential impacts would need to be addressed on a 
case-by-case basis through site-specific studies as individual projects are developed. Though it 
appears likely that impacts could be mitigated through careful site planning and post-
construction restoration, impacts are considered potentially unavoidable. 

 
Response S.3-8 
 
The commenter suggests that the DEIR analysis does not explicitly identify permanent impacts 
to sensitive plant and animal species and recommends adding discussion of such impacts.  The 
discussion under Impact B-2 is intended to address these impacts.  Please see the revised text 
under Response S.3-7 for clarification of this point. 
 
Response S.3-9 
 
The commenter notes CEQA requirements pertaining to the issuance of CESA permits and 
requests specific information for each project with the potential to affect a listed species.  The 
informational items requested by the commenter (mitigation monitoring and reporting 
requirements for project-specific mitigation measures and mitigation agreements and plans) 
will be developed as part of the future project-specific CEQA documentation to be prepared for 
individual RTP projects. 
 
Response S.3-10 
 
The commenter recommends including language regarding fully protected species in the EIR.  
In response to this comment, the following is added as the eighth paragraph under “Regulatory 
Setting” in Section 4.11: 
 

Take of fully-protected birds, mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and fishes is prohibited by state law. 
 Avoidance measures must be incorporated into the design, specifications, and operation of 
individual projects in order to avoid take of fully-protected species. 

 
Response S.3-11 
 
The commenter states opposition to elimination of watercourses and notes CDFG requirements 
with respect to issuance of streambed alteration agreements.  This opposition to elimination of 
watercourses is noted.  The lead agency for individual RTP projects will consult with CDFG as 
appropriate in order to ensure that individual projects reduce impacts to fish and wildlife 
resources to the degree feasible. 
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S.4-1





SBCAG – 2008 RTP    

1

COMMENTS ON DRAFT REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN: 

1. The RTP does a good job of identifying proposed projects, transportation benefits, 
environmental resources, potential impacts, and the need for project mitigation.  To be 
consistent with SAFETEA-LU, the RTP should take the next step to identify areas suitable 
for mitigation (also referred to as advance regional mitigation) and discuss early coordination 
with resource agencies and conservation groups.

The benefit of this is to facilitate project delivery.  Consultation with resource agencies 
during the RTP development helps ensure early consideration of their concerns thereby 
avoiding or minimizing delays later on in the project delivery process.  Opportunities to 
provide advanced regional mitigation for planned transportation projects in the RTP that also 
meet conservation goals should be explored in coordination with resource agencies and local 
conservation organizations.  A link should be made between the conservation efforts 
discussed in the RTP and possible mitigation strategies for the unavoidable impacts of 
projects identified in the RTP.  

2.  In Section 1.3.3 Consultation reference is made to the draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for a comparison of the RTP to the California State Wildlife Action Plan. However, 
the DEIR doesn’t incorporate enough details from the Wildlife Action Plan to compare it to 
the projects in the RTP. If more detail was provided, mitigation strategies could be developed 
that support the needs identified in the Wildlife Action Plan and provide a platform for early 
collaboration.  For example, one major discussion that is missing is how proposed projects 
could impact wildlife connectivity in the region, which is one of the issues in the Wildlife 
Action Plan. 

3. The RTP needs to consider provisions for the development of the California Coastal Trail in 
the coastal areas of Santa Barbara County. Assembly Bill 1396 (approved in 2007) 
established the expectation for Regional Transportation Planning Agencies to coordinate with 
appropriate agencies for the development of the California Coastal Trail and include such 
provisions in their RTPs. 

4. In Section 2.2.9 Infrastructure Maintenance/Repair reference is made to concerns expressed 
by local agencies about maintenance of state highways in their jurisdiction.  The 10-Year 
SHOPP Plan identifies needs and is updated every two years.  Projects that are successful in 
statewide competition are included in 4-year programming cycles adopted every two years by 
the California Transportation Commission (CTC).  While CT solicits input to the SHOPP, 
only Caltrans (CT) can nominate projects for funding from the SHOPP; please correct the 
language in the RTP to reflect this. 

On a statewide basis, the SHOPP program is heavily oversubscribed (annual needs exceed 
available funding by approximately six times.)  It might be noted that the measure of 
performance for maintenance quality on state highways (maintenance level of 
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service) in District 5 is among the highest in the state. However, because state funding 
cannot meet all the needs, local jurisdictions and SBCAG may choose to invest other funds 
on certain high priority improvements. Local jurisdictions also may choose to take full 
responsibility for certain state highways through the relinquishment process.  

5. In Section 2.5.1 Bikeways-Interagency Jurisdiction the statement that “Caltrans is 
responsible for bikeways on the state highway system” requires some clarification. In the 
context of existing facilities, as owner-operator of the state highway system Caltrans is 
responsible for maintenance and operations, unless a separate maintenance agreement exists 
with a local jurisdiction. However, new facilities on the state highway system would come 
about through a partnership with SBCAG and the local jurisdiction.  SBCAG and local 
jurisdictions are largely responsible for funding new pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

6. In Section 2.8 Rail, please introduce Caltrans’ role in managing and coordinating the 
intercity passenger rail service. CT manages the Pacific Surfliner service that is operated by 
Amtrak. Funding for the Pacific Surfliner is programmed in the ITIP portion of the STIP that 
is adopted by the CTC. 

7. In Section 2.8.1 Passenger Rail please augment the discussion about adjusting the Pacific 
Surfliner schedule to commute-friendly hours by acknowledging some of the issues that need 
to be addressed.  The RTP identifies travel time as an important determining factor; other 
equally important factors include on-time performance (reliability of service) and fares. The 
change in the schedule has consequences worth mentioning such as the potential impact on 
the Coast Rail Coordinating Council’s efforts to re-establish Coast Daylight passenger 
service between Los Angeles and San Francisco.   

8. In Chapter 3, Goals, please include consideration of the state’s goals to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions and overall vehicle miles traveled as discussed in the Addendum to the 2007 
RTP Guidelines adopted by the California Transportation Commission. 

Please also include a goal or policy that emphasizes the vitality and importance of the 
Highway 101 corridor to the region.  In this section, or elsewhere, emphasis on the Corridor 
System Management Plan (CSMP) for the Highway 101 corridor could be highlighted.  The 
goal for corridor management is to maximize the efficiency of the existing system.   

In this section, or elsewhere, please consider acknowledging and supporting Caltrans 
initiating a planning effort with SBCAG and Santa Barbara County to examine Highway 101 
along the Gaviota Coast to preserve its remaining capacity and maintain its operational 
integrity.   

Please review this chapter for consistency—Section 3.2 (Goals I-VI) and Section 3.3 (Goals 
1-8) appear to identify a slightly different set of goals. For example, how is SAFETEA-LU 
Planning Factor 5 carried through?  It appears to be referenced in Section 3.2 (Goal VI), but 
doesn’t seem to carry into Section 3.3. 
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9. In Section 3.3.7 Pedestrian Facilities, please include additional emphasis on ADA 
accessibility.  The RTP should anticipate development of a Transition Plan by each 
jurisdiction to make public rights of way accessible (which is not limited to pedestrian 
facilities).  Future federal funding will require that an ADA Transition Plan be in place.  
Section 4.5.2 Pedestrian Travel may be another appropriate place to include emphasis on 
ADA Transition Plans. 

10. In Section 4.3.1 South Coast it is implied that adjusting the Pacific Surfliner schedule to 
commute-friendly hours has already occurred. As mentioned in comment #7 above there are 
numerous issues that must be addressed to increase passenger rail service in the corridor.  
Increasing service will arrive through a partnership of Caltrans, SBCAG, Ventura County 
Transportation Commission and other key stakeholders. 

11. In Section 4.3.1 South Coast, Map 4.1 shows the various projects that are to be constructed 
along Highway 101 in the South Coast over the next several years and refers to each project 
as Phases 1, 2, 3 and 4.  However, the text discussion below the map is of the 101/Milpas to 
Hot Springs project and it also includes a discussion of the various phases for that project and 
concludes with phase 4.  Perhaps the wording should be changed somewhat so as not to 
confuse the phases mentioned in the text with the phases mentioned on the map. 

12. In Section 4.4.6 System Safety.  Please identify the role that Caltrans has to ensure the safety 
of the traveling public.  The collaborative efforts identified in the RTP are vital in the overall 
scheme to promote safety (e.g., SR 166 Task Force, SR2S).  Caltrans, as owner-operator of 
the State Highway System, gives its highest priority for SHOPP program funds to safety 
improvement projects.

13. In Section 4.4.9 Environmental Mitigation the RTP should include a discussion of types of 
potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities.  
Activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the environmental 
functions affected by the plan could be identified. As mentioned above (comment #1) these 
discussions are to be developed in consultation with federal, state, and tribal governments, 
wildlife, land management, and regulatory agencies.  We recommend countywide efforts 
(such as the Regional Conservation Guide mentioned in the RTP) be considered.

14. In Section 4.5.1 Roadway & Bikeway System—we’d like to suggest that the State Highway 
System section be revised and specifically request that reference to a “state system CIP” be 
removed. While inclusion in the ITIP is one way that the state makes a commitment to build 
projects, we would like to suggest language that may help clarify the partnership between 
Caltrans, SBCAG and the CTC. 

Caltrans is the owner-operator of the state highway system. SBCAG and Caltrans 
work together to identify deficiencies of the system, establish priorities and work 
to secure funding to meet the greatest needs. Caltrans identifies needs and 
deficiencies in several ways: System Plans (such as Route or Transportation 
Concept Reports, Corridor System Management Plans, the Interregional 
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Transportation Strategic Plan) and the 10-Year SHOPP and identification of 
unmet needs. 

The purpose of the SHOPP is to maintain and preserve the investment in the 
California State highway system and its supporting infrastructure. Capital 
improvements programmed in the SHOPP are limited to maintenance, safety and 
rehabilitation of the transportation infrastructure that does not expand system 
capacity.  The highest priority for programming in the SHOPP is safety. CT 
nominates projects to be funded with SHOPP funds. 

The state’s commitment to build projects is supported by the adoption of the STIP 
by the CTC. The allocation of the STIP (comprised of 75% RTIP and 25% ITIP) is 
a joint venture with the regional transportation planning agencies. SBCAG, in 
coordination with Caltrans, establishes priorities and nominates projects to 
receive its share of the STIP (RTIP) and Caltrans nominates projects to compete 
statewide for the ITIP. 

The CTC can only program projects that are in the Regional Transportation 
Plan; therefore, the partnership of CT and SBCAG together with its member 
jurisdictions (cities and counties) is critical for promoting the safe and efficient 
operation and management of an integrated multi-modal transportation system.

15. In Section 5.2.2. State Funding, this discussion could be clarified to acknowledge that the 
distribution of funds by the CTC is consistent with the overall priority to support 
maintenance and preservation (including safety) of the existing transportation system through 
the SHOPP (see above comment to Section 4.5.1).  Funding to expand the system is 
supported by the STIP, which is allocated on a 75/25 basis to the RTIP/ITIP respectively.  
SBCAG and Caltrans identify priorities and nominate projects to receive funds from the 
RTIP and ITIP respectively.  The CTC adopts the STIP every two years.

This section also identifies fuel tax and transportation bonds as sources of state funds.  The 
SHOPP, however, is a funding program rather than a source of funds, per se.  The SHOPP 
program should not be considered a limitation on the investments that can be made to 
maintain and preserve the system, which might be implied by the statement “The State 
Highway System will only be preserved to the level of funding provided by the state 
(SHOPP).”  Other sources of funds may be invested for system preservation (including 
operational improvements) such as  RTIP, local funds and fees collected to offset 
development impacts.  For purposes of the RTP, we suggest the following: 
�� Add a reference to the 10-Year SHOPP Plan identifying overall needs to preserve

and maintain the system in Santa Barbara County (to be provided under separate cover) 
�� Maintain the reference to projected funding (as now included)
�� Identify the difference between the needs and future allocations as unmet needs.       
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16. On Table 5.2 Estimated Project Costs by Mode, please clarify what is meant by “Program” 
and by “Plan” with regard to Construction and Maintenance.

17. In Chapter 6, Table 6.1 contains many mobility measures and identifies transit agencies as 
the data source for ADA complaints.  Please include an expectation that all agencies 
managing public rights of way must respond to complaints and must produce and implement 
an ADA Transition Plan. 

18. Appendix D contains projects that are currently under construction. Please consider 
identifying projects that are now under construction separately or include them in the list of 
accomplishments.   

19. Appendix D would be easier to follow if the route and possibly postmiles were included. For 
example, the CMIA project (CT 8) doesn’t identify the project as being on Highway 101 in 
the project description.  For projects on the State Highway System, consider a method to 
consistently identify the route number.  It may also help to group the improvements in 
Appendix D by type instead of mixing (e.g., transit, bike-pedestrian and highway projects.) 

20. Appendix D appears to contain several projects for funding in the SHOPP that are not 
eligible to receive SHOPP program funding, such as CT-PL-14 and Sol-PL-1.   

21. On page 4 of the Executive Summary, under Evaluation, the first bullet states: “(W)ith the 
full widening of US 101…coupled with various operational improvements and travel demand 
management measures…peak hour congestion…will be reduced to below capacity with no 
delay.”  What are the land-use assumptions that support this finding? 

22. On pages 4 and 5 of the Executive Summary (and at various other locations in the 
document), the 2030 No Build does not appear to include the Highway 101 six-lane project 
in Santa Maria.  The fact that this widening project is well underway seems that it should, de 
facto, be included in the No Build.

24. On page 2-21, Section 2.2.13, Goods Movement, Freight, you may want to consider 
updating the reference to the federal regulations.  You might also want to mention 
AMBAG’s proposal (seeking funds) to conduct, in consultation with SBCAG and 
SLOCOG, a commercial flow study that recognizes the importance of goods movement up 
and down Highway 101 on the Central Coast between Los Angeles and the San Francisco 
Bay Area. 

25. On page 2-44, Section 2.6.1 Existing Transit Service Needs, third paragraph, the UCSB 
student population appears to be overlooked in the discussion of the transit dependent. 

26.  On page 2-49 there is a discussion of funding of transit with 5307 funds.  This discussion 
should also include 5311 funds for rural areas. 
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27. On page 6-17, Section 6.2.1.2 there is no mention of the proposed development east of 
Route 101 in the Santa Maria area that is the purpose and need for the McCoy interchange. 

28. On page 6-28 the total number of households on Table 6.4 does not agree with the total 
number of households on page 6-39, Table 6.7 although the source appears to be the same 
(2000 Census). 

29. In Appendix D, CT-IL-7, should Highway 101 be Highway 1 in the project description:
“widen Hwy 135 to 6 lanes from Santa Maria Way to Rte 135 /Hwy 101 separation”?  
Please confirm the appropriate sponsor and implementing agency for this project.  

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) 

1. Although the DEIR indicates that farmland impacts cannot be mitigated, our staff has 
experience in developing criteria for mitigating transportation project impacts on farmland. 
We are available to share with you our experiences and lend assistance, as needed.

2. Please include documentation of coordination with resource agencies.  The documentation 
may include reference to specific meetings, outcomes, comments and input to the RTP from 
each agency.  While the DEIR includes a letter from the Department of Fish and Game in 
response to SBCAG’s Notice of Preparation, its purpose is limited to providing input to what 
should be addressed in the EIR and does not include specific coordination on proposed 
projects and mitigation as intended by SAFETEA-LU.  

The DEIR identifies consultation with the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), 
and includes mapping showing the location of sensitive species and mentions the Wildlife 
Action Plan. Please include a comparison of the RTP with conservation plans/maps and 
inventories.

The DEIR should also document coordination with local conservation organizations and 
address the potential for linking RTP project mitigation with conservation needs and 
opportunities on a watershed or regional level. The DEIR could include mention of the 
Conception Coast Project that created the Regional Conservation Guide discussed on page 4-
14 of the RTP.  One possible suggestion would be to overlay this mapping with the 
California Natural Diversity Database and the proposed projects.   

3. On pages 2-9 and 2-13, Tables 2-1 and 2-2 lists CT-PL-11, CT-PL-34, B-PL-1, B-PL-2, C-
PL-1 and CT-PL-14, as being funded through the SHOPP.  These are not SHOPP funded 
projects nor are they candidates for SHOPP funding.

6. On page ES-10, Impact AES-2, the aesthetics impact may be too sweeping and overly 
general.  In some instances a roadway improvement has little to no effect on overall character 
of the setting and context. 
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7. On page ES-16, Impact B-2, the biological impact seems overly cautious and too sweeping.  
Many transportation projects are constructed wherein we are able and willing to mitigate 
habitat impacts to a “less than significant” level.  

8. On page 2-22 it is stated at the end of the first paragraph under “Road/Bikeway 
Improvements” that “projects within each jurisdiction…were prioritized by order of 
importance based on the jurisdiction’s input.” Please confirm this statement.  Projects 
submitted by Caltrans were prioritized by year of construction, rather than by importance.  
Were the projects submitted by local agencies prioritized in order of importance? 

9. On page 4.1-8, table 4.1-2 shows information dating back to 2003.  Since the CMP requires 
annual performance monitoring of CMP facilities, please include more recent data.  

10. On page 4.1-18, the second paragraph refers to deficiencies on US 101 between Clark Ave 
and Santa Maria Way.  That segment should be included in Table 4.1-6.  

11. On page 4.4-4 is a statement that “twelve trains per day operate between Oxnard and Goleta 
while ten trains per day operate between Goleta and San Luis Obispo.”  The LOSSAN North 
Strategic Plan (December 2007) indicates that there are five roundtrips (or 10 trains total) 
from Los Angeles to Santa Barbara with two roundtrips (or 4 trains total) continuing to San 
Luis Obispo. 
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Letter S.4 
 
COMMENTER: Aileen K. Loe, Deputy District Director, California Department of 

Transportation, Planning and Local Assistance 
 
DATE:   September 2, 2008 
 
Response S.4-1 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 
 
Response S.4-2 
 
As described in Section 4.11, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the California State Wildlife 
Action Plan recommends region-specific conservation actions based on known stressors to at-
risk species and sensitive habitats, including oak woodlands, vernal pools, wetlands, coastal salt 
marshes, riparian habitats, native grasslands, and species listed in the California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB).  Each of these resources has been considered in this assessment 
of potential significant impacts due to proposed RTP projects.  
 
The RTP Update EIR is a Program level evaluation rather than a design-level project evaluation. 
As described in Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, “The degree of specificity required in an 
EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 
described in the EIR.”  Additional detail regarding a comparison of individual RTP 
transportation projects to Wildlife Action Plan goals could be provided at a project-level of 
detail as part of independent environmental review once development plans are available for 
such projects.   With design level details, a precise evaluation of the effects of individual 
transportation projects on habitat connectivity could be provided.  
 
Response S.4-3 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 
 
Response S.4-4 
 
As described in Impact LU-4 in Section 42, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, although the actual level 
of impact from individual transportation projects is not known at this time, the overall impact 
to agriculture is assumed to be Class I, Significant and Unavoidable. Although recommended 
mitigation measures would reduce impacts to agriculture to the degree feasible, such impacts 
cannot be fully mitigated due to the potential conversion of agricultural lands in Goleta, Santa 
Maria-Guadalupe, and the Santa Ynez and Lompoc Valleys. Impacts from individual projects 
will need to be addressed on a case-by-case basis; however, because impacts to individual 
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agricultural properties cannot be assumed to be insignificant, agricultural impacts are 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response S.4-5 
 
Executive Summary page ES-2 has been revised to include the following text: 
 
“Agencies and personnel consulted pursuant to SAFETEA-LU included the Santa Barbara 
Air Pollution Control District; California Department of Fish & Game; the California 
Environmental Protection Agency; Michelle Messinger with the California Office of Historic 
Preservation (July 10, 2008); the Santa Barbara Agricultural Commissioner’s Office; the Santa 
Barbara County Planning and Development Department; Santa Barbara County Resource 
Management Department; the United States Department of Agriculture; and the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency.” 
 
Refer also to Response S.4-2 for a discussion of the programmatic level of detail of this EIR. 
 
It should be noted that the Environmental Mitigation Strategy included in the RTP recommends 
consultation with local conservation organizations, such as the Conception Coast Project. 
 
Response S.4-6 
 
Since funding sources and quantities would not result in physical environmental impacts, and 
because funding sources and quantities are likely to be modified over time, Tables 2-1 through 
2-6 in Section 2.0, Project Description, have been revised as follows: 
 
Delete the fourth column “Programming/Planning Document or Funding Source”. 
 
Response S.4-7 
 
The RTP Update EIR is a Program level evaluation rather than a design-level project evaluation. 
As described in Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, “The degree of specificity required in an 
EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 
described in the EIR.”  The EIR provides a broad reasonable worst-case evaluation of the 
impacts of the RTP as a whole.  Project-level review of individual RTP transportation projects 
may refine this conclusion based on specific design details. 
 
Response S.4-8 
 
Refer to Response S.4-7. 
 
Response S.4-9 
 
Section 2.0, Project Description, page 2-22, second full paragraph, has been revised as follows: 
 
“Tables 2-1 and 2-2 list new program and plan roadway and bikeway improvements proposed in 
the 2008 RTP Update.  The locations of new program or plan road and bikeway improvements are 
shown on Figures 2-2 through 2-9.  The public works department of each jurisdiction proposed 
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projects for the state highway or local roadway system within its jurisdiction.  These projects 
address current and future roadway needs based on existing traffic conditions and projected traffic 
increases anticipated based on the growth accommodated in the jurisdiction's land use plans.  In 
compiling this list, projects within each jurisdiction (the state, the county, and the cities) were 
prioritized by order of importance or year of construction based on the jurisdiction's input.”  
 
Response S.4-10 
 
Although an update to intersection level of service data is likely to show increased volume-
to-capacity ratios for most CMP intersections, the provision of such data would not change 
the conclusion of the EIR that the RTP programmed and planned projects would provide a 
measurable benefit to deficient intersections in the North County, particularly in the Santa 
Maria Valley.  In addition, as described in Section 4.1, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Draft EIR, none of the CMP intersection impacts would be caused directly by the RTP 
projects themselves.  They are, instead, the result of projected traffic growth that is 
independent of the RTP projects.  They are, therefore, not significant impacts of the RTP in 
the traditional sense.  They are significant impacts only in the sense that one of the RTP 
goals is to maintain LOS D or better on roadways in the county, and the RTP does not fully 
meet that goal at these locations.  Because these locations are on the region’s CMP system, at 
the time the intersections and roadway segments listed above reach unacceptable levels of 
service based upon CMP standards, the responsible agency must develop and adopt a 
deficiency plan within nine months which either identifies physical improvements to the 
roadway or identifies some combination of other measures which would improve the level 
of service to at least LOS D.  Therefore, although the proposed RTP does not provide 
specific improvements for these locations at this time, a mechanism is in place (CMP 
monitoring) which would alleviate these impacts through future RTP updates. 
 
Response S.4-11 
 
Section 4.1, Transportation and Circulation, has been revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.1-6 
Year 2030 P.M. Peak Hour LOS on U.S. 101 Northbound  

Between Goleta and Santa Maria 
 

Segment 

Distance 
(miles) 

2030 
No-

Build 
LOS 

2030 
Programmed 

LOS 

2030 
Planned 

LOS 

Hollister Ave.- 
Las Cuces/Rte. 1 21.9 E E-F E 

Clark Ave –  
Santa Maria Way 2.2 D E E 
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Response S.4-12 
 
Section 4.4, Noise, page 4.4-4, 5th full paragraph, has been revised as follows: 
 
“AMTRAK provides intercity passenger rail service through the county. According to the 
LOSSAN North Strategic Plan (December 2007), ten Twelve trains per day operate between 
Los Angeles and Santa Barbara Oxnard and Goleta, while four ten trains per day operate 
between Santa Barbara Goleta and San Luis Obispo. These totals include the intercity Coast 
Starlight, which operates once daily in each direction (Amtrak Train Schedule, October 2007).” 
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Letter S.5 
 
COMMENTER: Brian Leahy, Assistant Director, State of California Resources Agency, 

Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resources Protection 
 
DATE:   September 2, 2008 
 
Response S.5-1 
 
The commenter requests additional detail on potential negative impacts to agricultural lands to 
determine the extent or specific nature of potential impacts on farmland or Williamson Act 
contracts.   
 
The RTP Update EIR is a Program level evaluation rather than a design-level project evaluation. 
As described in Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, “The degree of specificity required in an 
EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 
described in the EIR.”  The EIR provides a broad reasonable worst-case evaluation of the 
impacts of the RTP as a whole.  The EIR identifies numerous transportation projects that have 
the potential to impact agricultural lands. However, it is unfeasible to quantify the acreage or 
level of impact for these projects at this level of analysis due to the programmatic nature of the 
RTP.  Project-level review of individual RTP transportation projects may refine this conclusion 
based on specific design details. 
 
It should be noted that the agricultural resources maps requested by the commentor for 
inclusion in the EIR have been included in the RTP.   
 
Section 4.2, Land Use, Mitigation Measures, on page 4.2-7 of the Draft EIR, has been revised to 
include the following additional mitigation measure: 
 

“LU-4(c) When new roadway extensions are planned in areas that contain 
sensitive farmland, the local jurisdiction in which the RTP project 
is located shall assure that project-specific environmental reviews 
consider the use of agricultural conservation easements on land 
of at least equal quality and size as compensation for the loss of 
agricultural land.  Agricultural conservation easements could be 
implemented by directly purchasing easements or donating 
mitigation fees to a local, regional, or statewide organization or 
agency whose purpose includes the acquisition and stewardship 
of agricultural conservation easements. ” 
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Letter C.1 
 
COMMENTER: Scott D. McGolpin, Director, County of Santa Barbara Public Works 

Department 
 
DATE:   July 30, 2008 
 
Response C.1-1 
 
The commenter requests that SBCAG include a project to widen SR-192 on the “illustrative” list 
of projects in the RTP. In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the 
merits of the proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses 
to comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 
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Letter R.1 
 
COMMENTER: Bobbie Bratz, Public Information and Community Programs Supervisor, 

Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District, Technology and 
Environmental Review Division 

 
DATE:   September 2, 2008 
 
Response R.1-1 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 
 
Response R.1-2 
 
Executive Summary, Table ES-1, on page ES-7 of the Draft EIR, has been revised for the Impact 
AQ-1 row as follows: 
 
The third column has been revised to indicate the severity of the impact (Class II, significant but 
mitigable) without the mitigation measures.   
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. 
 
Response R.1-3 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. The EIR has been updated to 
include discussion of toxic air pollutants, diesel particulate matter, and greenhouse gas 
emissions within sections 4.3.1.b and 4.3.1.c. 
 
Response R.1-4 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. The title of the figure has been 
changed as requested. 
 
Response R.1-5 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. The reference to Figure 4.3-4 has 
been deleted.  The sentence has been changed to read as “the Santa Barbara County APCD”. 
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Response R.1-6 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. 
There are two thresholds that were used to determine the significance of air quality impacts.  
The section has been revised to clearly indicate the following significance thresholds: 
 

• The Plan will have a significant air quality impact on the environment if 
implementation of the Plan will result in the emission of more than 25 lbs./day or 4.56 
tons/year of NOx or ROC from motor vehicle trips only. 

• The Plan’s long term impacts to air quality will be considered significant if the 
project results in mobile source emissions that exceed existing levels.  In this case, the 
pollutants of concern are ozone precursors (NOx and ROC) and fine particulate 
matter. 

Response R.1-7 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. The referenced sentence has been 
deleted.  The EIR has been revised to indicate non-attainment for the state 8-hour ozone 
standard and state PM10 standard.  The EIR has also been updated to indicate APCD’s 
recommendation regarding control of diesel particulates from construction. 
 
Response R.1-8 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. The EIR has been updated to 
reference APCD Rule 329. 
 
Response R.1-9 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. The EIR has been revised to include 
APCD’s recommendations for mitigation measures AQ-1 (a), (b), (c), and (d).  APCD’s 
recommended mitigation measures have been included in the EIR for reference.  Mitigation 
measure AQ-1(e) has been deleted. 
 
Response R.1-10 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. Impact AQ-2 has been revised as 
follows: 
 
Impact AQ-2  Implementation of the 2008 RTP would reduce emissions of ozone 

precursors as compared to implementation of the no project scenario.  
Although implementation of the 2008 RTP would increase PM10 
emissions as compared to implementation of the no project scenario to 
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existing levels, the increase would not exceed threshold levels 
emissions would be less than the no project scenario.  With 
implementation of planned Santa Barbara County control measures, 
Therefore, long-term operational impacts would be Class III, Less than 
Significant.  

 
Response R.1-11 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. 
 

a. There are two significance thresholds to which each of these tables (refer to Response 
R.1-6).  Table 4.3-3 applies to the first threshold and Table 4.3-4 applies to the second.  
The tables have been revised to identify the quantitative thresholds. 

 
b. Comment noted.  Tables have been revised for clarity. 
 
c. The referenced sentence has been changed to clarify Impact AQ-2. 
 
d. The referenced table has been revised to show the 2020 emissions from the Clean Air 

Plan. 
 
e. References to “No build” have been changed to “no project” in the Air Quality section of 

the EIR. 
 

Response R.1-12 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. The EIR has been revised to clarify 
health risk impacts from emissions of particulate diesel.  
 
Response R.1-13 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment.  Impact AQ-5 has been moved to the 
“cumulative impacts” section. 
 
Response R.1-14 
 
As noted in the EIR, contribution of emissions from construction will occur as RTP 
projects are developed, which could be considered a cumulative impact.  However, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a through e and implementation of transit 
and TDM projects, this impact would be considered less than significant. 
 
Response R.1-15 
 
Refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR in this document for the updated Section 4.3, Air 
Quality which reflects the changes related to this comment. The “setting” discussion in the 
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greenhouse gases section has been moved to the “environmental setting” section.  The language 
in the EIR has been revised to more clearly indicate the severity of global climate change and its 
relationship to conditions in Santa Barbara County.  However, the RTP (“project”), by itself, 
does not incrementally contribute to GHG emission increases.  As shown in Table 4.3-10, full 
implementation of the RTP projects shows less CO2 emissions than the “no project” scenario.  
The EIR acknowledges that some projects, taken individually, will contribute to cumulative 
GHG impacts and that these projects will be subject to their own individual GHG emissions 
analysis during the project’s environmental review phase. 
 
Response R.1-16 
 
The SBCAG staff analysis has been removed from the appendix.  The appendix has been 
revised to contain the EMFAC output sheets and recommended mitigation measures 
provided by APCD staff. 
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Letter L.1 
 
COMMENTER: Steve Wagner, Community Services Director, City of Goleta 
 
DATE:   August 27, 2008 
 
Response L.1-1 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 
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Letter L.2 
 
COMMENTER: Sherrie Fisher, General Manager, Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit 

District 
 
DATE:   August 27, 2008 
 
Response L.2-1 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 



From: Matt Roberts [mattr@ci.carpinteria.ca.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 3:04 PM 
To: Aubrey J. Spilde 
Subject: RE:
Attachments: sbcag 2030.xls 

Hi Aubrey, 
I have reviewed the list in appendix D and recommend the flowing additions and amendments. I 
have attempted to describe these changes on the attached spreadsheet. I did not assign actual 
project numbers or funding sources as I don’t know what different projects are eligible for. I also 
was not sure what action year means. Please call to discuss. New project are listed as item# a-d. 
Project c-1 : This used to be a project to route from Santa Claus lane to Carpinteria Avenue, and 
after the city has worked on it for a while, we now believe it should go back to the original route. 
Therefore C -1 should be a class one bike path from Santa Claus lane to Carpinteria Avenue. 
Project c-2 : we have asked for the CTC to allocate construction funds. This project is bid ready. 
We expect to construct this fall, winter provided we get ctc funds allocated 
Project C PL 2: Delete this one. 
Project C PL 7. Same project, see new text on attached spreadsheet 
C PL 8: see new text on attached spreadsheet 
See new projects (a-d) 

Matthew Roberts 
Director, Parks and Recreation 
City of Carpinteria 
5775 Carpinteria Avenue 
Carpinteria, CA 93013 
(805) 684-5405 x449 
Fax(805) 684-5304 
e-mail: mattr@ci.carpinteria.ca.us

Letter L.3-1
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Letter L.3 
 
COMMENTER: Matt Roberts, Director, Parks and Recreation, City of Carpinteria 
 
DATE:   September 2, 2008 
 
Response L.3-1 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 



From: Sam Cohen [mailto:scohen@santaynezchumash.org]  
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2008 11:00 AM 
To: Michael G. Powers 
Cc: Sam Cohen 
Subject: Comments to 2008 Draft RTP

The 2008 Draft RTP refers to the Chumash Casino in its analysis of SR 246: 

 Draft VISION 2030: SBCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan 

Section 2.4.6 Santa Ynez Valley, p. 2-38 

 The Chumash Casino, located between the City of Solvang and the unincorporated Santa 
Ynez community is a significant visitor destination.  With over 500 employees, the 
Chumash Casino generates traffic that affects SR 246 in both directions.  The Santa Ynez 
Band of Chumash Indians had initiated daily bus service to Lompoc, Santa Maria, and the 
South Coast to provide an alternative means of travel for its employees and patrons.  The 
Chumash Casino is the largest generator of traffic in the area which contributes to 
increasing congestion on SR 246. 

 Questions for proposed revisions: 

 1. Certainly Casino patrons and buses use SR 246, but most visitors/patrons use SR 154 

2. Almost all employees are required to use the bus—significant traffic reduction 

3. Is the High School the largest SR 246 generator of traffic? 

 We note the following CalTrans Report as to SR 246 showing lower levels of service 
(LOS) in Sub-Segment 6A where SY High School is located as opposed to Segment 6B 
where the Chumash Casino is located: 

Transportation Concept Report

State Route

246

May 2004, P. 52 

Sub-Segment 6A (PMs 30.28-32.12) The next sub-segment runs from Alamo Pintado 
Road to

Refugio Road. This sub-segment is a 2-lane conventional highway with the eastern 
portion having a continuous left-turn lane. On the northern side of the route there is a 

Letter F.1

F.1-1



Class I bike/pedestrian trail running almost the entire length of the sub-segment. The 
facility is currently at LOS D and is projected to be marginally adequate in 2025. An 
opportunity does exist to extend the Class I bike lane past the high school to Refugio 
Road. Truck traffic represents 4% of daily traffic volume.

Sub-Segment 6B (PMs 32.12-34.59) The final sub-segment begins at Refugio Road 
and runs to the junction with SR 154. This sub-segment is a 2-lane conventional 
highway with portions having a continuous left-turn lane. The current LOS C is projected 
to drop to LOS C by 2025. The facility is currently adequate and is projected to remain 
so in 2025. Truck traffic represented 5% of daily traffic volume. The operational issues 
at the intersection of SR 246 and SR 154 are being addressed in Phase II of the 
County’s Measure D improvements currently included planned along the SR 154 corridor 
(EA 05-49420). These include turn lanes and evaluation of the intersection lighting.

F.1-1
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Letter F.1 
 
COMMENTER: Sam Cohen, Santa Ynez Chumash 
 
DATE:   August 15, 2008 
 
Response F.1-1 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 



�

Aubrey J. Spilde

From: Sam Cohen [scohen@santaynezchumash.org]
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2008 1:05 PM
To: Aubrey J. Spilde
Cc: Michael G. Powers
Subject: FW: SBCAG Regional Transportation Plan and Environmental Imapct Report Public Hearing 

Reminder
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Letter F.2 
 
COMMENTER: Neal Olinger, Chumash Casino 
 
DATE:   August 25, 2008 
 
Response F.2-1 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary.
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Letter O.1 
 
COMMENTER: Michael Chiacos, Senior Associate and Tam Hunt, Energy Program 

Director/Attorney, Community Environmental Council 
 
DATE:   August 20, 2008 
 
Response O.1-1 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 
 
Response O.1-2 
 
The commenter requests that the Draft EIR for the 2008 SBCAG RTP Update consider a fourth 
project alternative that considers a carbon-constrained world and alternative transportation 
priority.   
 
The alternatives evaluated in the EIR represent a range of reasonable alternatives, as required 
by CEQA.  Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that: “An EIR shall describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed 
decisionmaking and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which 
are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for 
examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no 
ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the 
rule of reason.”  
 
The inclusion of a fourth alternative that analyzes the future world based on the reasons 
provided would result in an excessively speculative analysis.  Evaluation of market forces and 
trends exceeds the intent of CEQA to disclose the physical environmental effects of proposed 
projects.  It should be noted that the RTP includes several alternative and public transportation 
projects that would decrease vehicle use in Santa Barbara County. 
 
Response O.1-3 
 
Refer to Response O.1-1.
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Letter O.2 
 
COMMENTER: Paul Hernadi, Chair, Comprehensive Planning Committee for the 

Citizens Planning Commission 
 
DATE:   September 2, 2008 
 
Response O.2-1 
 
Refer to Response O.1-2.  Alternatives to the project were chosen for evaluation based on their 
ability to reduce environmental impacts while meeting most of the objectives of the project.  
While an evaluation of alternatives such as those recommended by the commentor may provide 
useful information, it would not satisfy the CEQA requirement to evaluate alternatives that 
meet project objectives. 
 
Response O.2-2 
 
Refer to Response O.2-1. 
 
Response O.2-3 
 
Project impacts related to global climate change are described in detail in Section 4.3, Air 
Quality, of the EIR.  Please refer to Section 2.0 of this Final EIR for a revised version of the Air 
Quality section that includes additional detail regarding global climate change. 
 
Response O.2-4 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 



Santa Barbara Airport Advocates 
1032 Diamond Crest Court • Santa Barbara CA 93110-2070 

sbaadvocates@yahoo.com 
 
September 2, 2008 
 
Mr. Jim Kemp, Executive Director 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, California 93110 
 
Re: 2008 Regional Transportation Plan and Draft EIR 
 
Dear Mr. Kemp: 
 
I am pleased to write you on behalf of the Santa Barbara Airport Advocates (SBAA). We would like to 
offer our comments on the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the draft environmental 
impact report (EIR). 
 
SBAA is a volunteer organization that advocates on behalf of the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport, 
which is known to pilots by its international airport identifier KSBA. Our membership consists of local 
pilots, aircraft owners, and businesses involved in general aviation (the umbrella term for all aspects of 
aviation other than the airlines and the military). We would like to bring to your attention some specific 
concerns with respect to the needs of general aviation in Santa Barbara County and at KSBA in 
particular so that the RTP can fully account for this transportation sector. 
 
We have four primary concerns:  
 
1. The lack of self-service fuel at KSBA. Rising aviation fuel costs have become a major impediment 
to the effective use of air transportation cross the nation. To address this problem, most airports across 
the nation have self-serve fuel facilities that offer aviation fuel at lower prices. Some local examples 
include the Santa Ynez, Lompoc, and Santa Maria airports. Santa Barbara, however, does not have self-
service fuel at this time. Hence most pilots based at KSBA fly their aircraft to other airports with lower-
cost self-service fuel (primarily Camarillo and Santa Paula, both in Ventura County) rather than pay for 
full-service fuel at Santa Barbara — which has the highest full-service prices anywhere in the state. 
Indeed, these prices are so high that they deter transient pilots from visiting KSBA. As a result, the 
transportation utility of the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport for general aviation is considerably 
compromised. 
 
The Santa Barbara Airport Administration is attempting to bring self-service fuel to KSBA. To 
encourage them in their efforts, we would like to request that the RTP make specific reference to this 
issue. 
 
2. The lack of adequate hangar facilities at KSBA. The useful life of an aircraft is greatly extended 
by being stored in a hangar. This protects the aircraft from the damaging effects of ultraviolet 
(particularly harmful to modern carbon-fiber aircraft) and salt in the atmosphere (which causes 
corrosion of metal airframes). The RTP as now drafted states that 24 nested T-hangars will be built at 
KSBA. This project was completed in Spring 2008. However, these new hangars have not nearly met 
the demand for additional hangar space at KSBA, where there is still a waiting list for hangar space. 

Letter O.3
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The lack of hangars further reduces the value and utility of the airport to the general aviation 
community. 
 
Building hangars is a long-term project, and there are private developers who would be interested in 
pursuing a project of this kind at KSBA. We are working with the Airport Administration on this need 
as well. We would like to request that the RTP make specific reference to the hangar issue as well. 
 
3. Lack of 24-hour access to general aviation facilities at KSBA. At most airports across the nation it 
is straightforward for transient pilots to return to their aircraft in the evening or early morning: either 
there is open access to the airport ramp (as at Santa Ynez) or the local fixed-base operators provide 24-
access to the ramp via their main desk (as at larger airports such as Van Nuys or Orange County). At 
KSBA, however, transient pilots are unable either to leave the airport if they land after hours or to 
return to their aircraft if they come to the airport after hours. (The local fixed-base operators can 
provide after-hours access, but their fees are so high that pilots refrain from using this service.) This 
makes it less likely for pilots from outside Santa Barbara to visit our airport for business or pleasure. 
 
The security of aviation facilities is a paramount concern in the modern world. However, we believe 
that these concerns should be addressed in a manner that causes the least possible interference with the 
efficient use of the airport. We would like to request that the issue of ramp access for transient pilots be 
specifically addressed in the RTP. 
 
4. Lack of city-owned transient aircraft parking at KSBA. At the present time the only parking 
available to transient aircraft at KSBA is through the fixed-base operators, who charge a substantial fee 
for even short-term parking unless a minimum amount of fuel is purchased. (This is in sharp contrast to 
the situation at Santa Ynez, Lompoc, and Santa Maria, where there are no such fees.) This is a further 
disincentive for the general aviation community public to use the Santa Barbara Airport. City-owned 
transient parking should be made available and placed adjacent to the self-service fueling facility. We 
would like to request that this issue be referred to in the RTP. 
 
Addressing these four concerns would tremendously increase the utility of the Santa Barbara Municipal 
Airport and make it a more efficient component of the regional transportation system. 
 
I would appreciate the opportunity to discuss these issues further with you or your staff. I can be 
reached at (805) 689-4111. 
 
      Sincerely yours, 
 
 
 
 
 
      Roger Freedman, President 
      Santa Barbara Airport Advocates 
 
 
cc: Santa Barbara Airport Administration 

O.3-1
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Letter O.3 
 
COMMENTER: Roger Freedman, President, Santa Barbara Airport Advocates 
 
DATE:   September 2, 2008 
 
Response O.3-1 
 
The commenter identifies four areas of concern relating to aircraft transportation in the RTP In 
this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the proposed 
project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to comments on the 
RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all comments will be 
considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 
 



�

Aubrey J. Spilde

From: Michael G. Powers
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 1:49 PM
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Subject: FW: RTP commemts

�
�

������	
�������
����������������������������
��	
��� �!"��#���$���%���&'#�'&&(��'�')�*+�
�����,-.��
�����������/�0 �!�!�
������ "�-��%�1���
�����
��/�*��������!�

To all it may concern @ SBCAG:
  
As a parent representative of the Safe Routes to School committee at Cold Spring School, 
Montecito, I would like to comment on the most recent RTP presentation to SB Board of 
Supervisors. We were not able to be at meeting and I do not know if Barker Pass has been put on 
RTP.
  
The SR2S committee has repeatedly asked for alternative transport lanes for Barker Pass. Barker 
Pass has become a heavily used detour arterial road. We have approximately 20 students who 
attempt to walk/bike safely to school on this road. Barker Pass needs either fog striping, bike lanes, 
and or trails. We hope something can be accomplished with your help .
  
Thank you for your time and efforts.
Tracey Singh
Safe Routes to School, Cold Spring School
805 403 3589

O.4-1
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Letter O.4 
 
COMMENTER: Tracy Singh, Safe Routes to School Committee at Cold Springs School 
 
DATE:   September 2, 2008 
 
Response O.4-1 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 
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Letter I.1 
 
COMMENTER: Eugene S. Wilson, Attorney at Law 
 
DATE:   September 2, 2008 
 
Response I.1-1 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the DEIR does not adequately analyze energy impacts, 
stating that no significance criteria are used and suggesting that the DEIR should quantify the 
energy impacts of individual RTP projects.   
 
As the commenter correctly notes, the DEIR does not quantify energy consumption associated 
with individual RTP projects.  Any attempt to quantify energy consumption associated with 
individual projects would be speculative as consumption would depend on a variety of site- 
and project-specific factors that cannot be determined as part of a programmatic analysis.  
Moreover, quantification of energy consumption for individual projects would not provide any 
information that is useful in any meaningful sense as it would not yield information about 
whether adequate energy supplies may be available in the future.   
 
The contention that the DEIR does not include a threshold of significance for air quality impacts 
is incorrect.  As noted on page 4.12-2 of the DEIR, a significant impact would occur if the project 
involved the “inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy.”  
 
Finally, it should be recognized that most of the projects envisioned in the RTP would not in 
actuality increase energy consumption in Santa Barbara County.  To the contrary, many of the 
RTP projects (roadway improvements, for example) are specifically intended to improve the 
efficiency of the County’s transportation system, thus reducing unnecessary engine idling and 
energy consumption.  Other RTP projects encourage alternative transportation modes, such as 
bicycling, walking, and public transit use, that are specifically aimed at reducing use of the 
drive alone automobile and associated energy consumption.      
 
In response to this comment, Impacts E-1 and E-2 in Section 4.12, Energy, were reexamined.  
Based on this reexamination, it was determined that the analysis actually overstates the impact 
of the RTP on energy consumption as it is not anticipated that any RTP projects would involve 
the wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy.  As such, Impacts E-1 and E-2 have been 
rewritten to read as follows: 
   

Impact E-1 Energy consuming equipment and processes which will be used 
during construction and maintenance of RTP projects would 
require the use of energy.  However, it is not anticipated that 
energy would be consumed in a wasteful or unnecessary manner.  
Therefore, such impacts would be Class III, less than significant.  
II, significant but mitigable. 

 
Construction and maintenance Implementation of the proposed RTP projects would result in both 
short-term and long-term consumption of energy due to the use of construction equipment and 
processes.  impacts to the county’s energy supply.  During construction activities, energy would 
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be needed to operate construction equipment.  In addition, construction materials require energy 
to be made and would likely be used in projects that involve new construction or replacement of 
older materials.  However, such construction and maintenance activities would be undertaken 
only as necessary and, as such, would not involve any wasteful consumption of energy.  
Therefore, impacts to energy due to construction and maintenance of RTP projects would be less 
than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures.  Although RTP project construction and maintenance is not expected to 
involve the wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy, the following mitigation measures 
are recommended to reduce address potential impacts to energy consumption to the maximum 
degree feasible supplies: 

 
E-1(a) Use alternatively fueled construction equipment, where feasible, such as natural gas 

(CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane, or biodiesel. 
 

E-1(b) Recycled construction materials shall be used whenever feasible. 
 

E-1(c) Waste materials from construction or demolition shall be recycled whenever feasible. 
Materials that can be recycled include but are not limited to asphalt, concrete, brick, 
lumber, gypsum wallboard (drywall), cardboard and other packaging, roofing 
material, ceramic tile, carpeting, plastic pipe and steel.  Asphalt removed from roads 
and paved structures shall be recycled. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  
Implementation of the above measures would further reduce energy consumption.  potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

 
Impact E-2  The operation of some RTP projects may increase energy demand. 

 However, in a general sense, RTP implementation would increase 
the efficiency of the County’s transportation system and increase 
opportunities to use alternative transportation modes that reduce 
energy consumption.  As such, this impact would be Class III, less 
than significant.  This impact is considered Class II, significant 
but mitigable. 

 
Construction and expansion of transportation facilities throughout the county may generate 
additional energy demand.  Some highway and roadway improvements will increase vehicle 
capacity, allowing a greater number of vehicles to use the facilities.  However, increasing capacity 
and making roadway and intersection improvements will increase the transportation system 
efficiency, in turn, increasing fuel combustion efficiency in vehicles.  In addition, many RTP 
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.  It is not anticipated that 
implementation of individual RTP projects would induce the wasteful or unnecessary 
consumption of energy.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
New facilities that require energy for operation, such as buildings, signal lighting, changeable 
message signs, roadway or parking lot lighting, and electronic equipment will increase energy 
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demand.  New landscaping irrigation also increases energy demand through water pumping and 
treatment.  However, energy consumption is not anticipated to be wasteful or unnecessary as it is 
anticipated that all lighting, signage, and irrigation systems would be comply with applicable 
energy efficiency requirements.  Therefore, impacts relating to these systems would be less than 
significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures. The RTP 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.  The proposed RTP also 
includes policies that encourage land use planning that encourages walking, biking, and transit 
use.  In addition, the following mitigation measures are required recommended to reduce potential 
impacts to energy: 
 
E-2(a) New facilities shall 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. Other improvements with longer payback periods should be considered. 

 
E-2(b)  All lighting shall be energy efficient and designed to use the least amount of energy to 

serve the purpose of the lighting.  Lighting shall utilize solar energy wherever feasible.  
 

E-2(c) New landscaping design and irrigation systems shall be water efficient.   
 

Significance After Mitigation.  Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  
Implementation of the above measures would further reduce countywide energy consumption 
potential impacts to a less than significant level. 

 
Response I.1-2 
 
The commenter reiterates the opinion regarding the discussion of energy requirements and 
suggests that the DEIR should discuss energy requirements and standards, as well as potential 
future reductions, disruptions, and price increases relating to oil and other energy supplies.  
Please see Response I-1.1.  As noted in that response, the DEIR considers the RTP’s impact to 
energy supplies significant if the project would result in wasteful or unnecessary energy 
consumption.  Because wasteful or unnecessary energy use is not anticipated, impacts would be 
less than significant under CEQA and the factors mentioned by the commenter would be 
irrelevant to the EIR analysis.  With respect to future disruptions of energy supplies, it would be 
speculative to try to predict when and to what degree global energy supplies may be reduced at 
some point in the future and what effect such global factors may have on transportation in 
Santa Barbara County.  Regardless, global energy issues would not be an environmental effect 
of the RTP and are therefore not relevant to the EIR. 
 
Response I.1-3 
 
The commenter notes that there is not discussion of an “energy-efficient alternative” and 
suggests that the environmental justice section fails to recognize the diversion of RTP funds 
from transit to capital projects.  As required by CEQA, the alternatives studied in the DEIR 
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attempt to reduce or eliminate the identified significant environmental effects of the proposed 
RTP.  Because the proposed RTP would not have any significant impacts to energy (see 
Response I.1-1), analysis of an “energy-efficient alternative” as suggested by the commenter is 
not warranted.  With respect to environmental justice, contrary to what the commenter 
suggests, the proposed RTP includes a range of projects that would enhance transit service 
throughout the County.  As discussed in DEIR Section 4.13, it is not anticipated that 
implementation of the RTP would disproportionately affect low income or minority groups. 
 
Response I.1-4 
 
The commenter suggests that a one-half cent sales tax would discount the cost of driving, thus 
encouraging commuting by car and increasing energy consumption.  The Measure A tax to 
which the commenter refers provides funds for a range of projects, including roadway 
improvements, transit improvements, and bike and pedestrian programs.  Contrary to what the 
commenter suggests, the Measure A funds are not to be used exclusively for road projects.  
Regardless, it would be speculative for the EIR to predict what effect making road 
improvements may have on travel choices of Santa Barbara County residences and associated 
impacts to energy supplies. 
 
Response I.1-5 
 
The commenter states an opinion that by providing more freeway capacity, the RTP would 
encourage more people to commute by single occupancy vehicle and harm mass transit.  This 
opinion is noted.  However, again it would be speculative to try to predict to what degree 
implementation of any given highway improvement may affect travel choices.  That said, it 
should be recognized that the primary purpose of the planned freeway capacity enhancements 
to address existing capacity issues on the local freeway system.  Consequently, rather than 
encouraging future increases in vehicular travel, the primary purpose is to relieve existing 
freeway congestion, which would generally reduce engine idling and associated energy 
consumption.  Again, it should be noted that the RTP includes numerous transit enhancements. 
 Consequently, although it is not known to what degree such enhancements may increase 
transit use, implementation of the RTP would increase opportunities for transit use.  
 
Response I.1-6 
 
The commenter suggests that the DEIR should consider the social and economic consequences 
of the RTP.  It is not the EIR’s purpose to address social and economic impacts of proposed 
actions.  CEQA’s purview is narrowly limited to analysis and identification of the 
environmental effects of proposed actions.  As described in Section 15131(a) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment.  An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a 
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical 
changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.  The intermediate social or economic 
changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause 
and effect.  The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” An evaluation of the 
physical impacts related to the social and economic factors referenced by the commentor would 
be too speculative to provide a meaningful analysis.  As described in Section 15145 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, “If, after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular impact is too 
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speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of 
the impact.” 
 
Response I.1-7 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the EIR alternatives analysis is not adequate, suggesting 
that a broader range of alternatives needs to be considered.  This opinion is noted.  However, as 
required by CEQA, the alternatives analysis is focused on addressing the significant impacts of 
the proposed RTP that cannot be reduced to below a level of significance through proposed 
mitigation measures.  The identified significant impacts associated with the RTP relate to 
agricultural resources, aesthetics, and biological resources.  The Modified Project Alternative 
would avoid the significant impacts in these areas by eliminating from the RTP those individual 
projects for which unavoidably significant impacts have been identified.  Thus, CEQA’s intent 
with respect to the analysis of project alternatives has been realized.  The identified alternatives, 
including the Modified Project Alternative, are physically feasible and would reduce or 
eliminate significant environmental effects of the proposed project, as required by CEQA. 
 
Response I.1-8 
 
The commenter suggests that the DEIR is erroneous insofar as it assumes that a passenger rail 
project will be built from Camarillo to Goleta.  The opinion that SBCAG has no ability to 
establish or operate a commuter rail line is noted.  However, it should be recognized that 
SBCAG will not build or operate many of the projects identified in the RTP.  Construction and 
operation of transportation projects is not SBCAG’s role in the transportation planning process. 
 Construction and maintenance is generally the responsibility of local governments. 
 
Response I.1-9 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the DEIR should include a “robust transit alternative” as 
well as how bicycle use can be made safer.  As discussed in Response I.1-7, the purpose of the 
DEIR alternatives analysis is to consider alternatives that reduce or eliminate the significant 
environmental effects of the proposed RTP.  The alternative suggested by the commenter would 
not directly address any of the significant effects of the project in the areas of agricultural 
resources, aesthetics, and biological resources.  Similarly, it is not the DEIR’s purpose to 
examine ways in which bicycle use can be made safer.  The purpose is to identify the significant 
environmental effects of the proposed RTP. 
 
Response I.1-10 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the alternatives analysis fails to recognize that Measure A 
would divert funds from transit to capital projects.  Please see Response I.1-4. 
 
Response I.1-11 
 
The commenter states an opinion that policy-makers need to consider a gasoline tax.  This 
opinion is noted.  Implementation of a gas tax is not a feasible measure to reduce identified 
impacts.  The idea of adopting a countywide gas tax, instead of renewing Measure D, was 
floated by members of the public, and some SBCAG board members, in the aftermath of the 
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defeat of Measure D in 2006.  This idea was discussed at a meeting of the SBCAG board on 
February 15, 2007.  Staff reported that a gas tax of approximately 22 cents per gallon would 
have to be levied in the county to replace the revenue lost by the expiration of Measure D in 
2010.  Gas taxes are arguably the most unpopular form of taxation, one of the “third rails of 
politics.”  Legislatures generally have avoided raising gas taxes, even to keep pace with 
inflation, because of their concern about a public backlash.  The federal gas tax of 18.4 cents per 
gallon and the State gas tax of 18 cents per gallon have not been increased by Congress or our 
state legislature since 1994 and 1993, respectively, primarily for that reason.  There is no reason 
to think that two thirds of local voters would support a new tax of 22 cents\gallon when 
increases in federal and State gas taxes of tenths of a cent are opposed vigorously by the public. 
 In February 2007, even before the recent spike in fuel prices, the SBCAG board realized that a 
countywide gas tax was not a viable alternative to renewing Measure D.  The board voted 
unanimously not to pursue a gas tax and to concentrate on renewing Measure D.    
Additionally, implementation of a gas tax runs counter to sound environmental, energy and 
fiscal policy to tie critical public infrastructure programs (roads, bridges and public works 
maintenance) to continued usage of a rapidly depleting resource it is SBCAG’s intention to 
minimize the use of.  In addition, with increasing gas mileage and alternative fuel vehicles, a 
gas tax is an unreliable source to fund long term funding programs needed for infrastructure 
development.  Hybrid and alternative fuel vehicles use the roads, too, along with transit and 
commercial transport, and funding all infrastructure projects solely on local gas purchases is 
unrealistic and unworkable.  
 
Response I.1-12 
 
The commenter suggests that the no project alternative should consider buildout of the current 
RTP rather than a “no new transportation improvements” scenario.  This opinion is noted.  The 
CEQA Guidelines section to which the commenter refers states that the discussion of the no 
project alternative will usually compare the effects of a proposed regulatory plan to 
continuation of the existing plan.  For the RTP, it was determined that such an approach would 
not provide meaningful information as such a comparison would simply involve comparison of 
two lengthy lists of projects, many of which appear on both the current and proposed plans.  
Moreover, not updating the RTP is not a realistic option as state and federal laws require 
SBCAG to adopt an updated RTP every five years. 
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Response I.1-13 
 
The commenter states disagreement with the approach and conclusions of the analysis of 
greenhouse gas emissions.  This opinion is noted.  However, contrary to what the commenter 
suggests, the forecast increase in greenhouse gas emissions in the County by 2030 is not a result 
of the RTP, but rather a result of forecast population and associated energy growth.  The 
analysis in Section 4.3 actually indicates only a 2% increase is greenhouse gas emissions under 
the 2030 RTP “Programmed” scenario as compared to the 2030 “no build” scenario and a 2% 
reduction for the 2030 RTP “Planned” scenario as compared to the 2030 “no build” scenario.   
 
Response I.1-14 
 
The commenter reiterates a concern about freeway widening and suggests that the DEIR 
analysis fails to address the impacts of freeway widening on the City of Santa Barbara.  The 
opinion regarding freeway widening is again noted.  As discussed previously, the primary 
purpose of proposed freeway widenings is to address existing congestion as a number of 
freeway segments in the County already operate at poor service levels.  Freeway widenings 
would not in themselves create higher levels of traffic.  Rather, population and economic 
growth are the generators of traffic and proposed enhancements to freeways (and, indeed, all 
roadways) respond to past and predicted future growth.  It should again be noted that the RTP 
includes a wide array of transportation improvements, including enhancements of transit 
service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and transportation demand management programs. 
 
Response I.1-15 
 
The commenter suggests that by increasing traffic flows, the RTP will increase pressure for the 
development of prime agricultural land.  This opinion is noted.  As noted previously and in the 
DEIR, the RTP would not induce growth, but rather is intended to respond to past and 
predicted future growth by planning for transportation enhancements that meet the needs of 
Santa Barbara County. 
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Sent: Monday, September 08, 2008 3:29 PM
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Subject: revised font of text of graphics ...

a new intra-county, 
multi-transport, 
solar power grid system, 
santa barbara county, usa 

 A Concept Plan for a new Regional and Local,
Solar Power, Multi-Transportation, Grid System 
consisting of Fifteen Primary, Intra-County, Solar 
Urban Transport Plaza Hubs.

The purpose of this new Solar Power Urban Plaza Hub County Network is
  
  •  to Connect our Existing Highway Systems with our Existing Rail System, and 

  •  to acknowledge Primary Points of Convergence 

      •  while supplying essential, self-regenerative, solar and wind energy power, re-charging, and re-fueling, needs.

Our County has Five Rail Stations/Solar Plaza Hubs; the Carpinteria Rail; the Santa Barbara Rail; the Goleta Rail; the Lompoc Rail, and the Guadalupe Rail.  
The Santa Maria Valley Rail would be activated for Passenger Use connecting 101 @ East Jones Street, southeast corner, to the Guadalupe Rail; and the Lompoc Valley 
Rail would be activated for Passenger Use connecting Highway 246 at Highway 1 to the Lompoc/Surf Rail:

  •  Carpinteria Rail @ Linden @ 101, Carpinteria 

  •  Santa Barbara Rail @ Lower State Street @ 101, Santa Barbara 

  •  Goleta Rail @ La Patera, @ 101, Goleta

  •  Lompoc Rail @ 246, Lompoc

  •  Guadalupe Rail @ 1, Guadalupe 

Also, Five Highway 101 Solar Plaza Hubs; 101 @ 154, Santa Barbara; 101 @ 1 @ the Gaviota Pass; 101 @ 246, Buellton; 101 @ 135, Los Alamos; 101 @ 
E. Jones Street, the existing Santa Maria Valley Rail, Santa Maria:

  •  101 @ 154 @ State St., Santa Barbara

  •  101 @ 1, Gaviota Pass

  •  101 @ 246, Buellton

  •  101 @ 135, Los Alamos

  •  101 @ SMV Rail, activate for Passenger Use @ E. Jones St. Santa Maria 

And, Three Inner Valley Solar Plaza Hubs:  Highway 154 @ 246, Santa Ynez River Valley; Highway 1 @ 246, Lompoc Valley, and Highway 33 @ 166, 
Cuyama:

  •  154 @ 246, Santa Ynez Valley

  •  1 @ 246, activate Lompoc Valley Rail Passenger Use, Lompoc 

  •  33 @ 166, Cuyama  

UCSB and Vandenberg Air Force Base would each have their own Solar Plaza Hub:

  •  UCSB: the U-Loop Plaza Hub, Isla Vista

  •  VAF Base has own Plaza Hub

Letter I.2
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These Multi-Transport Urban Plaza Hubs would include:  Solar Panels facing True South for Maximum Solar Capture; Plug-in Electrics, Parking for 
Bicycles, etal.; Re-fueling for Hydrogen, Biofuels and so on... and beautiful urban green plaza spaces for on-going community and school annual solar events ...

(*  Please Note:  All Solar Panels, Courtyards, Maps, etc., are ideally oriented towards True South, for Maximum Solar Capture -- Northern Hemisphere ...)
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a regional plan:  TRANSPORT
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Letter I.2 
 
COMMENTER: Tanne Kiele Chang 
 
DATE:   September 8, 2008 
 
Response I.2-1 
 
In this Final EIR, detailed responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the 
proposed project that do not relate to an environmental issue.  However, responses to 
comments on the RTP are addressed by SBCAG staff in Appendix I of the RTP and all 
comments will be considered by the SBCAG Board.   No further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSES to COMMENTS 
on the DRAFT AMENDED EIR 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
In accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG), as the lead 
agency, has reviewed the comments received on the Draft Amended Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for the 2008 Santa Barbara County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and has 
prepared written responses to the oral and written  comments received.  The Amended EIR was 
prepared in response to the Santa Barbara Superior Court’s direction in Sustainable 
Transportation Advocates of Santa Barbara v. SBCAG.  The court’s June 30, 2009 Final Ruling 
required that SBCAG decertify the 2008 RTP EIR and vacate its September 18, 2008 approval of 
the 2008 RTP.  Only after SBCAG complies with the court’s ruling may it reconsider certification 
of the EIR and approval of the 2008 RTP Update.  The Draft Amended EIR augmented the 
analysis contained in the Final EIR prepared for the 2008 RTP proposed by SBCAG to include: 
 

 Discussion of “induced travel”  
 Augmented energy setting and energy impact analysis 

 
The Draft Amended EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on July 21, 
2009 and concluded on September 4, 2009.  The comment letters included herein were 
submitted by public agencies, organizations, and private individuals.  The September 2008 Final 
EIR, Draft Amended EIR, and this Responses to Comments document collectively comprise the 
Final EIR for the 2008 RTP.   
 
Each comment that SBCAG received on the Draft Amended EIR is included in this section.  
Comment letters received on the original Draft EIR (July 2008) are included in the Final EIR 
dated September 18, 2008 and are not repeated herein.  Responses to the comments on the Draft 
Amended EIR have been prepared to address the environmental concerns raised by the 
commenters and to indicate where and how the Amended EIR addresses pertinent 
environmental issues.    
 
Any changes made to the text of the Draft Amended EIR correcting information, data or intent, 
other than minor typographical corrections or minor working changes, are noted in the Final 
Amended EIR as changes from the Draft Amended EIR. 
 
The comment letters have been numbered sequentially, and each issue within a comment letter, 
if more than one, has a number assigned to it.  Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety 
with the issues of concern lettered in the right margin.  References to the responses to comments 
identify first the letter number, and second, the lettered comment.  Letters are numbered by the 
type of organization from which they were sent (state, regional, county, local), by organization, 
or by individual (S.1-2, for example, would reference the second issue of concern within the first 
letter received from a state agency). 
 
The focus of the responses to comment is the disposition of environmental issues that are raised 
in the comments, as specified by Section 15088 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines.  Detailed responses 
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are not provided to comments on the merits of the proposed project.  Furthermore, responses 
focus on the issue areas addressed in Draft Amended EIR – induced travel and energy (refer to 
Background above) – as directed by the Santa Barbara Superior Court’s June 30, 2009 Final 
Ruling.    
 
MASTER RESPONSES  
 
Responses to specific comments on the Draft Amended EIR are provided under Responses to 
Comments on the Draft Amended EIR.  This section provides “Master Responses,” which address 
general issues that were raised by more than one commenter on the Draft Amended EIR.  In 
some cases, the specific responses in the Responses to Comments portion of this document refer 
back to these Master Responses.  
 
Master Response 1:  Intent and Scope of Alternatives 
 
The alternatives analyzed in the EIR, which included the Programmed scenario (only currently 
funded improvements), Modified Project Alternative (elimination of individual improvements 
with unavoidable impacts), and the No Build scenario (no new transportation system 
improvements), represent a reasonable range of alternatives that would feasibly attain most of 
the project objectives and reduce the magnitude of one or more identified impacts.   
 
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines states:  
 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.  An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 
participation.  An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The 
lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and 
must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives.  There is no ironclad 
rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule 
of reason.  [§ 15126.6 (a)].   

 
The Amended EIR was prepared to comply with the Santa Barbara Superior Court’s June 30, 
2009 direction regarding the Final EIR.  Based on the significance conclusions reached in the 
2008 RTP EIR, the court agreed with SBCAG that the alternatives evaluated in the EIR 
represented a range of reasonable alternatives.  Specifically, the court ruled that “the choice of 
alternatives…  analyze[d] [by SBCAG] was not improper.  The focus was on the impacts found 
to be significant, and the alternatives were chosen in an attempt to lessen or avoid those 
significant impacts.” 1   However, the court stated that the analysis of additional alternatives 
may be warranted should the additional energy analysis identify potentially significant energy 
impacts.   
 

                                                 
1 June 30, 2009 Final Ruling in Sustainable Transportation Advocates of Santa Barbara v. SBCAG, Case Number 
1303310, p. 14. 
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The analysis in the Draft Amended EIR does not identify any new significant impacts beyond 
those identified in the September 2008 Final EIR, nor does it identify any increase in the 
magnitude of a previously identified impact related to energy use or induced travel.  Because 
no significant impacts have been identified for these issue areas, evaluation of an additional 
alternative that would avoid or reduce energy-related or induced travel impacts is not 
warranted per Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Therefore, the Draft Amended EIR 
does not discuss or evaluate any additional alternatives.  The Draft Amended EIR, however, 
includes extensive discussion and comparison of the Planned scenario (the proposed RTP 
project) to the Programmed scenario (only currently funded improvements), and the No Build 
scenario (no new transportation system improvements). 
 
A large number of commenters nevertheless requested that SBCAG consider additional 
alternatives in the RTP EIR.  The proposed additional alternatives requested by various 
commenters discuss one, or a combination, of the following:  a prioritized transportation 
alternative focusing on alternative transportation modes, a high fuel and construction cost 
alternative, a carbon-constrained regulatory state alternative, a better land use policies 
alternative, an alternative with pricing reforms, and an energy conservation alternative.  While 
an evaluation of alternatives such as those recommended by commenters may provide useful 
information, the discussion of additional alternatives is not required by CEQA nor would the 
proposed additional alternatives satisfy the CEQA requirements to evaluate alternatives that 
meet project objectives, reduce or eliminate significant environmental effects, are potentially 
feasible, and are not speculative. 
 
The 2008 RTP EIR demonstrates that the significant impacts associated with the RTP relate to 
agricultural resources, aesthetics, and biological resources.  As discussed, the Draft Amended 
EIR does not identify any new significant impacts beyond those identified in the September 
2008 Final EIR.  As demonstrated in the 2008 RTP EIR, the Modified Project Alternative would 
avoid each of the significant impacts of the proposed RTP by eliminating from the RTP those 
individual projects for which unavoidably significant impacts have been identified.  Thus, 
CEQA’s intent with respect to the analysis of project alternatives has been realized.  Therefore, 
the additional proposed alternatives are not required to reduce or eliminate significant 
environmental effects of the proposed RTP. 
 
Similarly, as supported by the June 30, 2009 Final Ruling in Sustainable Transportation Advocates 
of Santa Barbara v. SBCAG, because the proposed RTP would not have any significant impacts to 
energy (see Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR), analysis of an energy conservation 
alternative is not warranted.  However, it should be noted that reducing energy is one of several 
(sometimes competing) goals that the RTP balances.   
 
Many of the alternatives commenters requested are also too speculative to allow for a 
meaningful analysis.  Better land use and pricing reform alternatives would require changes 
that are controlled by local agencies.  SBCAG uses existing local general plans as the basis for 
estimating the potential for future growth.  The adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future 
land use assumptions. The SBCAG forecasts and land use assumptions are constrained by the 
local land use plans regarding residential and commercial buildout capacities and growth 
controls.  One of the fundamental purposes of the RTP is to meet countywide transportation 
needs generated by local land use decisions and regional economic and population growth.  It 
would be infeasible for SBCAG to adopt an RTP that is inconsistent with these land use plans. 
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The feasibility of a prioritized transportation alternative focusing on alternative transportation 
modes is also linked to local land use decisions.  To the extent feasible, the proposed RTP was 
designed to prioritize alternative transportation modes.  At a project level, alternative 
transportation projects, including transit, rail, bicycle, pedestrian, and transportation demand 
management (TDM) projects, including maintenance of existing alternative transportation 
systems, account for approximately 31% of project costs in the RTP.  Street and road 
maintenance, which is necessary for bicycles and buses as well as private automobiles, accounts 
for approximately 21% of project costs.  It is also helpful to understand that a single project 
often incorporates several modes, and many projects classified as highway or streets/roads 
projects could also be classified as bicycle/pedestrian projects.  Therefore, a significant portion 
of proposed RTP funding is dedicated to alternative transportation projects.   
 
Moreover, the alternative transportation projects and programs included in the RTP are 
generally those that have been determined to be most viable in terms of use and, therefore, 
would have the greatest benefits with respect to the efficiency of the countywide transportation 
system.  The RTP’s Policy Element, which makes up the foundation of the RTP, is developed 
from the planning factors of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
 A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), public input, and the vision of SBCAG’s local and state 
partners.  SBCAG’s planning process must provide for consideration of projects and strategies 
that address the entire range of SAFETEA-LU planning factors—supporting economic vitality, 
increasing safety and security for both motorized and non-motorized users, increasing 
accessibility and mobility of both people and freight, protecting the environment, enhancing the 
connectivity of the transportation system, and preserving the existing transportation system.  
SBCAG believes that an alternative that goes beyond the already significant investment in 
alternative transportation projects and programs included in the proposed RTP would not 
achieve the project goals or be consistent with balancing the range of SAFETEA-LU planning 
factors.  Therefore, as a reasonable range of alternatives is included in the 2008 RTP EIR, SBCAG 
determined it was unnecessary to carry an alternative focusing on alternative transportation 
modes forward for detailed analysis. 
 
Additionally, a high fuel and construction cost alternative would require evaluation of market 
forces and trends that exceeds the intent of CEQA to disclose the physical environmental effects 
of proposed projects.  As stated in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, it is 
speculative to assume that fuel prices will continue to rise into the future, because fuel prices 
are influenced by the global market.  Moreover, SBCAG does not control fuel prices and, 
consequently, could not ensure implementation of such an alternative.  As the court noted in 
June 30, 2009 Final Ruling, “a local agency cannot be expected to analyze or predict the 
politically charged realities of global crude oil production and supply.” 2  Therefore, for the 
purpose of the analysis, rising fuel prices were not considered as a reasonable basis by which to 
define an alternative.   
 
It should also be noted that updating the RTP is an ongoing process.  The update of the 2008 
RTP began in 2006.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over 
the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation including those relating to fuel prices, land use policies, and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
                                                 
2 June 30, 2009 Final Ruling in Sustainable Transportation Advocates of Santa Barbara v. SBCAG, Case Number 
1303310, p. 5. 
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emissions.  New legislation on these issues and recent increases in fuel costs, if they continue, 
may shift transportation patterns.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP and 
will monitor the effect of changes in fuel prices and look to identify significant trends.  SBCAG 
will update the next RTP as necessary including, to the extent appropriate, consideration of 
additional feasible alternatives, if it is apparent that longer term changes to mode choice trends 
have occurred.  The current RTP is sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes 
in conditions and changes in expectations for the future.   
 

Master Response 2:  Baseline for Analysis  
 
Several commenters suggested that the energy analysis used the wrong baseline because the 
analysis compared the impacts of the proposed project scenario in 2030 against the No-Build 
and Programmed 2030 scenarios.  Such comments do not accurately summarize the analysis. 
First, it must be understood that the energy analysis is inherently cumulative in nature (refer to 
Draft Amended EIR, page 4.12-16.) 
 
Between 2000 and 2030, the population of Santa Barbara County is projected to increase more 
than 30% (SBCAG Regional Growth Forecast, March 2002).  This population growth is the result 
of municipal land use decisions that are outside the purview of SBCAG.  Future population 
growth, economic growth, and local land use decisions will cumulatively increase vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) within the county with or without implementation of the transportation 
improvements identified in the 2008 RTP.  The Draft Amended EIR did, in fact, compare the 
cumulative energy consumption to the existing condition (refer to Draft Amended EIR, Tables 
4.12-6, 4.12.-7, and 4.12-8). 
 
CEQA contemplates a two-step analysis for cumulative impacts.  The first step is to determine 
whether there is a significant cumulative impact.  The second step is to then determine whether 
the individual project (in this case, the RTP) makes a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
the cumulative impact [CEQA Guidelines § 15064(h)].  In order to determine if the RTP makes a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative energy impact, the Draft Amended 
EIR compared the 2030 RTP scenario to the 2030 No-Build and 2030 Programmed scenarios.  
This analysis shows that the RTP does not make an incremental contribution to the cumulative 
impact, but rather mitigates it. 
 
A comparison of the 2008 RTP to existing conditions would erroneously attribute the 
cumulative environmental effects of local land use decisions, economic growth, and population 
growth to the proposed RTP, which is specifically intended to mitigate the traffic impacts 
associated with such local land use decisions and growth.   
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 states that a cumulative impact “consists of an impact which is 
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other 
projects causing related impacts.  An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part 
from the project evaluated in the EIR.”  A comparison of the project to future no project 
conditions most precisely identifies the incremental contribution of the project to cumulative 
conditions because it isolates project impacts from future effects that would occur with or 
without the project.   
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Master Response 3:  Assessment of Total and Per Capita Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
Emissions Impacts  
 
It should first be noted the court upheld the adequacy of the 2008 RTP EIR in all respects 
challenged with the exception of the EIR’s discussion of “induced travel” and the energy setting 
and energy impact analysis.  Therefore, the court determined that the GHG analysis included in 
the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 
 
The following discussion has been added to Impact E-1 in Section 4.12, Energy: 
 

Per Capita Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and 
energy consumption are related, as they are both dependent on overall VMT.  Overall 
GHG emissions are discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas Emissions); per 
capita emissions are discussed below. 

 
SBCAG is projecting a 12% per capita increase in CO2 emissions from passenger 
vehicles between 2000 and 2030.  As discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions), total 2030 GHG emissions in Santa Barbara County are projected to be 
greater than existing levels of GHG emissions.  The 2008 RTP EIR also demonstrates 
that this projected increase would be reduced by implementation of the proposed 
RTP.1  As shown in Table 4.12-11, the 2008 RTP limits the increase in GHG emissions 
from passenger vehicles compared to other scenarios (Programmed and No Build).  
This is true regardless of whether the emissions are considered in terms of total or per 
capita values. 

Table 4.12-11  Comparison of Passenger Vehicle* Carbon Dioxide Emissions 

Scenario 
Total CO2 
Emissions 

(pounds per day) 
Population 

Per Capita CO2 
Emissions 

(pounds per day) 

% Change from 
2000 

2000 Base  8,080,000 399,300 20.2 - 

2030 No Build 12,420,000 

521,000 

23.8 17.8% 

2030 Program 12,700,000 24.4 20.5% 

2030 Plan 11,840,000 22.7 12.3% 

*Includes light-duty autos, trucks, and medium-duty vehicles ranging from 5,500 to 8,500 pounds 

 
Future increases in GHG emissions are likely due to several factors related to 
population and associated energy growth, including increasing long distance inter-
county and interregional trips despite relatively small population growth.  There is 
substantial travel between the major cities in Santa Barbara County, in part due to a 
jobs/housing imbalance, an issue that SBCAG will examine further as it embarks on 
preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy as required by SB 375 (Senate Bill 375: 
Redesigning Communities to Reduce Greenhouse Gases).2  Population growth,  

                                                 
3 Per capita emissions can be determined by dividing the total emissions by the projected population. 
4 SB 375 is the tool that implements AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), 
by aiming to reduce GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 does not yet apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is 
already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update.   
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economic growth, and local land use decisions can all lead to traffic impacts that 
reduce the efficiency of the transportation network and increase the amount of energy 
used per trip for all citizens of the region.  Therefore, future increases in energy use 
associated with population and economic growth that are tied to local land use 
decisions commonly result in an increase in CO2 emissions both in overall terms and 
on a per capita basis.  However, such increases are not a result of implementation of 
the proposed RTP, which would reduce overall energy consumption and associated 
GHG emissions. 
 
Based on the most current California Air Resources Board (ARB) data, when looking 
at the actual per capita emissions, SBCAG is projecting the ninth highest per capita 
emissions among MPOs in the RTP Horizon Year; only seven MPOs are projecting 
lower per capita emissions (refer to Table 4.12-12).  However, comparisons between 
MPOs should be made with great caution.  Differences between MPOs and the data 
they reported to the California Air Resources Board limit the value of such 
comparisons. 
 

Table 4.12-12 CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles 
per Day (Pounds per Person) 

  Base Year RTP Horizon 
Year % Change 

Kern 24.2 27.1 12.3% 

SANDAG 26.2 26.6 1.6% 

Shasta 23.6 26.5 12.5% 

Merced 22.7 26.1 15.0% 

Madera  25.0 25.2 0.9% 

SACOG 24.9 23.0 -7.5% 

Tulare 21.9 23.0 5.1% 

SJCOG 23.5 22.9 -2.6% 

SBCAG 20.2 22.7 12.3% 

SCAG 21.7 21.9 0.7% 

MTC/ABAG 21.1 21.5 1.8% 

Fresno 20.0 21.4 7.2% 

StanCOG 18.0 18.5 3.1% 

Kings 18.8 18.1 -3.9% 

BCAG 15.3 15.5 1.1% 

AMBAG 3.0 3.1 1.3% 

 
As stated above, all comparisons using MPO data should be used with great caution—
substantial differences between MPOs limit the value of such comparisons.  For example, the 
SCAG region is projecting an additional 6.5 million people in their region by 2035, with a 
resulting increase of 70.3 million additional tons of greenhouse gas emissions per day.  It can be 
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misleading to say that SCAG is reducing its GHG emissions per capita, when the numbers 
suggest that both the population and the GHG emissions are increasing.  The decline in SCAG’s 
per capita GHG emissions is largely a function of the population growth rate outpacing the 
GHG growth rate.  This is a significant achievement for the SCAG region; however, greenhouse 
gases are still forecast to increase. 
 
It should also be noted that the GHG analysis contained in the September 2008 Final EIR was 
developed consistent with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) June 19, 2008 
Technical Advisory entitled “CEQA and Climate Change:  Addressing Climate Change 
Through CEQA Review” (OPR Guidelines).  The OPR Guidelines acknowledge that “[t]here is 
no standard format for including the analysis in a CEQA document.”  However, the OPR 
Guidelines provide that: 
 

Lead agencies should make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to calculate, model, 
or estimate the amount of CO2 and other GHG emissions from a project, including the emissions 
associated with vehicular traffic, energy consumption, water usage and construction activities. 

 
The September 2008 EIR presented a good-faith effort to estimate CO2 emissions.  Presenting 
the data as total emissions as opposed to per capita emissions was intended to address the 
project’s contribution to cumulative impacts as they relate to this global issue.  Accordingly, the 
September 2008 EIR did not include a table presenting the data in terms of per capita emissions. 
 However, given that the proposed RTP would reduce overall GHG emissions when compared 
to the Programmed and No Build scenarios, it would also reduce per capita GHG emissions 
compared to these scenarios, as shown in the discussion above. 
 
REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT AMENDED EIR 
 
This section presents clarification and modifications to information contained in the Draft 
Amended EIR, based on the comments and responses presented in the Responses to Comments 
portion of this report in addition to revisions identified by SBCAG.  Additions are noted in bold 
(bold) where text is added and deletions are noted in strike-through (strike-through) type.  It 
should be noted that none of the changes outlined below require recirculation in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  Conditions that require recirculation include:  the 
identification of a new significant environmental impact; a substantial increase in the severity of 
an environmental impact; or a feasible alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from other previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impact of the 
project [Section 15088.5(a)].  Recirculation is not required where the new information added to 
the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications to an adequate EIR 
[Section 15088.5(b)].   
 
Introduction page i, third sentence, has been revised as follows: 
 

The lawsuit was heard by the Santa Barbara Superior Court and a Tentative Final Ruling 
was provided on May 19 June 30, 2009.   

 
Introduction page ii, first sentence, has been revised as follows: 
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In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 
15063), SBCAG, as the Lead Agency responsible for the RTP, solicited preliminary public 
agency comments on the 2008 RTP through distribution of a Notice of Preparation of a 
Draft EIR (Appendix A of the Final EIR) and receipt of public comments during two 
scoping meetings held on December 2, 2004.   

 
Introduction page ii, fifth sentence of the second paragraph, has been revised as follows: 
 

However, as discussed in this Draft Amended EIR, the analysis shows that the 2008 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update would not result in additional impacts beyond those disclosed in 
the Final EIR.   

 
Introduction page ii, fourth sentence of the last paragraph, has been revised as follows: 
 

Nevertheless, in the interest of full disclosure and public participation, SBCAG is adhering to 
the review standards of a recirculated document, and has distributed this Draft Amended EIR 
for public review.    

 
Section 4.1.3(a) (Definition and Literature Review), first two sentences, have been revised as 
follows:  
 

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, 
that are generated by in response to increased highway capacity… 

 
Section 4.1.3(b) (Modeling), after the last paragraph of the section, has been revised as follows: 
 

Refer to Appendix I for additional detail regarding SBCAG’s travel demand model. 
 
Induced Travel page 4.1-33, Table 4.1-12 and the preceding paragraph have been revised as 
follows:  
 

The RTP will increase lane-miles by such a small amount (refer to Table 4.1-12) that even 
with a high elasticity, VMT would only increase by a small amount. The RTP’s 2030 
Planned scenario (which assumes full implementation of the proposed U.S. 101 
improvements) will increase lane miles by only 3.0 3.5%. Even assuming elasticity from 
the top end of the spectrum (1.0), VMT would only increase by 3.0 3.5%.     

 

Table 4.1-12  Lane-Miles in Santa Barbara County 

 
2000 Base Case 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

CBD 79 79 79 79 

Urban 1,584 1,584 1,633 1,684 

Rural 1,879 1,879 1,872 1,885 
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Table 4.1-12  Lane-Miles in Santa Barbara County 

 
2000 Base Case 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

Sum 3,541 3,541 3,584 3,648 

Lane-Miles 2,496 2,496 2,555 2,582 

% Change from 2000 - 0.0% 1.2 2.4% 3.0 3.5% 
CBD: Central Business District 
These figures include only the lane-miles on the SBCAG model network. 
These figures include the following roadway classes: freeways, major arterials. 

 

 
Section 4.1.3, Induced Travel, page 4.1-37, first sentence of second paragraph, has been revised as 
follows: 
 

The net effect of the 2008 RTP would be to reduce overall vehicle miles traveled compared 
to the 2030 No Build scenario and the 2030 Programmed scenario, as described in Section 
4.3, Air Quality (refer also to Appendix C of the Final EIR for air quality analysis 
worksheets).   

 
Section 4.12, Energy, page 4.12-1, last sentence of the fourth paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

As discussed below, this energy analysis considers energy supply and energy use patterns 
currently existing both within the local and regional context, but also and on a statewide basis. 

 
Section 4.12, Energy, second full paragraph on page 4.12-4, has been revised as follows: 
 

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) is the primary provides natural gas provider for to portions 
of northern Santa Barbara County.  PG&E obtains its natural gas supplies primarily from 
natural gas fields in northern California.  Southern California Gas Company (Sempra 
Energy) provides natural gas to southern portions of Santa Barbara County, and operates 
a natural gas storage field in the Goleta area.  Natural gas consumption in Santa Barbara 
County… 

 
Section 4.12, Energy, page 4.12-9, last sentence in the first paragraph of Section 4.12-1(c) (Energy 
Production in Santa Barbara County) has been revised as follows:  
 

Onshore oil wells in 2006 outperformed the offshore wells in the County (Div. of Oil and 
Gas, 2006).  The predominant focus in oil production has shifted from onshore and near-
shore fields to fields underlying federal waters three or more miles from shore (County 
of Santa Barbara Energy Division website, 
http://countyofsb.org/energy/information/oilGasProduction.asp#1). 

 
Section 4.12, Energy, page 4.12-10, second sentence of the third paragraph, has been revised as 
follows: 
 

This approach would be similar to that used by the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) for its Reformed CAFE light-truck standards, which was also 
extended to passenger cars in the 2011 CAFE standards.    
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The last paragraph on page 4.12-19 has been revised as follows: 
 

…“no project” alternative in that no portion of the project would occur, including those already 
planned programmed.   

 
The color image on the top of page 4.12-24 entitled “Passenger Vehicle Fuel Consumption (1,000 
gals./day) – 2000 to 2030” has been replaced with a grayscale image with the same content. 
   
Section 4.12, Energy, beginning on page 4.12-25 following the Total Energy Consumption 
discussion in Impact E-1, has been revised as follows:  
 

Per Capita Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and 
energy consumption are related, as they are both dependent on overall VMT.  Overall 
GHG emissions are discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas Emissions); per 
capita emissions are discussed below. 

 
SBCAG is projecting a 12% per capita increase in CO2 emissions from passenger 
vehicles between 2000 and 2030.  As discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions), total 2030 GHG emissions in Santa Barbara County are projected to be 
greater than existing levels of GHG emissions.  The 2008 RTP EIR also demonstrates 
that this projected increase would be reduced by implementation of the proposed 
RTP.1  As shown in Table 4.12-11, the 2008 RTP limits the increase in GHG emissions 
from passenger vehicles compared to other scenarios (Programmed and No Build).  
This is true regardless of whether the emissions are considered in terms of total or per 
capita values. 

 

Table 4.12-11  Comparison of Passenger Vehicle* Carbon Dioxide Emissions 

Scenario 
Total CO2 
Emissions 

(pounds per day) 
Population 

Per Capita CO2 
Emissions 

(pounds per day) 

% Change from 
2000 

2000 Base  8,080,000 399,300 20.2 - 

2030 No Build 12,420,000 

521,000 

23.8 17.8% 

2030 Program 12,700,000 24.4 20.5% 

2030 Plan 11,840,000 22.7 12.3% 

*Includes light-duty autos, trucks, and medium-duty vehicles ranging from 5,500 to 8,500 pounds 

 
Future increases in GHG emissions are likely due to several factors related to 
population and associated energy growth, including increasing long distance inter-
county and interregional trips despite relatively small population growth.  There is 
substantial travel between the major cities in Santa Barbara County, in part due to a 
jobs/housing imbalance, an issue that SBCAG will examine further as it embarks on 
preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy as required by SB 375 (Senate Bill 375:  

                                                 
5 Per capita emissions can be determined by dividing the total emissions by the projected population. 
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Redesigning Communities to Reduce Greenhouse Gases).6  Population growth, 
economic growth, and local land use decisions can all lead to traffic impacts that 
reduce the efficiency of the transportation network and increase the amount of energy 
used per trip for all citizens of the region.  Therefore, future increases in energy use 
associated with population and economic growth that are tied to local land use 
decisions commonly result in an increase in CO2 emissions both in overall terms and 
on a per capita basis.  However, such increases are not a result of implementation of 
the proposed RTP, which would reduce overall energy consumption and associated 
GHG emissions. 
 
Based on the most current California Air Resources Board (ARB) data, when looking 
at the actual per capita emissions, SBCAG is projecting the ninth highest per capita 
emissions among MPOs in the RTP Horizon Year; only seven MPOs are projecting 
lower per capita emissions (refer to Table 4.12-12).  However, comparisons between 
MPOs should be made with great caution.  Differences between MPOs and the data 
they reported to the California Air Resources Board limit the value of such 
comparisons. 

 

Table 4.12-12  CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles 
per Day (Pounds per Person) 

  Base Year RTP Horizon 
Year % Change 

Kern 24.2 27.1 12.3% 

SANDAG 26.2 26.6 1.6% 

Shasta 23.6 26.5 12.5% 

Merced 22.7 26.1 15.0% 

Madera  25.0 25.2 0.9% 

SACOG 24.9 23.0 -7.5% 

Tulare 21.9 23.0 5.1% 

SJCOG 23.5 22.9 -2.6% 

SBCAG 20.2 22.7 12.3% 

SCAG 21.7 21.9 0.7% 

MTC/ABAG 21.1 21.5 1.8% 

Fresno 20.0 21.4 7.2% 

StanCOG 18.0 18.5 3.1% 

Kings 18.8 18.1 -3.9% 

BCAG 15.3 15.5 1.1% 

AMBAG 3.0 3.1 1.3% 

 

                                                 
6 SB 375 is the tool that implements AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), 
by aiming to reduce GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 does not yet apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is 
already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update.   
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The following discussion has been added to Section 4.12, Energy, beginning on page 4.12-30: 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts.  As outlined in Section 15130(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative impacts “should be guided by standards of 
practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which 
the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects 
which do not contribute to the cumulative impact.  The following elements are 
necessary to an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts: 
 

(1) Either: 
(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related 

or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside 
the control of the agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or 
related planning document, or in a prior environmental document 
which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative 
impact.”  

 
This cumulative energy analysis utilizes the summary of projections method outlined 
above, and uses projections from existing local general plans as the basis for 
estimating the potential for future growth.  The adopted local plans constitute 
SBCAG’s future land use assumptions.  The SBCAG forecasts and land use 
assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans regarding residential and 
commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  In accordance with this 
methodology,  the residential and commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG 
inventoried for the preparation of the Regional Growth Forecast (RGF) adopted in 
2002 included an additional 33,000 housing units and 29 million square feet of 
commercial, retail and industrial development.     
 
The level of buildout anticipated under existing adopted general plans, as outlined 
above, when considered in combination with the proposed RTP, would have a 
significant cumulative energy impact.  However, the project’s contribution to this 
impact would not be cumulatively considerable [as defined in Section 21083(b)(2) of 
the CEQA Statute[1]].  As outlined in Impact E-1 above, implementation of the 
proposed RTP would reduce energy consumption as compared to the future no 
project condition.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to this impact is not 
cumulatively considerable. 

 
cd.  Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts.  Individual projects 

could create significant impacts to energy resources but would not necessarily do so… 
 
A new appendix, Appendix I (The SBCAG Travel Demand Model), has been added to the end 
of Amended EIR. 

                                                 
[1] As defined by CEQA, “cumulatively considerable” means that “the incremental effects of an individual 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”   
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AMENDED EIR 
 
Commenters on the Draft Amended EIR include state and regional agencies, organizations, and 
private individuals (refer to Table 1).  Verbal comments were received at the SBCAG Public 
Hearing on the Draft Amended EIR on August 20, 2009.  
 

Table 1  Commenters on the Draft Amended EIR 

Letter 
No. Commenter Agency/Organization Date 

State Agencies 
S.1 Richard Rozzelle, District 

Superintendent 
State of California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, Channel Coast District 

August 24, 2009 

S.2 Scott Morgan, Acting Director State of California, Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit 

September 8, 2009 

Regional Agencies 
R.1 Molly Pearson, Air Quality 

Specialist 
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control 
District, Technology and Environmental 
Assessment Division 

September 4, 2009 

Organizations 
O.1 Dave Davis, Executive Director Community Environmental Council July 15, 2009 
O.2 James Childress, Santa Barbara 

Group Chair; Gerald Connor, 
Arguello Group Chair 

Sierra Club August 27, 2009 

O.3 Kalon Kelley, CPA Comprehensive 
Planning Committee 

Citizens Planning Association of Santa 
Barbara County, Inc. 

August 30, 2009 

O.4 Todd Litman Victoria Transport Policy Institute August 31, 2009 
O.5 Dave Davis, Executive Director; 

Michael Chiacos, Transportation 
Specialist 

Community Environmental Council September 1, 2009 

O.6 Mark Bradley, Board of Directors Coalition for Sustainable Transportation 
(COAST) 

September 4, 2009 

O.7 KK Holland, Project Coordinator Alliance for Sustainable and Equitable 
Regional Transit (ASERT) 

September 4, 2009 

O.8 Deborah Brasket, Executive 
Director 

Santa Barbara County Action Network (SB 
CAN) 

September 4, 2009 

Individuals 
I.1 Linda Byrd Private Citizen July 22, 2009 
I.2 Julie Kahrnoff and Joseph Tanzer Private Citizens September 4, 2009 
I.3 Robert A. Johnston, Professor 

Emeritus 
University of California at Davis September 4, 2009 

I.4 Eugene S. Wilson Eugene S. Wilson, Attorney at Law, 1224 
North Ontare Rd, Santa Barbara, CA 93105 

September 4, 2009 

Verbal Comments 
V.1 KK Holland  Alliance for Sustainable and Equitable 

Regional Transportation (ASERT) 
August 20, 2009 

V.2 Dave Davis, Executive Director Community Environmental Council August 20, 2009 
V.3 Michael Chiacos, Transportation 

Specialist 
Community Environmental Council August 20, 2009 



Letter S.1

S.1-1
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Letter S.1 
 
COMMENTER: Richard Rozzelle, District Superintendent, State of California Department 

of Parks and Recreation, Channel Coast District  
 
DATE:   August 24, 2009 
 
Response S.1-1 
 
The commenter notes that the three State Parks located within the south Santa Barbara area 
(Gaviota State Park, El Capitan State Beach, and Refugio State Beach) receive over 153,000 
visitors each year, and recommends the provision of bus service to these parks on the weekends 
between Memorial Day and Labor Day.   
 
Gaviota State Park, El Capitan State Beach, and Refugio State Beach are currently outside the 
service areas of the transit providers in Santa Barbara County.  SBCAG will forward the request 
for the provision of bus service to these parks on the weekends between Memorial Day and 
Labor Day to potential transit providers for their consideration. 
 
 
 



Letter S.2

S.2-1



S.2-1
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Letter S.2 
 
COMMENTER: Scott Morgan, Acting Director, California State Clearinghouse  
 
DATE:   September 8, 2009 
 
Response S.2-1 
 
The commenter states that he has distributed the Draft Amended EIR to selected state agencies 
for review and acknowledges that SBCAG has complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents.  The comment does not address the content 
of the Draft Amended EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 



Letter R.1

R.1-1

R.1-2

R.1-3



R.1-3

R.1-4
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Letter R.1 
 
COMMENTER: Molly Pearson, Air Quality Specialist, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution 

Control District, Technology and Environmental Assessment Division  
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
Response R.1-1 
 
The commenter’s summary of the purpose of the Draft Amended EIR is noted. 
 
Response R.1-2 
 
The commenter references a paragraph in Section 4.12.1 (Setting), which states that energy use 
“can adversely affect air quality and other natural resources.”  The commenter clarifies that 
combustion of fossil fuels results in emissions of many different types of air pollutants, and that 
some pollutants that are widely considered to be stratospheric ozone-depleting chemicals are 
not generated through the combustion process.  The comment is noted.  Please refer to Section 
4.3, Air Quality, from the 2008 RTP EIR, which discusses and evaluates the potential air quality 
impacts of the proposed RTP including the emissions of toxic air contaminant (TACs), reactive 
organic compounds (ROC), and oxides of nitrogen (NOx).  Section 4.12, Energy, in the Draft 
Amended EIR, demonstrates that the proposed RTP will not result in energy impacts greater 
than those identified in the 2008 RTP EIR.  In fact, as described in Section 4.12, Energy, of the 
Draft Amended EIR, the proposed RTP would reduce future energy use as compared to future 
no project conditions.  Therefore, the RTP would also reduce such secondary effects to air 
quality and other resources.  Consequently, no changes to the air quality analysis in the 2008 
RTP EIR are required.  Refer also to Master Response 3. 
 
Response R.1-3 
 
The commenter notes that although Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) provides natural gas 
service to some of the northern portions of Santa Barbara County, the Southern California Gas 
Company (Sempra Energy) provides natural gas to southern portions of the county and 
operates a natural gas storage field in the Goleta area.  In response to this comment, Section 
4.12.1(a) (Energy Consumption and Sources), second full paragraph on page 4.12-4, has been 
revised as follows: 
 

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) is the primary provides natural gas provider for to 
portions of northern Santa Barbara County.  PG&E obtains its natural gas supplies 
primarily from natural gas fields in northern California.  Southern California Gas 
Company (Sempra Energy) provides natural gas to southern portions of Santa Barbara 
County, and operates a natural gas storage field in the Goleta area.  Natural gas 
consumption in Santa Barbara County… 

 
Response R.1-4 

 
The commenter expresses disagreement with the statement that onshore oil wells in 2006 
outperformed the offshore wells in the County, citing the Energy Division website.  In response 
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to this comment, the last sentence in the first paragraph of Section 4.12-1(c) (Energy Production 
in Santa Barbara County) has been revised as follows:  
 

Onshore oil wells in 2006 outperformed the offshore wells in the County (Div. of Oil and 
Gas, 2006).  The predominant focus in oil production has shifted from onshore and near-
shore fields to fields underlying federal waters three or more miles from shore (County 
of Santa Barbara Energy Division website, 
http://countyofsb.org/energy/information/oilGasProduction.asp#1). 





Mr. Jim Kemp 
Executive Director, SBCAG 
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

August 20th, 2008 

RE: Public Comments for 2008 draft Regional Transportation Plan 

Dear Mr. Kemp and SBCAG, 

The Community Environmental Council is a non-profit organization founded in 1970.  Since 
2004, we have specialized in energy, climate change, and transportation issues.  Our goal is to 
wean our region from fossil fuels by 2030 or sooner, on a net basis.

We appreciate the great work SBCAG has performed over the years and, in particular, your work 
on transportation issues.  We are a partner on many initiatives with SBCAG because SBCAG’s 
role as the regional rideshare agency complements our work (www.cecsb.org).

Due to the importance of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the infrequency with which 
it is updated, we take this process very seriously. CEC believes the draft 2008 RTP Vision 2030 
document (“Vision document”) is a good start but is generally lacking in a long-term vision 
appropriate for our region at this point in our development.  Energy supply challenges and climate 
change are the two over-arching issues that must be at the heart of any long-term transportation 
planning.  With oil prices up well over 1,000 percent (reaching $147 a barrel in August, up from 
$10 in 1998) over the last decade and consumers bearing the burden of record high gas prices, the 
RTP must address this issue head-on.  Experts agree that we have or will soon reach a global peak 
in oil production. The era of cheap energy is, according to all informed sources, over.   

AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act, was signed into law by Governor Schwarzenegger in 
2006, committing the state to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions back to 1990 levels by 2020.  
The Governor has also signed an executive order to return the state’s emissions to 80 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050.   

These two issues must be incorporated throughout the RTP.  We also recommend that the RTP 
acknowledge and discuss our efforts to wean our region from fossil fuels by 2030 – a goal that 
has gained broad community acceptance and praise.   

The “business as usual” approach to congestion and transportation is a bankrupt business 
model.  Our region should undertake a serious and vigorous transformation of our 
transportation system.  This effort should focus on greater efficiency and alternative 
transportation options, rather than on an unfounded hope that we can continue business as 
usual without harmful repercussions to our region.    

The DEIR, which tracks the Vision document, could also be significantly improved.  In 
particular, the DEIR should consider a fourth project alternative – that of a high fuel and high 
construction price future and a carbon-constrained state.  Many analysts, including top  
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investment banks such as Goldman Sachs, believe we could reach $200 a barrel oil in the next 
two years (Goldman’s most recent prediction, issued on August 22, 2008, is that oil will reach 
$149 by the end of 2008).  $200 oil equates to $7 to $8 gasoline, which will heavily shift 
transportation modes away from driving alone.  County residents will, through market forces 
alone, increase rates of ridesharing, mass transit, bicycling, and use of alternative fuels.  The role 
of good government, however, is to make these better transportation options more available and 
easier to use for residents.  

We are already seeing a decline in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on California’s roads, so 
SBCAG’s projections (in 2.4.2 External Traffic, RTP) of a 51 percent to 150 percent increase in 
vehicle trips on some major highways by 2030 are looking backwards to a continued cheap 
energy future.  This is a serious if not fatal flaw in the underlying assumptions of the plan 
and these projections may need to be significantly revised.  At the least, some alternative 
scenarios should be considered.  

In addition, while the DEIR briefly mentions greenhouse gas emissions (4.3d) and acknowledges 
the state hasn’t established significant thresholds, the state scoping process is underway and 
targets a reduction in VMT, along with more efficient vehicles and a low carbon fuel standard.
The RTP should acknowledge the ambitious goals the state has already set. While sector-specific 
goals have not yet been set, it is clear already that transportation will have to bear much of the 
burden of reduced emissions because the transportation sector accounts for the largest share of 
emissions (over 40 percent).  

Accordingly, it is important to re-evaluate expenditures in our transportation infrastructure.  In 
particular, alternatives to driving alone need significantly higher funding as local residents are 
priced out of driving and we enter a carbon-constrained world.   

The CEC’s recently-completed Transportation Plan for Santa Barbara County describes many 
ways we can develop and incentivize mobility options that have fewer environmental and social 
impacts than single occupant driving.  While the following options, which are the focus of our 
plan, are discussed in the RTP, they should receive higher priority and significantly increased 
funding: 

� Ridesharing is extremely promising because it doesn’t require any additional 
infrastructure.  Our roads are full of vehicles that are 80 percent empty (only one person).  
High gas prices, desire to make environmental choices, and technology-based ridesharing 
that uses the internet and cell phones for matches are ushering in a new era of easy 
ridesharing.  School and event-based ridesharing and using social networks to find 
matches can build community while saving energy.  As 15 percent of commuters already 
rideshare in our county, this alternative mode can quickly scale up to make an even 
greater impact.  Traffic Solutions is a very important part of our regional transportation 
planning system and with additional funding could develop more robust transportation 
demand management programs, pursue technology-based ridesharing and demonstrate 
innovative ridesharing programs to a national audience. 

� Area transit providers and the commuter buses are experiencing exploding growth.  
Expanding public transit can ensure mobility while cutting energy use, and more riders 
mean more frequent service is needed, with overall increased system efficiency and 
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reduced cost and environmental impacts per rider as valuable co-benefits.  We need to 
make long-term investments in our mass transit infrastructure and ensure that new growth 
in our cities is transit-friendly. 

� Bicycling is the most energy-efficient transportation option ever invented and has great 
potential to reduce congestion and pollution during shorter trips.  Infrastructure for safe, 
easy, and convenient bicycling encourages people to get out of their cars and try this 
healthy and active mode of getting around.  Cities like Portland, Davis, and many 
European cities that have invested in bicycling infrastructure have seen impressive 
increases in bicyclists once safety concerns are addressed and adequate routes are 
developed. 

The CEC Transportation Plan also discusses more efficient vehicles, sustainable biofuels, and 
electric transportation, which can help residents adjust to higher energy prices and reduce climate 
change pollution.  The RTP doesn’t include substantial discussion or projects for any of these 
options, all of which should be included in any comprehensive transportation plan for our region.  
Rather than merely list construction projects for our county, the RTP should provide a far-
reaching vision for sustainable mobility in our region. 

We are entering a very uncertain energy future, where prior trends and development patterns may 
not apply.  The RTP should help our region prepare for various possible futures by including a 
fourth project alternative that gives priority to alternative transportation in the case of a high fuel 
price, carbon-constrained world. 

If you would like to discuss these matters with CEC staff or receive a copy of our Transportation 
Energy Plan, please contact our Transportation Specialist, Michael Chiacos at 805-963-0583 ext. 
110 or mchiacos@cecmail.org.  You can also download our Energy Blueprint for Santa Barbara 
County at http://www.communityenvironmentalcouncil.org/EnergyBlueprint/preblueprint.cfm
Thank you for considering our input. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Chiacos  

Senior Program Associate 

Tam Hunt 

 
Energy Program Director / Attorney 
Community Environmental Council
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Letter O.1 
 
COMMENTER: Dave Davis, Executive Director, Community Environmental Council  
 
DATE:   July 15, 2009 
 
This letter was received prior to the start of the public review period, but, in the interest of full disclosure 
and public participation, SBCAG has addressed the comments contained therein. 
 
Response O.1-1 
 
The commenter requests reassurance that a public hearing will be held for the Draft Amended 
EIR.  SBCAG held a public hearing at the SBCAG Board meeting on Thursday, August 20, 2009 
to take public comment on the Draft Amended EIR.  In addition, a public hearing will be held 
before the SBCAG Board to consider certification of the EIR and adoption of the 2008 RTP.  
Refer to Letters V.1 through V.3 for verbal comments received at the hearing, as well as 
associated responses. 
 
Response O.1-2 
 
The commenter references comments made in a letter dated August 20, 2008 regarding the July 
2008 Draft EIR.  Please refer to Appendix I (Public Comment) of the 2008 RTP and Appendix G 
of the Final EIR for SBCAG’s response to these comments.   
 
As discussed in the Amended EIR, the court upheld the adequacy of the 2008 RTP EIR in all 
respects challenged with the exception of the EIR’s discussion of “induced travel” and the 
energy setting and energy impact analysis.  Therefore, contrary to the assertions made by the 
commenter regarding the adequacy of the GHG analysis in the EIR, the court determined that 
the GHG analysis included in the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 
 
Response O.1-3 
 
The commenter summarizes comments made in a letter dated August 20, 2008 regarding the 
July 2008 Draft EIR.  Please refer to Appendix I (Public Comment) of the 2008 RTP and 
Appendix G of the Final EIR for SBCAG’s response to these comments.   
 
Response O.1-4 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of a fourth alternative of a high fuel and high 
construction cost future and a carbon-constrained regulatory state.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1 
 
Response O.1-5 
 
The commenter requests assurance that the considerations identified in their comment letter 
will be incorporated into the Amended EIR.  Please refer to responses O.1-1 through O.1-7 and 
Master Response 1.  The commenter also requests assurance that the Amended EIR will be 
revised by a firm that is experienced in energy and greenhouse gas impacts.  Rincon 
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Consultants, Inc. has prepared numerous energy and GHG analyses for agencies throughout 
the state.  

 
As discussed in the Amended EIR, the court upheld the adequacy of the 2008 RTP EIR in all 
respects challenged with the exception of the EIR’s discussion of “induced travel” and the 
energy setting and energy impact analysis.  The court determined that the GHG analysis 
included in the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 

 
Response O.1-6 
 
The commenter states a preference for SBCAG to prioritize projects that reduce energy use and 
encourage alternative transportation.  Reducing energy use and encouraging alternative 
transportation are two of several (sometimes competing) goals that the RTP must balance.  The 
RTP’s Policy Element, which makes up the foundation of the RTP, is developed from the 
planning factors of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), public input, and the vision of SBCAG’s local and state 
partners.  SBCAG’s planning process must provide for consideration of projects and strategies 
that address the entire range of SAFETEA-LU planning factors—supporting economic vitality, 
increasing safety and security for both motorized and non-motorized users, increasing 
accessibility and mobility of both people and freight, protecting the environment, enhancing the 
connectivity of the transportation system, and preserving the existing transportation system.  
The RTP incorporates all modes of transportation, including alternative transportation, at both 
the policy level and the project level.  Approximately 31% of RTP funds are dedicated to 
alternative transportation (transit, bike, pedestrian, and rail in addition to TDM) projects at a 
variety of agencies, including maintenance of existing alternative transportation systems.  In 
addition, Measure A provides for continued funding for Transportation Demand Management. 
 Please also refer to Response V.1-1 for a more detailed discussion of alternative transportation 
projects included in the RTP.  As discussed in Section 4.12 of the Draft Amended EIR, 
implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce energy consumption as compared to the no 
project condition; therefore, it would help achieve the energy reduction goals of the RTP. 
 
Response O.1-7 
 
The commenter provides their August 20, 2008 comment letter on the July 2008 Draft EIR as an 
attachment.  Refer to Appendix I of the 2008 RTP and Appendix G of the Final EIR for SBCAG’s 
response to these comments.   
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     PO Box 31241, Santa Barbara 93130-1241  
       August 27th, 2009 
Michael Powers          
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
260 N. San Antonio Rd. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
 
Re: Amendment to the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan EIR 
 
Dear Mr. Powers, 
 
The Santa Barbara (South County) and Arguello (North County) Groups of the 
Sierra Club have reviewed SBCAG’s draft amended EIR to the Regional 
Transportation Plan.  We are alarmed to see the document projects a 53% increase 
in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and a resulting increase in energy used and 
greenhouse gas emissions.  This is a significant energy impact that is inconsistent 
with state goals under AB 32 and SB 375.   
 
SBCAG’s preferred scenario reduces VMT by only a few percent below the No 
Build scenario.  This is inadequate.  The Sierra Club is concerned that SBCAG 
didn’t look at alternatives that would decrease per capita greenhouse gas 
emissions, such as an analysis that prioritizes alternative transportation and better 
land use policies.   
 
According to the California Air Resources Board’s SB 375 Regional Targets 
Advisory Committee, Santa Barbara County is projecting the highest increase in 
per capita greenhouse gas emissions in the entire state!1 Other Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations, such as SACOG and SCAG are projecting decreases in 
per capita greenhouse gas emissions.  Santa Barbara County is known as the 
birthplace of the environmental movement and this last in state status is 
unacceptable.  Santa Barbara County should be a leader in regional transportation 
and land use planning.  
 
The Sierra Club is also concerned that SBCAG dismissed modeling a scenario 
that incorporates future higher gasoline prices as “speculative.”  As we saw last 
year when gasoline reached almost $5/gallon, transportation patterns change 
quickly depending on the price of gasoline.  According to recent analysis from the 
Energy Information Administration2, oil prices are going to increase in the 
following years, with the reference case of $130/barrel in 2030, and prices of up 
to $200/barrel possible.  Thus it is irresponsible to not look at a higher energy 
price future and the changes in transportation choices this will bring.  Please 
amend the EIR to consider our suggestions. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
James Childress    Gerald Connor 
Santa Barbara Group Chair   Arguello Group Chair 
 

Letter O.2

O.2-1

O.2-2

O.2-3

O.2-4



�  Meeting of the Regional Targets Advisory Committee, California Air Resources Board, 
August 18th, 2009.  Available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/081809/datapresentation.pdf 
 
2 Energy Information Administration “Annual Energy Outlook 2009” March 2009.  
Available at http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/execsummary.html 
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Letter O.2 
 
COMMENTER: James Childress, Santa Barbara Group Chair, and Gerald Connor, 

Arguello Group Chair  
 
DATE:   August 27, 2009 
 
Response O.2-1 
 
The commenter correctly notes that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse (GHG) 
emissions are predicted to increase between 2000 and 2030 under any scenario.  These increases 
are due to population growth, economic growth, and local land use decisions rather than 
implementation of the RTP.  Implementation of the proposed RTP is specifically intended to 
address the transportation impacts associated with such growth and would reduce the 
magnitude of these increases as compared to the other future scenarios:  No Build and 
Programmed.  Refer to Master Response 2, which provides further support for SBCAG’s 
conclusion that projected increases in VMT and GHG are not a result of implementation of the 
RTP. 
 
AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32:  The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) requires the 
California Air Resources Board to establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for the year 2020, 
based on 1990 levels of GHG emissions.  SB 375 (Senate Bill 375:  Redesigning Communities to 
Reduce Greenhouse Gases) is a tool that implements AB 32, by aiming to reduce GHG 
emissions through sustainable planning strategies intended to reduce VMT.  SB 375 does not yet 
apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP 
update. 
 
Response O.2-2 
 
The commenter correctly notes that the proposed RTP would reduce vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) by a few percent below the No Build and Programmed scenarios (the “future no project 
conditions”).  The commenter argues that this is not enough of a reduction and suggests an 
alternative that prioritizes alternative transportation and better land use policies.   Please refer 
to Master Response 1 and Response O.1-6.  Land use decisions are controlled by local agencies.  
SBCAG uses existing local general plans as the basis for estimating the potential for future 
growth.  The adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions. See for 
example the residential and commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG inventoried for the 
preparation of the Regional Growth Forecast adopted in 2002.  In summary, according to the 
SBCAG survey, in 2000 local agency land use plans could theoretically accommodate an 
additional 33,000 housing units and 29 million square feet of commercial, retail and industrial 
development.  The SBCAG forecasts and land use assumptions are constrained by the local land 
use plans regarding residential and commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  One 
of the fundamental purposes of the RTP is to meet countywide transportation needs generated 
by local land use decisions and regional economic and population growth. 
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Response O.2-3 
 
The commenter states that, according to the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB) SB 375 
Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC), Santa Barbara County is projecting the highest 
increase in per capita greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the state.  Please refer to Master 
Response 3.   
 
The citation provided by the commenter does not support the commenter’s conclusion that 
SBCAG is projecting the highest increase in per capita GHG emissions in the state.  SBCAG 
assumes that the commenter is actually referencing a PowerPoint presentation including draft 
data that was presented during the June 3, 2009 RTAC meeting. 1  This presentation included a 
table, which at first glance, suggests that SBCAG is projecting the highest increase in per capita 
GHG emissions in the state.  However, as noted by RTAC staff, the data included in the 
presentation was misleading in that data submitted by Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs) relied on variable data points and assumptions.  During the June 3, 2009 RTAC hearing, 
ARB staff acknowledged that “[ARB] asked for [data] up through medium vehicles 
classifications, but in some regions they were not able to get that particular break out in the time 
frame that we were requesting so there is a difference between …[MPOs] in terms of which 
vehicle classes were included in the numbers.”2  ARB’s Draft Scenario Data spreadsheet also 
reiterated that “[n]ot all CO2e data is comparable as MPOs have reported CO2e data differently 
(e.g. accounting for CO2e only, v. CO2 + other GHG emissions (e.g. methane).”3  Finally, the 
PowerPoint presentation suggesting that SBCAG is projecting the highest increase in per capita 
GHG emissions in the state includes a slide entitled “Important Caveats” that succinctly 
summarized numerous reasons why the data could not be compared between MPOs.  As stated 
in the presentation, MPOs used “[d]ifferen[t] . . . data sources,” including data for “[d]ifferen[t] 
… types of vehicles,” “[d]ifferen[t] . . . GHG emissions,” and “[d]ifferen[t] … years.”4  Therefore, 
commenter’s assertion that ARB data supports the conclusion that SBCAG is projecting the 
highest increase in per capita GHG emissions in the state is incorrect. 
 
The citation actually provided by the commenter is a PowerPoint presentation that was 
presented during the August 18, 2009 RTAC meeting. 5  Contrary to the conclusions in the June 
3, 2009 PowerPoint presentation, this most current MPO data compiled by ARB illustrates that 
SBCAG is not projecting the largest future total per capita increases in GHG emissions.  The 
August 18 PowerPoint concludes, in terms of actual per capita emissions, that SBCAG is 
projecting the ninth highest per capita emissions in the RTP Horizon Year; only seven MPOs are 
projecting lower per capita emissions.  
 
As with the data from the June 3, 2009 presentation, the August 18, 2009 presentation does not 
include fully standardized data between MPOs.  The August 18, 2009 PowerPoint presentation 
includes a slide entitled “Important Caveats” that succinctly summarized numerous reasons 
why the data could not be compared between MPOs.  As stated in the presentation, 

                                                 
7 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/060309/datapresentation.pdf. 
8 See Videotape of June 3, 2009 Regional Targets Advisory Committee, minutes 49:00 through 52:00, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/meetings.htm. 
9 Draft Summary of Scenario Data, p. 2, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/060309/draftsummaryofmporesponses060209.xls. 
10 ARB Staff Presentation at June 3, 2009 Regional Targets Advisory Committee hearing, p. 5, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/ 060309/datapresentation.pdf. 
11 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/081809/datapresentation.pdf. 
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“[d]ifferences in years across MPO data” and “[d]ifferences in data sources” still exist between 
MPOs.6  Therefore, while the data may be useful to get an idea of how various MPOs are doing, 
the data should be used with great caution and with the caveats in mind.  ARB is working on 
developing standardized reporting criteria; accurate comparisons between MPO data submitted 
to ARB will not be available until ARB completes this process. 
   
Response O.2-4 
 
The commenter disagrees with the statement at the top of page 4.12-9 in the Amended EIR that 
considering a higher energy price alternative would be speculative, noting the change in 
transportation patterns that result from high gasoline prices.  Please refer to Response O.1-4 and 
Master Response 1.  It should also be noted that updating the RTP is an ongoing process. The 
update of the 2008 RTP began in 2006.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future 
by looking out over the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather 
than every 20 years.  Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually 
monitors trends and new legislation.  Recent increases in fuel costs, if they continue, may shift 
transportation patterns.  TDM programs offer the region a short- and medium-term cost-
effective means of meeting the demand for non-drive alone transportation options, particularly 
where transit capacity cannot meet peak period demand. While it can take several years to 
increase transit capacity, vanpool or carpool capacity is currently available to meet growing 
demand.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP and will monitor the effect of 
changes in fuel prices and look to identify significant trends.  SBCAG will update the next RTP 
as necessary, if it is apparent that longer term changes to mode choice trends have occurred.  
The current RTP is sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes in conditions 
and changes in expectations for the future.   

                                                 
12 Id. at p. 1. 
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Letter O.3 
 
COMMENTER: Kalon Kelley, CPA Comprehensive Planning Committee, Citizens 

Planning Association of Santa Barbara County  
 
DATE:   August 30, 2009 
 
Response O.3-1 
 
The Draft Amended EIR discusses the issue of induced travel in detail, including defining the 
issue, conducting a literature review [Section 4.1.3(a)], discussing modeling of induced travel 
[Section 4.1.3(b)], and citing evidence from local data [Section 4.1.3(c)].  Based on this analysis, 
the Draft Amended EIR concluded that there would not be a significant impact on 
infrastructure, services or congestion relating to induced travel.   The commenter does not 
provide references or other evidence that support the suggestion that induced travel may 
constitute a significant impact.   
 
Response O.3-2 
 
The commenter notes that, in western Ventura County, there are no alternative routes to 
Highway 101, and increases in trips could not be attributed to trip diversion as in the 1988 
widening of Highway 101.  In the 1988 widening, there was growth in peak hour traffic on 
Highway 101 following the completion of the six-lane project.  The growth in peak hour traffic 
was found to roughly equal to the absolute decline in peak hour traffic on the lower order 
parallel facilities.  The example did not show any induced traffic in addition to the diverted 
traffic, suggesting that with no opportunity for diverted traffic, there would be no increase in 
traffic. 
 
The commenter questions whether an increase in freeway capacity between Carpinteria and 
Milpas Street in Santa Barbara would induce traffic from points further south.  The commenter 
does not provide evidence to suggest that this may be the case, and in fact notes that “it may 
well be that there is no relevant literature here.”  The commenter thus recommends “more 
creative approaches to data gathering,” such as interviews of “employer Human Resources 
people and employees.”   
 
The additional data gathering suggested by the commenter is not necessary in order to reach 
the CEQA conclusions presented in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel).  As discussed therein, based 
on the analysis of local trip diversion associated with case studies of past road and intersection 
improvement projects, a literature review, and analysis from the SBCAG travel model, increases 
in travel demand in Santa Barbara County will be due to trip diversions rather than from new 
trips possibly induced by increased roadway capacity.  Therefore, there would not be a 
significant impact on infrastructure, services or congestion relating to induced travel.    
 
Response O.3-3 
 
The commenter states that it is unsurprising that the local examples cited in Section 4.1.3 
(Induced Travel) resulted in diverted traffic, as opposed to new induced trips.  The comment is 
noted.  The commenter suggests such local examples are of dubious relevance.  SBCAG agrees 
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that the current U.S. 101 widening project is not the same as the 1988 widening or the 1997 
interchange improvements.  However, examples from the local area, on the same freeway, with 
similar traffic volumes, segment length, urban form, and socioeconomic and commuting 
characteristics as the current project, do make a compelling case. 
 
Also, please refer to Response O.3-2. 
 
Response O.3-4 
 
The comment is noted.  SBCAG agrees with the commenter that “economic pressure” is an 
important factor associated with total vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  These economic pressures, 
population growth, and local land use decisions, not the RTP, are the driving force behind 
projected increases in VMT within the County.  Please refer also to Response O.3-2. 
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Mr. Jim Kemp 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, California 93110 
31 August 2009 

Re: Draft Amendment to the Environmental Impact Report 2008 Santa Barbara 
County Regional Transportation Plan (S.C.H. No. 2004081136)

Dear Mr. Kemp, 

This letter concerns the Draft Amendment to the Environmental Impact Report 
(DAEIR) and related studies. The resume of the author of this comment letter is 
available at www.vtpi.org/documents/resume.pdf.

I do not believe that the DAEIR contains credible data or analysis to support a 
conclusion that the 2008 Santa Barbara County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy. The 
DAEIR concludes as follows: 

Based on the above evaluation, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary usage of energy, 
nor would it place a significant demand on regional energy supply or 
require substantial additional capacity. 

(DAEIR at 4.12-26.)  This conclusion is phrased pursuant to Appendix F of the CEQA 
Guidelines (Exhibit B.), which provides: 

In order to assure that energy implications are considered in project 
decisions, the California Environmental Quality Act requires that EIRs 
include a discussion of the potential energy impacts of proposed projects, 
with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful and 
unnecessary consumption of energy. 

The DAEIR reaches this conclusion by comparing projected energy consumption under 
the RTP with projected energy consumption under the No Build and Programmed 
scenarios.  It states, 

As shown in Table 4.12-10, the 2008 Santa Barbara County RTP 
(Planned scenario) would result in less total energy consumption when 
compared with the No Build and Programmed scenarios, and therefore 
would not use energy in a wasteful manner. 

(DAEIR at 4.12-25.)

Letter O.4
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This a comparison of the projected energy impacts of the RTP to the projected 2030 impacts 
under two scenarios that involve stopping all further transportation improvements in the 
county. The DAEIR defines these scenarios as follows, 

The No Build scenario assumes a permanent cessation of capital 
improvement projects for regional transportation, and the Programmed 
scenario assumes that there would be no further funding for regional 
transportation after currently funded projects have been constructed.

(DAEIR at p. 4.12-19.) 

Using a comparison to such scenarios is insufficient to reach any conclusion concerning 
whether the proposed project would result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary usage of 
energy. A complete cessation of transportation improvements in the region (which would not 
happen under any circumstances) would be highly energy inefficient.  It would involve traffic 
congestion and lack of transit services. A comparison to that circumstance provides no valid 
information to support the conclusion that the RTP “would not result in wasteful, inefficient, 
or unnecessary usage of energy.” 

I disagree with the document’s description of induced travel, "induced travel is new trips that 
are generated by 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." 

First, induced travel includes longer vehicle trips, not just new trips. Second, the baseline is 
the amount of vehicle travel that would occur without the project (a “with and without test”). 
Thus, roadway expansion projects can induce vehicle travel regardless of population and 
economic growth since not expanding the roadway would constrain peak-period vehicle 
travel. For example, if population grows 20%, expanding roads by 20% may still induce VMT 
compared with what would have occurred had the roadway not been expanded, particularly 
if the alterative emphasizes demand management strategies such as commute trip 
reduction programs, transit service improvements and HOV lanes, and pricing reforms. 

The paper's literature review is very selective. For example, it quotes my article’s (Litman, 
2009) definition of generated traffic but not the definition of induced travel or its discussion of 
the distinctions between them, which would have helped clarify this concept. In particular, 
my article points out that over the long-run urban highway expansion often stimulates 
additional, automobile-oriented, dispersed land use development that would not otherwise 
occur, and since people who live and work in such areas tend to drive more annual miles 
than occurs with other types of development, highway expansion often leverages indirect 
induced travel. This was a key finding of the research by Hansen and Huang (Mark Hansen 
and Yuanlin Huang, 1997, “Road Supply and Traffic in California Urban Areas,” 
Transportation Research A, Vol. 31, No. 3, pp. 205-218).

Analysis by Noland and Quddus (2006) indicates that, although roadway expansion that 
reduces traffic congestion tends to reduce short-term energy consumption and pollution 
emissions, these are generally offset over the long run by induced vehicle travel. Santa 
Barbara area highways are likely to experience significant induced travel due to latent travel 
and urban fringe development demand currently constrained by peak period congestion. 
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The DAEIR contains no data or analysis to support its conclusion that the RTP does not 
result in the inefficient use of energy. The most it contains is the completely inapplicable 
analysis referred to above and a number of generalized statements about the programs in 
the plan. 

According to Assistant Director Michael Powers, regional population is projected to increase 
30% by 2030, and the DAEIR baseline assumes that energy use will be increase more than 
population: VMT is projected to increase 53% (DAEIR at 5.1-31), greenhouse gas emissions 
by 50%, , and fuel consumption by on-road vehicles is projected to increase 43% (DAEIR at 
4.12-3). This suggests that the plan may be significantly less energy efficient than potential 
alternatives designed to reduce per capita vehicle travel, emissions and energy use.

Considerable research indicates that there are many effective transportation improvement 
options that reduce traffic congestion and energy consumption by reducing total vehicle 
travel (AASHTO 2009; Cambridge Systematics 2009; CCAP 2007; Ewing et al. 2007; TCRP 
2009; Yang 2008). These include improvements to alternative modes (walking, cycling, 
ridesharing, public transit, telework, delivery services, etc.), incentives to use the most 
efficient option for each trip, and “smart growth” land use policies (CalTrans 2008; Ewing 
2008). Because they provide a variety of benefits (congestion reduction, road and parking 
facility cost savings, consumer savings, accident reductions, improved mobility for non-
drivers, energy conservation, emission reductions, and improved public fitness and health) 
they are often the most cost effective and beneficial way to improve transportation, when all 
impacts are considered (Litman 2006 and 2008; UKERC 2009). However, they require more 
comprehensive economic analysis than is generally applied to transportation projects. 

Transport modeling in various U.S. metropolitan regions summarized by Johnston (2006) 
indicates that more optimal regional transport planning and investment practices, selected to 
maximize cost efficiency and consumer surplus, would reduce VMT by 10% to 20% 
compared to trend scenarios, while supporting the same level of job and housing growth, 
and providing comparable or better highway levels-of-service. The optimized plans include 
increased investment in alternative modes (such as busways and rail transit services), land 
use policies that improve accessibility (such as more compact and transit-oriented 
development), and pricing reforms (such as road and parking pricing). Since that modeling 
only applied to regional facilities, additional VMT reductions could be expected if such 
reforms were also applied to local planning. 

The conclusion in the DAEIR that the RTP would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary usage of energy is completely without supporting data or analysis.  The 
comparison to what would happen if all transportation improvements were to stop is not a 
valid basis on which to reach any conclusion with respect to the energy efficiency of the 
project. An EIR must contain facts and analysis not just the agency bare conclusions. 

Sincerely,

Todd Litman 
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Letter O.4 
 
COMMENTER: Todd Litman, Victoria Transport Policy Institute  
 
DATE:   August 31, 2009 
 
Response O.4-1 
 
The commenter notes that their comment letter concerns the Draft Amended EIR, and notes 
where the resume of the author of the comment letter can be accessed.  The comment is noted. 
 
Response O.4-2 
 
The commenter expresses disagreement with the conclusion that the 2008 Santa Barbara County 
RTP would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy.  This disagreement 
is based primarily on the commenter’s opposition to the use of the No Build and Programmed 
scenarios to compare to the proposed project (Planned scenario).  Please refer to Master 
Response 2.  As noted therein, comparing the 2008 RTP to existing conditions would 
erroneously attribute the environmental impacts resulting from background population and 
economic growth and associated local land use decisions to the proposed RTP.  As described in 
Section 4.12, Energy, of the Amended EIR, the proposed RTP would not contribute to 
cumulative increases in energy use because the project would reduce future energy use as 
compared to future no project conditions.   
 
Response O.4-3 
 
The commenter disagrees with the Draft Amended EIR’s definition of induced travel, stating 
that, in addition to new trips, induced travel should include additional trip length resulting 
from highway improvements.  SBCAG does not disagree with this description.  The first two 
sentences of Section 4.1.3(a) (Definition and Literature Review) have therefore been revised as 
follows:  
 

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, 
that are generated by in response to increased highway capacity… 

 
The commenter also disagrees with the definition of induced travel in stating that roadway 
expansion projects can induce vehicle travel regardless of population and economic growth 
since not expanding the roadway would constrain peak-period vehicle travel.  SBCAG does not 
disagree with commenter’s definition; population and economic growth account for most trip 
increases in the long-term, but increases above and beyond trips generated by such growth 
would be considered induced travel.  In the RTP, the U.S. 101 corridor improvements include 
not only the addition of high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, but also commuter-friendly rail 
service, additional transit service, and enhanced transportation demand management (TDM) 
programs.  On the whole, this package of projects discourages single-occupant vehicle (SOV) 
trips, thus limiting vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  In Santa Barbara County, daily VMT without 
the proposed RTP and without the U.S. 101 widening (i.e., the 2030 No Build scenario) is 
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projected to be 15,506,795.  The RTP reduces projected daily VMT to 14,948,776 (a 3.6% 
decrease).  Therefore, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the data demonstrates that VMT 
would be greater if the expansion projects included in the RTP are not developed. 
       
Response O.4-4 
 
The commenter suggests that the literature review in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel) is selective.  
The literature review cites neither every source, nor every finding from every source; doing so 
would be infeasible.  However, the review includes various sources that provide a range of 
views regarding this topic.   
 
The commenter mentions additional findings from his article: over the long-run urban highway 
expansion often stimulates additional, automobile-oriented, dispersed land use development 
that would not otherwise occur, and since people who live and work in such areas tend to drive 
more annual miles than occurs with other types of development, highway expansion often 
leverages indirect induced travel.  This situation is more likely in less developed areas when 
new roads are introduced; however, in the South Coast there is comparatively limited room for 
development along the U.S. 101 corridor from Milpas Street in the City of Santa Barbara to 
Mussel Shoals in Ventura County (where an HOV lane will be added) due to the developed 
nature of much of the corridor, community-imposed limits on growth, and physical geography. 
  
Response O.4-5 
 
The commenter states an opinion that Santa Barbara area highways are likely to experience 
significant induced travel due to latent travel and urban fringe development demand currently 
constrained by peak period congestion. 

 
The U.S. 101 corridor improvements between Milpas Street in the City of Santa Barbara and 
Mussel Shoals in Ventura County were selected to mitigate existing congestion during weekday 
peak hours, as well as weekend congestion related to tourism primarily during summer 
months.  Current socio-economic conditions on the South Coast create economic pressure for 
employees to relocate to Ventura County (or north Santa Barbara County).  The 2002 Regional 
Growth Forecast estimates the number of jobs available on the South Coast will increase by 
approximately 47,000 from 2000 to 2030, but there is little to no evidence to suggest that housing 
and rental prices on the South Coast will decline enough to facilitate major shifts of employees 
back to live on the South Coast.  This jobs-housing imbalance, along with local tourism 
attractions on the South Coast, puts a strain on transportation facilities such as U.S. 101.  The 
package of U.S. 101 corridor improvements addresses this reality.  On the whole, this package 
of projects discourages single-occupant vehicle (SOV) trips, thus limiting vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT); however, South Coast employees do and probably will continue to live in Ventura 
County, not because of an additional lane on U.S. 101, but because of housing costs.  Additional 
housing is expected to be developed in western Ventura County in the future. According to the 
SBCAG report Taking Action Regionally (July 2004), if current policies are continued, median 
home prices in 2010 will be $245,115 in North County, $825,383 on the South Coast, and 
$368,513 in western Ventura County.  Between 2004 and 2010, the housing stock in western 
Ventura County is projected to increase by approximately 11,500 units or 7.5% (Housing unit 
increases calculated from values in Table 1: Baseline Scenario Implications, p. 10.). Within Santa 
Barbara County, projected increases are approximately 7,600 units or 11.6% in North County 
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and approximately 2,900 units or 3.71% on the South Coast.  Significantly higher housing costs 
and relatively lower housing unit production in the southern Santa Barbara area will continue 
to entice existing South Coast workers to move to western Ventura County (or north Santa 
Barbara County).  There is little room for development along the corridor from Milpas Street to Mussel 
Shoals, however, due to developed nature of much of the corridor, community-imposed limits on 
growth, and physical geography.  With substantial differences in housing costs, the number of 
commuters who live in Ventura and work in the South Coast has doubled every ten years over 
the last 30 years (decennial census, journey to work data).  The increase in commuters over 
these last ten years has occurred despite increasing freeway congestion.  Local land use plans 
and policies and housing costs, none of which are under SBCAG’s control, are the root cause; 
adding an additional lane, increasing transit opportunities, and adding rail service will all serve 
to make this commute less time consuming.  Please also refer to Response O.4-4. 
 
Response O.4-6 
 
The commenter claims that the Draft Amended EIR contains no data or analysis to support its 
conclusion that the RTP does not result in the inefficient use of energy.  Refer to the analysis 
under Impact E-2 in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Amended EIR.  As described therein, the 
proposed project would consume less energy than the No Build and Programmed scenarios 
when accounting for both direct and indirect energy use.  This conclusion is supported by direct 
and indirect energy consumption data, as presented in tables 4.12-6 through 4.12-10, as well as a 
detailed evaluation of the proposed project.  No evidence controverts the evidence in the record 
supporting SBCAG’s conclusion that the RTP will not result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary use of energy. 
 
Response O.4-7 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  As noted therein, increases in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and fuel consumption are due to underlying population and 
economic growth associated with local land use decisions separate from the proposed RTP.  As 
noted by the commenter, the VMT reductions that the commenter asserts are achievable would 
require “land use policies that improve accessibility [to transit]” and “pricing reforms (such as 
road and parking pricing).”  These types of actions are not under SBCAG’s control.   
 
It should also be noted that land use decisions are controlled by local agencies.  SBCAG uses 
existing local general plans as the basis for estimating the potential for future growth.  The 
adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions.  See for example the 
residential and commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG inventoried for the preparation of 
the Regional Growth Forecast adopted in 2002.  In summary, according to the SBCAG survey, 
in 2000 local agency land use plans could theoretically accommodate an additional 33,000 
housing units and 29 million square feet of commercial, retail and industrial development.   The 
SBCAG forecasts and land use assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans 
regarding residential and commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  SBCAG 
developed the proposed RTP in an effort to develop a plan that includes programs and projects 
within SBCAG’s control to reduce VMT, GHG emissions, and fuel consumption while taking 
into account underlying population and economic growth projections associated with local land 
use decisions.      
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Also, please refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative transportation projects 
included in the 2008 RTP, and to Master Response 1.   
 
Response O.4-8 
 
The commenter states that the Draft Amended EIR contains no data or analysis to support its 
conclusion that the RTP does not result in the inefficient use of energy.  The commenter is 
incorrect.  Please refer to responses O.4-6 and O.4-7.  See also Master Response 2. 



September�1st,�2009�
�
Santa�Barbara�County�Association�of�Governments�
260�N.�San�Antonio�Rd.�
Santa�Barbara,�CA�93110�
Attn:�Michael�Powers�
�
Re:�Amendment�to�the�2008�Regional�Transportation�Plan�DEIR�
�
The�Community�Environmental�Council�(CEC)�has�reviewed�the�draft�amendment�to�the�2008�
Regional�Transportation�Plan�(RTP)�EIR.��In�our�original�comments�on�the�EIR,�from�August,�2008,�
CEC,�along�with�other�organizations,�noted�numerous�deficiencies�in�the�original�documents.��In�
our�view,�SBCAG�responded�to�these�concerns�inadequately,�and�certified�the�EIR�in�September,�
2008.��SBCAG�was�subsequently�party�to�a�lawsuit�by�Sustainable�Transportation�Advocates�of�
Santa�Barbara,�and�the�court�ruled�that�the�EIR�was�deficient�“with�respect�to�energy�setting�and�
energy�impacts�analysis,�and�to�a�limited�extent�with�respect�to�the�EIR’s�failure�to�discuss�or�
refute�“induced�traffic”�within�the�traffic�impacts�analysis.”�
�
While�the�amended�DEIR�is�substantially�improved�over�the�former�version,�the�analysis�finds�
significant�unaddressed�energy�impacts,�such�as�a�15%�increase�in�per�capita�energy�
consumption,�which�according�to�the�California�Air�Resources�Board�is�the�worst�in�state�out�of�
any�similar�planning�agency.��The�DEIR�also�still�lacks�a�reasonable�energy�conserving�alternative,�
and�there�are�numerous�topics�that�need�further�explanation�and�more�thorough�analysis.��The�
court,�when�decertifying�the�2008�RTP,�stated�that�“additional�alternatives�may�be�warranted�
should�additional�analysis�identify�potentially�significant�energy�impacts.”��The�amended�DEIR�
does�identify�significant�energy�impacts�that�are�not�adequately�addressed�through�the�
alternatives�analysis.�����
�
The�DEIR�should�consider�a�fourth�project�alternative,�an�Alternative�Transportation�Scenario�
that�prioritizes�and�more�robustly�funds�alternative�transportation�projects.��This�alternative�
would�help�us�to�use�our�existing�transportation�infrastructure�more�efficiently�and�would�
reduce�energy�use�and�greenhouse�gas�emissions�while�also�solving�our�transportation�problems�
in�the�lowest�cost�manner.��This�scenario�would�also�plan�for�changes�in�transportation�modes�
and�habits�that�will�likely�occur�in�the�case�of�high�fuel�prices�and�a�carbon�constrained�state.���
�
�
ENVIRONMENTAL�SETTING:�
�
DEIR�inadequately�describes�supply,�consumption�and�use�patterns�(Baseline�issues)�
�
Outdated�data�is�used�for�much�of�the�modeling�in�the�DEIR.��Much�of�the�analysis�projects�
business�as�usual�growth�using�2002�and�older�data,�and�ignores�the�huge�changes�that�have�
occurred�in�transportation�patterns�in�the�last�seven�years.��There�is�no�analysis�of�how�different�
mode�choice�affects�energy�consumption.��The�analysis�also�doesn’t�address�recent�state�laws�
and�policies�that�require�a�reduction�in�energy�usage�and�greenhouse�gas�pollution.
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As�stated�in�4.1�16,�SBCAG’s�model�is�run�using�SBCAG’s�2002�Regional�Growth�Forecast,�which�assumes�
increasing�VMT�due�to�population�and�income�growth.��Information�isn’t�cited�from��SBCAG’s�more�
recent�2007�Travel�Trends�report,�which�states�that�while�VMT�increased�18%�between�1996�and�2001,�
VMT�increased�less�than�1%�between�2001�and�2006.1��These�changing�trends�are�due�to�a�decrease�in�
Single�Occupant�Vehicles�(SOVs),�as�explained�below.�
�
The�2007�Travel�Trends�report�also�states�that�during�the�2002�through�2006�period,�“the�solid�increases�
in�transit�ridership�are�not�attributable�to�increases�in�population.��The�indication�is�that�local�residents�
are�choosing�to�ride�the�bus�more�often�(pg.�16).”��The�analysis�also�shows�that�all�County�transit�
providers�showed�large�increases�in�ridership�during�2002�through�2006,�with�some�long�distance�buses�
such�as�the�Coastal�Express�tripling�ridership�and�SMAT,�COLT,�and�the�Clean�Air�Express�all�showing�48�
56%��increases�in�ridership.��
�
In�addition,�according�to�the�latest�data,�VMT�has�dropped�in�2008�and�2009,�and�California�gasoline�
consumption�peaked�in�2005�and�is�still�dropping�through�20092.��While�the�DEIR�states�that�State�and�
National�policies�are�attempting�to�build�on�these�recent�trends,�it�doesn’t�discuss�how�these�policies�
may�affect�the�2008�RTP.�
�
As�VMT�is�closely�related�to�energy�usage�and�greenhouse�gas�emissions,�the�DEIR�should�more�
adequately�consider�recent�trends,�rather�than�use�data�from�2002�in�the�analysis.���
�
Setting��(4.12�1)�
�
Another�example�of�outdated�data�is�that�the�DEIR�uses�SBCAG’s�2002�Commute�Profile�Survey,�rather�
than�the�newer�2007�Commute�Profile.��As�can�be�seen�below,�between�2007�and�2002,�driving�alone�
decreased�from�80%�to�71%,�while�bus�riding�and�vanpooling�doubled,�carpooling�increased�40%,�and�
telecommuting�more�than�doubled.��Much�of�these�impressive�increases�can�be�attributed�to�SBCAG’s�
Traffic�Solutions�division,�who�receive�less�than�1%�of�the�funds�in�the�RTP.��Alternative�transportation�
allows�us�to�use�our�existing�infrastructure�more�efficiently,�and�the�RTP�should�encourage�these�trends�
by�dramatically�expanding�Traffic�Solution’s�budget.�
�
Figure�1,�SBCAG��2002�Commute�Profile3� � Figure�2,�SBCAG�2007�Commute�Profile�

�
������������������������������������������������������������
1�SBCAG�“2007�Travel�Trends�Forecast�for�Santa�Barbara�County,”�December�2007.��Available�at�
http://www.sbcag.org/PDFs/publications/2007%20Travel%20Trends_FINAL.pdf�
2��California�Board�of�Equalization�“Net�Taxable�Gasoline�Gallons�10�Year�Report,”�July�30,�2009,�available�at�
http://search.ca.gov/search?q=net+taxable+gasoline&output=xml_no_dtd&site=ca_boe&client=ca_boe&proxystyl
esheet=ca_boe&submit.x=0&submit.y=0�
3�SBCAG�“2002�Commute�Profile�Survey,”�August,�2002.��Available�at�
http://www.sbcag.org/PDFs/publications/2002CommuterProfileSurvey.pdf�
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Throughout�the�DEIR�energy�analysis,�there�is�a�lack�of�discussion�of�more�efficient�alternative�
transportation�modes.��There�is�no�discussion�of�how�these�transportation�alternatives�use�much�less�
energy�than�SOV�commuting,�and�how�continuing�the�trends�of�the�past�decade�could�lead�to�greater�
energy�savings.��While�SBCAG�asserts�that�the�Planned�scenario�is�the�preferable�one�because�it�would�
lead�to�a�few�percent�better�energy�savings�than�the�other�scenarios,�there�is�inadequate�analysis�of�a�
truly�more�energy�saving�alternative.�
�
Alternative�Fuels�(4.12�5)�
�
Transportation�energy�is�only�described�as�related�to�efficiency�of�vehicles,�choice�of�modes,�and�VMT.��
There�is�no�discussion�of�lower�carbon�fuels.��There�is�no�discussion�of�California’s�new�Low�Carbon�Fuel�
Standard4,�or�how�this�RTP�will�help�encourage�the�use�of�lower�carbon�fuels,�beyond�a�brief�mention�of�
replacing�MTD’s�electric�buses�and�a�few�new�hybrids�and�electrics�(4.3�21,�T�18:�Alternative�Fuels).��
�
As�Table�4.1�17�shows,��Policy�1.5�is�to�“encourage�the�use�of�alternative�fuels,�alternative�
transportation�modes,�and�the�application�of�advanced�transportation�and�energy�alternatives�to�reduce�
vehicular�emission�and�energy�consumption.”��Why�is�there�not�more�discussion�of�lower�carbon�fuels�in�
the�RTP�and�why�is�there�only�one�new�project�to�encourage�Policy�1.5?��Why�are�there�no�projects�that�
provide�infrastructure�for�CNG,�biodiesel,�electric�charging,�or�other�alternative�fuels?��Many�citizens�and�
fleets�use�CNG�and�biodiesel,�yet�there�is�less�access�to�these�fuels�now�than�in�the�past.��Ford,�GM,�
Nissan,�and�other�major�and�minor�manufacturers�are�all�introducing�electric�vehicles�and�plug�in�
hybrids�starting�next�year,�yet�the�RTP�doesn’t�include�any�charging�facilities�through�2030.�
�
Energy�and�Fuel�Efficiency�(4.12�8)�
�
The�analysis�notes�that�increases�in�gas�prices�have�lead�to�a�surge�in�transit�ridership�and�a�reduction�in�
VMT.��However,�the�analysis�states�that�it�is�“speculative�to�assume�fuel�prices�will�continue�to�rise….�
Therefore,�for�the�purpose�of�this�analysis,�rising�fuel�prices�will�not�be�considered.”��As�fuel�prices�have�
a�large�effect�on�transportation�patterns,�rising�fuel�prices�should�be�included�in�the�alternatives�
analysis.��The�DEIR�is�clearly�deficient�if�it�doesn’t�include�an�alternative�that�looks�at�how�our�
transportation�system�would�cope�with�higher�fuel�prices.��As�this�would�reduce�VMT�and�shift�drivers�
into�alternative�modes,�alternative�transportation�projects�might�receive�priority�and�higher�funding�
levels�under�this�alternative.��It�is�likely�that�this�alternative�would�also�lead�to�reduced�energy�use�and�
greenhouse�gas�emissions.�
�
The�analysis�also�notes�that�gasoline�demand�may�decrease�in�the�future�due�to�increasing�gasoline�
prices,�and�notes�that�gasoline�demand�in�California�decreased�from�2006�and�2008.��In�fact,�according�
to�the�California�Board�of�Equalization,5�California�gasoline�demand�peaked�in�2005�and�has�continued�
to�decrease�through�the�latest�reporting�period,�April�2009.��While�gasoline�demand�may�rise�again�as�
we�move�out�of�the�current�recession,�it�is�clear�that�the�RTP�modeling�uses�old�and�inaccurate�data�sets�

������������������������������������������������������������
4�More�information�is�available�from�the�California�Air�Resources�Board�at�
http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/lcfs.htm�
�
5�California�Board�of�Equalization�“Net�Taxable�Gasoline�Gallons�10�Year�Report,”�July�30,�2009,�available�at�
http://search.ca.gov/search?q=net+taxable+gasoline&output=xml_no_dtd&site=ca_boe&client=ca_boe&proxystyl
esheet=ca_boe&submit.x=0&submit.y=0�
�
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that�don’t�reflect�the�changes�that�have�occurred�in�energy��and�climate�change�policy�over�the�last�
seven�years.��Instead�of�continuing�to�rely�on�this�outdated�information,�the�2008�RTP�should�
incorporate�the�new�data�and�changes�that�have�occurred�in�recent�years.�
�
These�new�developments�are�well�documented�in�the�sections�on�Federal,�State,�and�Local�Regulations�
(4.12�9�to�4.12�15).��They�include�AB�32,�which�seeks�to�reduce�California’s�greenhouse�gas�emissions�to�
1990�levels�by�2020,�and�AB�2076,�which�seeks�to�reduce�petroleum�demand�to�15%�below�2003�
demand�by�2020.�The�RTP�projection�in�Santa�Barbara�County�of�43%�increased�fuel�consumption�by�
2030�is�clearly�not�in�line�with�these�State�laws.���
�
The�DEIR�also�makes�no�mention�of�SB�375,�which�seeks�to�reduce�VMT�and�associated�GHG�emissions�
by�establishing�better�land�use�and�transportation�patterns.��As�SBCAG�is�the�agency�responsible�for�
implementation�of�SB375�in�our�region,�the�DEIR�should�include�a�detailed�discussion�of�these�issues.��
The�DEIR�states�that�SBCAG�is�“currently�examining�the�modeling�tools�to�better�quantify�the�
relationship�between�land�use�and�transportation.”��Please�explain�the�current�analysis�in�greater�detail.�
�
As�the�2008�RTP�DEIR�is�a�Program�DEIR,�and�not�a�project�level�DEIR,�an�alternative�should�be�included�
that�presents�how�projects�would�be�programmed�or�changed�in�the�case�of�a�high�fuel�
priced/greenhouse�gas�constrained�future.�
�
Greenhouse�Gases�[�4.3.2�(d)]�
�
The�DEIR�states�that�by�the�year�2030,�in�the�absence�of�federal�and�state�regulations,�CO2�emissions�in�
Santa�Barbara�County�will�increase�by�roughly�50%.��All�three�scenarios�estimate�a�similar�increase�in�
CO2�emissions,�with�the�Planned�scenario�resulting�in�the�largest�decrease�of�a�few�percent�below�other�
scenarios.���
�
According�to�the�California�Air�Resources�Board’s�SB�375�Regional�Targets�Advisory�Committee,�Santa�
Barbara�County�is�projecting�the�highest�increase�in�per�capita�greenhouse�gas�emissions�in�the�entire�
state!6��Other�Metropolitan�Planning�Organizations,�such�as�SACOG�and�SCAG�are�projecting�decreases�
in�per�capita�greenhouse�gas�emissions.���
�
�Under�CEQA,�the�baseline�from�which�to�evaluate�project�impacts�is�“the�physical�environmental�
conditions�in�the�vicinity�of�the�project,�as�they�exist�at�the�time�the�notice�of�preparation�is�published.”�
Guidelines�§�15125(a).��Thus,�any�additional�energy�use�and�emissions�should�be�considered�significant.��
The�CAPCOA�white�paper,�CEQA�and�Climate�Change�(January�2008)7�sets�out�guidelines�for�GHG�
thresholds�of�zero�(pg.�27�30)�and�we�encourage�SBCAG�to�include�this�guidance�in�the�RTP.��Non�zero�
thresholds�are�not�sufficient�to�meet�the�goals�of�AB�32�for�new�projects�because�all�emissions�from�a�
new�project�will�need�to�be�mitigated�if�we�are�going�to�reach�the�GHG�emission�levels�of�1990.�
�
Inadequate�analysis�of�future�energy�costs�and�energy�availability�

������������������������������������������������������������
6�Meeting�of�the�Regional�Targets�Advisory�Committee,�California�Air�Resources�Board,�August�18th,�2009.��
Available�at�http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/081809/datapresentation.pdf�
�
7�Available�at�http://www.capcoa.org/CEQA/CAPCOA%20White%20Paper.pdf�
�
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�
While�there�are�many�other�examples�of�incomplete�modeling�and�use�of�old�data,�SBCAG’s�refusal�to�
consider�a�scenario�of�increased�fuel�prices�and�a�carbon�constrained�state�is�severely�inadequate�and�
short�sighted.��SBCAG�states�that�“it�is�speculative�to�assume�that�fuel�prices�will�continue�to�rise�into�
the�future…�therefore,�for�the�purpose�of�this�analysis,�rising�fuel�prices�will�not�be�considered�(4.12�9).”��
This�is�inadequate,�as�fuel�prices�have�a�huge�impact�on�which�modes�people�choose�to�use.��Last�
summer,�when�gasoline�was�almost�$5/gallon,�transit�systems�experienced�surging�ridership,�as�some�
citizens�had�to�choose�between�driving�alone�and�paying�their�rent�or�purchasing�food.��It�is�
irresponsible�to�not�consider�that�fuel�prices�may�increase�in�the�future.���
�
The�analysis�notes�that�96%�of�the�state’s�motor�vehicle�fuel�is�petroleum�based,�but�the�RTP�makes�
little�effort�to�reduce�this�petroleum�dependency.��The�analysis�also�projects�a�43%�increase�in�motor�
vehicle�fuel�consumption�by�2030,�but�makes�no�effort�to�review�what�fuel�prices�might�be�in�the�future,�
or�if�a�large�supply�will�even�be�available.�
�
According�to�recent�analysis�from�the�Energy�Information�Administration8,�oil�prices�are�going�to�
increase�in�the�following�years,�with�the�reference�case�of�$130/barrel�in�2030,�and�prices�of�up�to�
$200/barrel�very�possible.��There�will�most�likely�also�be�“carbon�taxes”�levied�on�fossil�fuels.��Thus�
SBCAG�must�provide�a�scenario�that�accounts�for�the�changes�in�transportation�patterns�due�to�
increased�fuel�prices�and�Federal�and�State�attempts�to�reduce�greenhouse�gas�emissions.�
�
A�relevant�discussion�is�that�of�“peak�oil”���the�theory�that�civilization�is�nearing��or�past�the�point�of�
which�half�of�all�petroleum�reserves�have�been�exploited,�thus�leading�to�less�available�petroleum�and�
increasing�prices.��Many�prominent�oil�industry�analysts�believe�we�are�at�or�near�this�peak�in�global�oil�
supplies.��The�RTP�assumption�of�abundant�and�inexpensive�oil�through�2030�is�very�shortsighted.��There�
should�be�at�least�an�attempt�to�review�the�literature�on�this�subject,�and�analysis�of�how�increased�
prices�would�change�transportation�patterns.�
�
�
ENVIRONMENTAL�IMPACTS�AND�MITIGATION�MEASURES�
FINDING:�Draft�EIR�does�not�include�identification�or�mitigation�of�potential�significant�adverse�
environmental�impacts�
�
Per�capita�GHG�increase�a�significant�adverse�impact�

The�DEIR�and�additional�supporting�documents�from�the�CARB�find�a�53%�increase�in�VMT,�a�43%�
increase�in�vehicle�fuel�consumption,�and�a�50%�increase�in�greenhouse�gases�by�2030�(15%�increase�per�
capita).��These�are�clearly�significant�adverse�environmental�impacts.�
�
State�goals�under�AB�32�are�to�return�greenhouse�gas�levels�to�1990�levels�by�2020.��The�DEIR�analysis�
shows�the�2008�RTP�will�clearly�not�meet�this�state�law.��In�addition,�the�DEIR�uses�the�2030�No�Build�
scenario�as�a�baseline,�rather�than�a�zero�baseline�of�the�conditions�at�the�time�the�project�is�being�
proposed.��As�recent�letters�from�the�California�Attorney�General�state�“Both�CEQA�and�case�law�are�

������������������������������������������������������������
8�Energy�Information�Administration�“Annual�Energy�Outlook�2009”�March�2009.��Available�at�
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/execsummary.html�
�
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clear,�however,�that�a�planning�document�must�describe�the�existing�physical�conditions�in�the�
environment,�not�only�what�could�have�been�built�under�the�previous�plan.”9���
�
Does�not�adequately�address�“induced�traffic”�(4.1.3)�
�
As�discussed�in�the�attached�letter�from�UC�Davis�Professor�Robert�Johnston,�an�internationally�
recognized�expert�in�traffic�modeling,�SBCAG�staff�incompletely�ran�their�4�step�traffic�model�because�
they�didn’t�run�the�model�to�equilibrium.���The�omission�of�running�the�model�to�equilibrium�caused�
VMT�projections�in�the�No�Build�scenario�to�be�overestimated.��If�the�model�was�run�to�equilibrium,�the�
resulting�gridlock�in�the�No�Build�scenario�would�drive�people�to�walk,�bike,�or�use�other�alternative�
transportation�modes,�thus�travel�suppression�was�not�correctly�represented.�
�
The�analysis�also�relies�on�short�term�data�analysis,�when�the�long�term�impacts�of�induced�traffic�are�
the�more�relevant�ones.��Over�long�term,�freeway�construction�leads�to�land�use�changes�such�as�people�
moving��farther�away.��The�subsequent�flaws�in�the�data�analysis�are�clearly�documented�in�Professor�
Johnston’s�letter�and�emails�with�SBCAG�staff.��
�
Future�gas�price�increases�will�lead�to�public�service�impacts�on�transit�agencies�
�
As�discussed�above,�higher�future�gas�prices�will�impact�mode�choice.��This�would�lead�to�potentially�
significant�adverse�impacts�on�transit�agencies�as�they�cope�with�an�influx�of�new�riders,�increasing�
operational�costs,�and�ever�tightening�revenue�sources.��The�DEIR�should�include�an�analysis�that�models�
these�changes,�identifies�the�potential�impacts�and�identifies�mitigation�measures�and�alternatives�to�
maintain�service�and�fund�transit�expansion�to�meet�the�increased�demand�appropriately.��In�the�last�
decade,�ridership�has�increased�dramatically�for�all�local�transit�agencies,�and�this�is�a�trend�that�should�
be�supported.�
�
Impact�Analysis�is�incorrect�(4.12.2)�

�
The�DEIR�states�in�Impact�E�1�(4.12�20)�that�the�2008�RTP�Planned�scenario�would�consume�less�energy�
than�the�No�Build�and�Programmed�scenarios,�thus�impacts�would�be�Class�III,�less�than�significant.��
However,�energy�use�and�greenhouse�gas�emissions�will�continue�to�rise�almost�equally�among�all�three�
current�alternatives,�differing�by�only�a�few�percentage�points.��The�“best�case”�Planned�scenario’s��
impacts�of�a�53%�increase�in�VMT,�a�43%�increase�in�vehicle�fuel�consumption,�and�a�50%�increase�in�
greenhouse�gases�by�2030�(15%�increase�per�capita)�are�clearly�significant�adverse�environmental�
impacts.�
�
As�discussed�above�in�the�CEQA�guidelines�and�letters�from�the�Attorney�General,�the�DEIR�should�use�a�
zero�threshold�instead�of�a�baseline�case�of�the�2030�No�Build�scenario.���The�DEIR�should�also�include�an�
alternative�that�places�emphasis�on�alternative�transportation,�as�well�as�estimates�changes�in�
transportation�patterns�due�to�high�fuel�prices�and�greenhouse�gas�emission�targets.�
�

������������������������������������������������������������
9�Attorney�General�comments�on�the�City�of�Sacramento�General�Plan�2030�Draft�EIR,�available�at�
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/comments_Sacramento_GP.pdf�
�
�
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Indirect�Energy�Consumption�(4.12�23)�
�
This�section�concludes�that�the�No�Build�alternative�would�have�the�lowest�indirect�energy�consumption,�
even�when�including�VMT�reductions�from�the�Planned�scenario.��However,�it�is�likely�an�Alternative�
Transportation�scenario�would�show�even�greater�indirect�energy�consumption,�due�to�further�VMT�
reductions�and�less�construction�energy�consumption.��This�is�because�utilizing�our�existing�
infrastructure�more�efficiently�(through�ridesharing,�transit,�biking,�and�other�alternative�transportation)�
uses�much�less�indirect�energy�compared�to�energy�intensive�construction�projects.��As�indirect�energy�
consumption�from�construction�and�manufacturing�is�a�large�portion�of�the�RTP’s�total�energy�
consumption�(approximately�1/3rd�in�each�scenario),�the�energy�savings�from�an�Alternative�
Transportation�scenario�should�be�calculated.�
�
Consistency�with�Energy�Conservation�Policies�(4.12�25)�
�
The�DEIR�argues�that�the�Planned�scenario�would�result�in�less�total�energy�consumption�compared�to�
the�No�Build�and�Programmed�scenarios,�thus�would�not�use�energy�in�a�wasteful�manner.��However,�
energy�consumption�is�very�similar�in�all�three�scenarios,�differing�by�only�a�few�percentages.��
Furthermore,�if�the�travel�model�was�run�to�equilibrium,�there�likely�would�be�a�change�in�VMT,�thus�the�
current�energy�consumption�estimates�are�likely�incorrect.���
�
ALTERNATIVES��
FINDING:�Draft�EIR�does�not�include�an�alternative�that�would�mitigate�the�potential�impacts�of�the�
item�outlined�above�
�
The�DEIR�should�consider�a�fourth�project�alternative,�an�Alternative�Transportation�Scenario�that�
prioritizes�and�more�robustly�funds�alternative�transportation�projects.��This�alternative�would�help�us�
to�use�our�existing�transportation�infrastructure�more�efficiently�and�would�reduce�energy�use�and�
greenhouse�gas�emissions�while�also�solving�our�transportation�problems�in�the�lowest�cost�manner.��
This�scenario�would�also�plan�for�changes�in�transportation�modes�and�habits�that�may�occur�in�the�case�
of�high�fuel�prices�and�a�carbon�constrained�state.���
�
For�example,�SBCAG’s�Traffic�Solutions�division�(which�carries�out�Transportation�Demand�Management�
activities)�receives�less�than�1%�of�the�funding�in�the�RTP.��Traffic�Solutions’�budget�could�be�increased�
dramatically�(2�to�10�times�the�current�funding�amount).��They�are�likely�a�large�part�of�the�reason�that�
drive�alone�commuting�has�dropped�from�80%�to�71%�between�2002�and�2007.��During�this�time�bus�
and�vanpool�riding�doubled�(much�of�this�on�the�new�long�distance�commuter�buses,�which�drastically�
reduce�energy�used�per�rider),�ridesharing�increased�by�40%�and�telecommuting�more�than�doubled.10�
�
This�alternative�should�include�a�baseline�scenario,�that�considers�fuel�prices�at�the�$130/barrel�of�oil�
level�that�are�projected�as�baseline�by�the�Energy�Information�Administration�in�2030.��The�scenario�
would�consider�trends�in�alternative�transportation�in�the�past�decade�and�consider�mode�changes�and�
alternative�transportation�funding�needs�accordingly.�
�
The�alternative�should�also�include�a�high�fuel�price�scenario,�using�the�high�case�from�the�EIA�of�
$200/barrel�oil�prices.��This�scenario�should�also�consider�carbon�taxes�on�fossil�fuels�that�may�also�drive�
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10�SBCAG’s�2002�and�2007�Commute�Profile�Survey,�available�at�http://www.sbcag.org/publications.html�
�
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up�the�cost�of�oil.��Under�this�scenario,�the�model�should�address�how�mode�choices�will�affect�
transportation�patterns�and�how�the�RTP�will�fund�alternative�transportation�projects�accordingly.�
�

Conclusion�
�
We�appreciate�that�SBCAG�has�taken�a�more�detailed�look�at�energy�usage�and�induced�traffic�in�the�
2008�RTP�DEIR.��As�transportation�energy�consumes�approximately�48%�of�the�total�energy�used�in�
Santa�Barbara�County,�the�2008�RTP�has�a�significant�impact�on�the�ways�we�use�energy�and�
transportation�systems.���
�
The�2008�RTP�DEIR�is�still�incomplete.���
�

� The�DEIR�doesn’t�identify�the�significant�energy�impact�of�a�53%�increase�in�VMT,�a�43%�increase�
in�vehicle�fuel�consumption,�and�a�50%�increase�in�greenhouse�gases�by�2030�(15%�increase�per�
capita).��By�using�the�No�Build�2030�scenario�as�a�baseline,�the�DEIR�violates�CEQA�and�ignores�
recent�comments�from�the�Attorney�General�

� The�DEIR�inadequately�describes�fuel�supply,�consumption�and�use�patterns�

� The�DEIR�doesn’t�include�discussion�of�energy�consumption�of�different�modes�of�transportation�

� The�DEIR�uses�outdated�data�and�incorrect�modeling�for�much�of�its�analysis,�which�causes�the�
alternatives�scenarios�analysis�to�be�faulty�

� The�DEIR�doesn’t�capture�recent�transportation�mode�shifts�since�2002�

� The�DEIR�doesn’t�address�the�critical�effect�of�how�higher�fuel�prices�change�transportation�
mode�choices,�and�how�our�transportation�system�would�adapt�to�this�scenario.��Higher�fuel�
prices�are�predicted�by�the�main�Federal�energy�forecasting�agencies�and�industry�analysts.�

� The�DEIR�fails�to�include�an�alternative�that�prioritizes�alternative�transportation�in�the�case�of�
rising�fuel�prices�and�greenhouse�gas�emission�restrictions.�

We�request�that�the�DEIR�be�expanded�to�address�these�issues.��The�DEIR�should�also�include�an�analysis�
and�modeling�of�a�scenario�to�reduce�energy�use,�VMT,�and�greenhouse�gases.��The�adaptive�
management�strategy�of�an�Alternative�Transportation�scenario�should�also�be�considered.�
�
�
Sincerely,�

� � � � �
�
�
Dave�Davis� � � � � ����Michael�Chiacos�
Executive�Director� � � � ���Transportation�Specialist�
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Letter O.5 
 
COMMENTER: Dave Davis, Executive Director, and Michael Chiacos, Transportation 

Specialist, Community Environmental Council  
 
DATE:   September 1, 2009 
 
 
Response O.5-1 
 
The commenter’s summary of the environmental review history of the project is noted.  The 
commenter correctly notes that the only aspects of the 2008 RTP EIR that the court found 
inadequate were the “energy setting and energy impact analysis” and the traffic impact analysis 
“to a limited extent with respect to the EIR’s failure to discuss or refute ‘induced traffic’….” 
 
Response O.5-2 
 
The commenter states that, although the Draft Amended EIR is substantially improved over the 
former version, the 15% increase in per capita energy consumption demonstrates that SBCAG’s 
projected increase is the worst in the state out of similar planning agencies and constitutes a 
significant unaddressed energy impact.   The commenter does not cite to the ARB data that the 
commenter claims to reference.  SBCAG assumes that the commenter is referencing the June 3, 
2009 RTAC PowerPoint presentation, which suggested that SBCAG projected a 15% per capita 
increase in GHG emissions not energy consumption.  Moreover, because the data included in 
the RTAC presentation was not comparable between MPOs, it is incorrect to suggest that the 
presentation establishes that SBCAG is projecting the worst per capita increase in the state.   
Please see Response O.2-3 and Master Response 3 for a more detailed discussion. Although 
energy use and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions were not expressed in per capita terms in the 
Draft Amended EIR, the information to determine per capita impacts were presented therein.  
As noted in Master Response 3, implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce per capita 
GHG emissions as compared to the 2030 No Build scenario.  This is therefore not a new, 
“unaddressed” impact, as suggested by the commenter.  Section 4.12, Energy, as amended, 
demonstrates that implementation of the proposed RTP would not generate any significant 
impacts related to energy and would, in fact, reduce energy consumption as compared to the no 
project condition.   
 
Response O.5-3 
 
The commenter suggests that the amended EIR identifies significant energy impacts and 
recommends consideration of a new alternative to address the possibility of a high fuel prices 
and a carbon-constrained state.  The commenter also notes that the court determined additional 
alternatives “may only be warranted should additional analysis identify potentially significant 
energy impacts.”As discussed in the Amended EIR, the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan 
would not result in significant impacts related to energy.  Please refer to Response O.5-3.  
Accordingly, evaluation of an alternative aimed at reducing energy-related impacts is not 
warranted.  Please also refer to Master Response 1 for a more detailed discussion regarding 
why CEQA does not require consideration of an alternative designed to address a potential 
future high fuel price and carbon-constrained state.   
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Response O.5-4 
 
The commenter suggests SBCAG’s model should have been run using the 2007 Regional 
Growth Forecast (RGF) rather than the 2002 RGF.  The use of the 2002 RGF in the 2008 RTP EIR 
is simply a timing issue.  SBCAG’s travel demand model, which is SBCAG’s primary tool for 
estimating VMT, must be updated to account for the socioeconomic forecasts in the RGF.  The 
model update that corresponds to the 2007 Commuter Profile is scheduled for completion by 
the end of this year. 

 
The commenter also suggests the trend over the past five to seven years of decreasing increases 
in VMT and increases in transit ridership should be accounted for in the analysis.  SBCAG 
reviewed and considered the 2007 RGF developing the 2008 RTP.  While these recent trends are 
encouraging, it may be too early to assume these trend patterns out into the future.  For 
example, the chart below shows average daily VMT for Santa Barbara County from 1980 to 
2005; as shown, there have been similar “leveling off” trends in the past, such as the early 1990s. 
 Therefore, SBCAG has determined that the 2007 RGF does not warrant or require any changes 
to the proposed RTP. 

 

 
Source: Highway Performance Monitoring System – Public Road Data, Caltrans, 1980-2004 

 
The commenter also suggests there is no analysis of how different mode choice affects energy 
consumption.  The SBCAG model—the tool that provides VMT forecasts—accounts for mode 
choice.  It is a 4-step trip-based model and mode choice is one of the 4 steps.  The model 
employs a multi-layer logit mode choice model (an industry standard for assessing mode 
choice) to analyze and predict choices of travel mode.  The VMT outputs from the model, which 
account for shifts in mode choice, are the primary inputs for calculating energy consumption.   
 
The commenter also suggests the analysis does not address recent state laws and policies that 
require a reduction in energy usage and greenhouse gas pollution.  If commenter is referring to 
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California Senate Bill 375 (SB 375): Redesigning Communities to Reduce Greenhouse Gases, 
SBCAG is already preparing to address SB 375, as explained on p. 4.12-26 of the Draft EIR 
Amendment; however the legislation does not apply to the proposed RTP.  Please refer also to 
response I.4-30. 
 
Response O.5-5 
 
The commenter points out that the Draft Amended EIR uses the 2002 Commuter Profile Survey 
rather than the 2007 Commuter Profile.  SBCAG cites the 2002 Commuter Profile on p. 4.12-2 of 
the Draft Amendment to the EIR only as it is cited in the Community Environmental Council’s 
2007 report A New Energy Direction: Bold Local Solutions to a Global Problem: A Blueprint for Santa 
Barbara County.  Additionally, SBCAG reviewed and considered the 2007 Commuter Profile in 
developing the 2008 RTP.  While these recent trends are encouraging, it may be too early to 
assume these trend patterns out into the future.  Therefore, SBCAG has determined that the 
2007 RGF does not warrant or require any changes to the proposed RTP.  Please also refer to 
Response O.5-4. 
 
The commenter also suggests expanding the budget for SBCAG’s Traffic Solutions division.  
SBCAG allocates funds to a variety of programs and projects, where needed, per funding 
restrictions (e.g., the California Constitution prohibits gas taxes from being used for transit 
maintenance and operations).  Traffic Solutions of SBCAG has a significant role in 
transportation demand management (TDM) for the congestion on the south coast Highway 101 
corridor, and its ongoing work with local businesses is documented in a recently completed 
report on flexwork.  SBCAG agrees that the efforts of the Traffic Solutions staff at SBCAG have 
been instrumental in some of the recent increases in transit ridership rates and decreases in 
VMT.  However, the commenter may be underestimating the advocacy for alternative 
transportation at other local agencies.  Approximately 31% of RTP funds are dedicated to 
alternative transportation (transit, bike, pedestrian, and rail in addition to TDM) projects at a 
variety of agencies, including maintenance of existing alternative transportation systems.  While 
a significant portion of these funds are for continuation of existing transit operations, additional 
new buses to respond to new transit demand are also an important component of this funding.  
In addition, Measure A provides for continued funding for Transportation Demand 
Management.  
 
Response O.5-6 
 
The commenter claims that throughout the Draft Amended EIR energy analysis, there is a lack 
of discussion of more efficient alternative transportation modes.  Please refer to Response V.1-1 
for a discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.  Transit projects 
are included in this list.  The commenter suggests transportation alternatives use much less 
energy than SOV commuting, and transit can be an energy-efficient form of transportation, but 
only if it is actually used.  The transit projects included in the RTP are generally those that have 
been determined to be most viable in terms of use and, therefore, would have the greatest 
benefits with respect to the efficiency of the countywide transportation system.     
 
The commenter additionally requests consideration of a fourth alternative.  Please refer to 
Master Response 1.  As noted therein, additional alternatives analysis to avoid or lessen the 
environmental effects of the project is not required.  
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Response O.5-7 
 
The commenter suggests there is no discussion of lower carbon fuels; however, there is a 
discussion of alternative fuels on pages 4.12-5 through 4.12-8 in Section 4.12, Energy.  The 
commenter also suggests that the 2008 RTP include infrastructure for compressed natural gas 
(CNG), biodiesel, electric charging, and other alternative fuels.  Please refer to Response O.1-6.  
As noted therein, reducing energy use and encouraging alternative transportation are two of 
several (sometimes competing) goals the RTP must balance.  Also, please refer to Response V.1-
1 for a discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.     
 
The RTP includes a discussion of alternative fuels in Chapter 2 and the Amended EIR includes a 
discussion of alternative fuels in Section 4.12.1(a).  The RTP includes the following alternative 
fuel projects: 
 

 MTD-2 
 MTD-PL-8 
 MTD-PL -9 
 MTD-PL -23  
 MTD-PL-24 
 MTD-PL-27 

SBCAG is not an operator, but supports local agencies interested in pursuing alternative fuel 
projects, whether they relate to vehicles or infrastructure.  SBCAG has provided and will 
continue to provide funding for such projects as agencies are willing to undertake them.   
 
Response O.5-8 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of a high fuel price alternative.  Please refer to 
Master Response 1 and Response O.1-4.   
 
Response O.5-9 
 
Please refer to Response O.5-4 and Master Response 1.  Also note that, in actuality, gasoline 
consumption is a model output as opposed to a model input.  Model inputs are “used” in 
modeling, whereas outputs are products of modeling.  SBCAG’s travel demand model 
estimates VMT based on population, household, employment, and other demographic data; 
information about traffic generators such as tourist attractions; traffic counts from local 
jurisdictions; etc.  (See Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.) 
 The VMT output of the SBCAG travel model serves as an input into another model, the 
EMission FACtors (EMFAC) model, to estimate gasoline consumption. 
  
Response O.5-10 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  As noted therein, increases in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and fuel consumption are due to underlying population and 
economic growth separate from the proposed RTP.   
 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP Amended EIR 
Responses to Comments  
 
 

  SBCAG 
  59 

Response O.5-11 
 
The commenter states that the DEIR makes no mention of SB 375.  The Draft Amendment to the 
EIR discusses SB 375 on page 4.12-26 in Section 4.12, Energy.  Although SBCAG views SB 375 as 
important legislation and has already begun preparing to address it in the next RTP, SBCAG 
does not believe an extensive description of the work being done for the next RTP is appropriate 
for inclusion in the proposed RTP.  Please also refer to responses O.5-4 and I.4-30.  
 
Response O.5-12 
 
The commenter notes that the DEIR states that SBCAG is “currently examining the modeling 
tools to better quantify the relationship between land use and transportation,” and requests 
additional explanation of the current analysis.  Please refer to Response I.4-30.   
 
Please refer also to Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
 
Response O.5-13 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of a new alternative.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 
 
Response O.5-14 
 
The commenter accurately notes that the proposed project (Planned scenario) would result in 
fewer greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions than the future no project scenarios:  No Build and 
Programmed.  The comment is noted.  Please also refer to Master Response 3.   
 
The commenter also asserts that SBCAG is projecting the highest increase in per capita 
greenhouse gas emissions in the entire state.  The commenter is incorrect.  Please also refer to 
Master Response 3 and Response O.2-3 for a discussion of per capita greenhouse gas emissions 
and comparison to other Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs).  
 
Response O.5-15 
 
The commenter recommends using a different baseline for analysis of energy use and 
emissions.  Please refer to Master Response 2.  
 
Response O.5-16 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of a high fuel price alternative.  Please refer to 
Master Response 1, Response O.1-4, and Response O.5-4.   
 
Response O.5-17 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the proposed 2008 RTP makes little effort to reduce 
petroleum dependency.  Please refer to Response O.1-6.  As noted therein, reducing energy use 
and encouraging alternative transportation are two of several (sometimes competing) goals the 
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RTP must balance.  Also, please refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative 
transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.     
 
As described in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Amended EIR, the proposed RTP would reduce 
future energy use as compared to future no project conditions.   
 
The commenter also suggests the analysis does not review what fuel prices or supply may be in 
the future.  According to the June 30, 2009 Santa Barbara Superior Court ruling, “…a local 
agency cannot be expected to analyze or predict the politically charged realities of global crude 
oil production and supply. Additionally…all such fuels are processed and trucked into the 
region, and absent a global or hemispheric crisis, their supply is dictated by ordinary market 
principles of supply and demand.” 
 
Response O.5-18 
 
The commenter cites projections from the Energy Information Administration (EIA) that energy 
costs will increase, which the EIA ties to the ending of the current economic recession.  It would 
be speculative to assume an end to the current economic recession in a definitive timeframe.  
Please refer to Response O.5-17 and Master Response 1.  
 
The commenter’s discussion of peak oil is noted.  However, use of petroleum reserves is 
influenced by numerous, global conditions that are outside the scope of this EIR.  
 
Response O.5-19 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed RTP has significant adverse environmental impacts 
relating to VMT, fuel consumption, and GHG emissions.  The significant adverse impacts listed 
by the commenter are not attributable to the proposed RTP.  Please refer to Master Response 2.  
The 2008 RTP EIR describes the existing environment in the setting section of each 
environmental impact section.  However, for the purposes of determining the VMT, fuel 
consumption, and GHG emissions impacts of the proposed RTP, comparison of the proposed 
RTP to existing conditions would erroneously attribute background population and economic 
growth and associated local land use decisions to the RTP, which is specifically intended to 
address the transportation and circulation needs created by growth and land use changes. 
 
AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32:  The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) requires the 
California Air Resources Board to establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for the year 2020, 
based on 1990 levels of GHG emissions.  SB 375 (Senate Bill 375:  Redesigning Communities to 
Reduce Greenhouse Gases) is a tool that implements AB 32, by aiming to reduce GHG 
emissions through sustainable planning strategies intended to reduce VMT.  SB 375 does not yet 
apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP 
update. 
 
Response O.5-20 
 
The commenter references and summarizes the comment letter submitted by Robert A. 
Johnston, Professor Emeritus at the University of California at Davis (September 4, 2009).  
Please refer to Letter I.3 and associated responses I.3-1 through I.3-12.  The commenter 
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additionally states that SBCAG did not run its model to equilibrium.  The commenter is 
misinformed; the SBCAG model was designed, developed, and set to run to equilibrium with 
convergence criteria (relative gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations, whichever comes first.  Refer also 
to Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
 
The commenter states that the analysis relies on short-term data analysis and does not analyze 
the possibility that, long-term, “freeway construction leads to land use changes such as people 
moving farther away.”   
 
Current socio-economic conditions on the South Coast create extreme economic pressure for 
employees to relocate to Ventura County (or north Santa Barbara County).  It is estimated that 
there are 15,500 daily trips between Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties and that 60 to 70% of 
the vehicles on U.S. 101 at the Ventura/Santa Barbara County line during peak hours are 
traveling between their homes and places of work.  In addition, the 2002 Regional Growth 
Forecast estimates that the number of jobs available on the South Coast will increase by 
approximately 47,000 from 2000 to 2030.  There is little to no evidence, however, to suggest that 
housing and rental prices on the South Coast will decline enough to facilitate major shifts of 
employees back to live on the South Coast.  This jobs-housing imbalance, as well as local 
tourism attractions on the South Coast, create a significantly higher “daytime” population on 
the South Coast and put a strain on transportation facilities such as U.S. 101. 
 
The RTP addresses this reality.  In 2006, after a two-year study and public outreach process 
called 101 In Motion, the SBCAG board, along with local South Coast agencies, transit 
operators, and stakeholder groups, chose to implement a package of corridor improvements 
including high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, commuter-friendly rail service, additional 
transit service, and enhanced TDM programs (which provide additional funding for Traffic 
Solutions to work closely with large South Coast employers to assist their employees in making 
their commute to work easier).  The study also looked at alternative land use development 
scenarios to determine the influence different types of land use patterns have on travel demand. 
On the whole, this package of projects discourages single-occupant vehicle (SOV) trips, thus 
limiting vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  The full benefits of this collaborative work effort are 
included in the RTP.  

 
South Coast employees do and probably will continue to live in Ventura County, not because of 
an additional lane on U.S. 101, but because of housing costs and population growth.  It is the 
opinion of SBCAG that the additional freeway lane, rail service, transit service, and TDM 
programs included in the RTP address the effects of this jobs-housing imbalance on the South 
Coast transportation network to the fullest extent, while devoting a significant amount of 
funding to further encouraging ridesharing, transit use, and employer use of TDM programs. 
 
Response O.5-21 
 
The commenter expresses the opinion that future gas price increases will lead to public service 
impacts on transit agencies.  As stated in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, it is 
speculative to assume that fuel prices will continue to rise into the future, because fuel prices 
are influenced by the global market.  Moreover, SBCAG does not control fuel prices and, 
consequently, could not ensure implementation of such an alternative.   
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It should also be noted that updating the RTP is an ongoing process. The update of the 2008 
RTP began in 2006.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over 
the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation including those relating to fuel prices, land use policies, and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions.  New legislation on these issues and recent increases in fuel costs, if they continue, 
may shift transportation patterns.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP and 
will monitor the effect of changes in fuel prices and look to identify significant trends.  SBCAG 
will update the next RTP as necessary including, to the extent appropriate, consideration of 
additional feasible alternatives, if it is apparent that longer term changes to mode choice trends 
have occurred.  The current RTP is sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes 
in conditions and changes in expectations for the future.   
 
Also, please refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response O.5-22 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  The increases in VMT, fuel consumption, and greenhouse 
gases referenced by the commenter are attributable to underlying population and economic 
growth associated with local land use decisions that would occur with or without the proposed 
RTP.  Comparison of the proposed project to existing conditions would erroneously attribute 
this background growth to the RTP, which is specifically intended to address the transportation 
and circulation needs created by growth and associated local land use decisions.  Please also 
refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of the alternatives included in the 2008 RTP EIR. 
 
Response O.5-23 
 
The commenter suggests consideration of a fourth scenario that further promotes alternative 
modes of transportation.  Please refer to Master Response 1.  It should also be noted that 
increases in VMT into the future will be the result of underlying population and economic 
growth associated with local land use decisions, and not the proposed 2008 RTP.  Please refer to 
Master Response 2.   
 
Response O.5-24 
 
The commenter states that energy consumption is relatively similar in all three scenarios 
analyzed. In percentage terms, the difference in energy consumption between the proposed 
RTP and the future no project alternatives may seem minor.  However, the difference between 
the No Build scenario and the proposed RTP (i.e. 3.5%) and the Programmed scenario and the 
proposed RTP (i.e. 5.9%) represents a reduction in energy consumption equal to billions of 
British thermal units (BTUs).  SBCAG finds this reduction in energy consumption to be 
substantial. 
 
The commenter also suggests that the current energy consumption estimates in the EIR are 
likely incorrect because the travel model was not run to equilibrium.  The commenter is 
misinformed; the travel model was run to equilibrium.  Please refer to Response O.5-20. 
 
Please refer also to Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
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Response O.5-25 
 
The commenter suggests a fourth project alternative that prioritizes and more robustly funds 
alternative transportation projects and includes a baseline fuel price and a high fuel price 
scenario.  Please refer to Master Response 1.  Also, please refer to Response V.1-1 for a 
discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.     
 
The commenter also recommends increasing Traffic Solutions’ budget.  Please refer to Response 
O.5-5.  
 
Response O.5-26 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.   
 
Response O.5-27 
 
Please refer to Response O.5-4. 
 
Response O.5-28 
 
The commenter suggests that the Draft Amended EIR does not include a discussion of energy 
consumption of different modes of transportation.  Please refer to Table 4.12-5 in Section 4.12, 
Energy. As shown therein, the indirect energy consumption factors used in the energy analysis 
account for a variety of transportation modes, including passenger vehicles, transit buses, and 
rail.  Also, please refer to responses O.5-4 and O.5-7. 
 
Response O.5-29 
 
Please refer to responses O.5-4, O.5-5, and O.5-20. 
 
Response O.5-30 
 
Please refer to Response O.5-21. 
 
Response O.5-31 
 
Please refer to Response O.5-28.    Please also refer to Master Response 1.   
 
Response O.5-32 
 
Please refer to responses O.5-2 through O.5-31.  Please also refer to Master Response 1.   
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Comments to SBCAG Regarding the Draft EIR Amendments for the 2008 RTP 

To: Mr. Jim Kemp, Executive Director 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, California 93110 

September 4, 2009 

Dear Mr. Kemp 

SBCAG’s Draft EIR Amendment deals with two main issues: (a) consideration of induced travel, and (b) 
consideration of energy impacts and energy conservation.  My comments deal with both of those issues. 

Modeling of induced travel: COAST believes that this is the less critical of the two topics in the EIR 
Amendment, but still worth addressing.  I have been a consultant in travel demand modeling for over 25 
years, and have carried out modeling work for all four major MPOs in California (Los Angeles, San 
Diego, Bay Area and Sacramento), as well as for many other regional, state and national government 
agencies in the US and Europe, so I feel well qualified to comment on this topic. 

In a nutshell, the EIR amendment asserts that (a) there is no standard accepted methodology for modeling 
the extent of induced (or suppressed) travel, and (b) that the SBCAG travel demand model already 
accounts for a great deal of what can be considered “induced travel” due to increased highway capacity.   

I believe that the EIR Amendment is correct in stating that a relatively minor fraction of the new demand 
(in terms of vehicle-miles traveled, or VMT) induced by a expanding highway capacity is likely to be in 
the form of completely new trips—most will be in the form of changes in the mode, destination or route 
used for trips that would be made anyway. In theory, the EIR Amendment is also correct in stating that 
the SBCAG travel demand model is capable of reflecting those other changes in travel demand,  because 
it includes a trip distribution model (some people will shift their trip to a more distant destination), a 
mode choice model (some people will switch from bus to car), and route assignment (some people will 
use the expanded road instead of an alternative route).   

As applied in practice, however, there are a number of reasons why the SBCAG models may not 
adequately reflect the types of induced or suppressed travel listed above. The SBCAG “no build” scenario 
predicts more than a 50% regional increase in VMT in 2030, to be squeezed onto a road network that is 
already quite congested in 2009. This level of demand increase would likely mean stop-and-go conditions 
on many regional roads for many hours of each day, often extending to outside of typical peak hours. 
When running a travel model, the predicted travel demand and the predicted of traffic congestion 
resulting from those predicted trips need to be iterated with one another until they are internally 
consistent.  Experience has shown that when very severe traffic congestion is predicted, the forecast 
results can be quite unstable between one iteration and the next. If the model has not been run through 
enough iterations to reach a stable forecast, then the predicted travel demand for the EIR alternatives, and 
the “no build” scenario in particular, may be unrealistic, and that in turn could lead to unrealistic results 
with respect to the amount of induced or suppressed demand reflected between different scenarios. 
COAST recommends that SBCAG provide additional information regarding the methods used to 

Letter O.6

O.6.1

O.6-2 & 
O.6-3



achieve and test the stability of its RTP forecasts across iterations, and also provide a discussion as 
to the realism of its forecasts for the 2030 no-build scenario, in terms of the predicted congestion 
levels as compared to today’s congestion levels, and how that in turn is reflected in measures such 
as average trip lengths and modal shares. A summary of such results as compared to similar forecasts 
produced by other California MPO’s would be very useful.

Energy and emissions impacts:  COAST feels that this is the most critical issue dealt with in the EIR 
Amendment, and, on this subject, we agree with the findings of Dr. Robert Johnston of UC Davis in his 
separate letter also submitted to SBCAG. 

It is clear that SBCAG will need to provide new travel infrastructure and options to deal with population 
growth and (probable) economic growth.  The key question is how those options can be planned and 
implemented in a way that is as energy-efficient and environmentally benign as possible.  We at COAST 
agree with other local advocacy groups that SBCAG has not done an adequate job of addressing this 
question in the EIR or the EIR Amendment. COAST strongly recommends adding a fourth scenario
that includes less investment in road capacity expansion, and replaces it with additional investment in: 

� transit options (both bus and rail);  
� bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure improvements;  
� travel demand management (TDM) programs such as those offered by Traffic Solutions;  
� incentives for the purchase and use of smaller, alternative fuel vehicles; 
� incentives for efficient land use changes focusing on mixed use and infill development;  
� incentives for reducing parking supply requirements and/or raising parking prices; and  
� incentives for large employers to subsidize nearby employee housing.  

Not only could such policies be much more beneficial in environmental terms, but, compared to road 
building, they are more adjustable over time, and thus carry less risk in times where economic trends and 
fuel prices are volatile and unpredictable.  

In summary, a regional transportation plan that substantially increases per capita greenhouse gas 
emissions seems unconscionable, if not unlawful under the requirements of AB32 and SB375. COAST 
feels strongly that a more ambitious attempt on the part of SBCAG to reduce environmental impacts is 
needed.  Both the California Air Resources Board and the SB County Grand Jury have identified SBCAG 
as one of the most lackluster MPO’s in California in meeting its responsibilities to protect our future 
environment.  In a region such as Santa Barbara, many voters expect our elected leaders and public 
agencies to be at the forefront of these efforts, not following reluctantly behind. 

Sincerely,     

Mark Bradley, COAST Board of Directors  

O.6-2 & 
O.6-3

O.6-4

O.6-5

O.6-6
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Letter O.6 
 
COMMENTER: Mark Bradley, Board of Directors, Coalition for Sustainable 

Transportation (COAST)  
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
 
Response O.6-1 
 
The commenter summarizes the Draft Amended EIR analysis and notes Mark Bradley’s 
(COAST Board of Directors) qualifications for commenting on the document.  The comment is 
noted.  Please refer also to Response O.6-2 & O.6-3 below. 
 
Response O.6-2 & 3 
 
The commenter states that the SBCAG model may not adequately reflect induced travel due to 
the difficulty in reaching a stable forecast and the need for more model iterations when severe 
traffic congestion is predicted.  The commenter states an opinion that since the road network is 
already quite congested in 2009, the network would face severe congestion under the No Build 
scenario, which predicts a 50% increase in VMT with no roadway improvements.  Therefore, 
the commenter recommends that SBCAG provide additional information regarding the 
methods used to achieve and test the stability of its RTP forecasts across iterations, and also 
provide a discussion as to the realism of its forecasts for the 2030 No Build scenario, in terms of 
the predicted congestion levels as compared to today’s congestion levels, and how that in turn 
is reflected in measures such as average trip lengths and modal shares.   
 
Convergence is a term to describe the traffic assignment results that close to true equilibrium, 
an optimal condition whereby no traveler will gain from changing travel paths once the system 
is in equilibrium. The SBCAG model was designed, developed and set to run to equilibrium 
with convergence criteria (relative gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations whichever comes first.  This 
convergence criterion exceeds most recommended criterion of 0.01.       
 
According to Jim Lam, Director of Model Development and Application, Caliper Corporation, 
SBCAG’s model development consultant, “Convergence is a measure of the difference in link 
volume flows between each assignment iteration.  The more similar the link volume flows are, 
the smaller the gap, and the better the convergence.  Research has indicated the tighter the gap 
convergence, e.g. 0.0001 vs. 0.001, the fewer feedback iterations are required.  Since the SBCAG 
model network is relatively small in size, convergence can usually be achieved within 50 
iterations” (personal email communication, September 8, 2009).  
 
Model stability is generally thought of in terms of model feedback stability. The SBCAG model 
uses the method of multiple successive averages, or the MSA method, to calculate and feedback 
congested costs back to trip distribution.  Model stability occurs through successive feedback 
iterations so that there would be minimal to no changes in the resulting distribution, mode 
choice, and assignment results.  In this condition the model is considered stabilized.   
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The current SBCAG model utilizes three loops of feedback, and various tests of travel time cost 
differences.  Given the relative small network size, it was determined that model stability 
occurred after three or so feedback loops.  This procedure is applied to all model scenario runs 
including the 2000 base year, and the 2030 No-Build, Programmed and Planned runs.  
 
The SBCAG model was developed and validated in 2004 by SBCAG’s model development 
consultant, Caliper Corporation, one of the two largest travel demand model software 
developers in the U.S. with approximately 70% of the market share.  The SBCAG model was re-
calibrated in 2007 with enhanced modeling capabilities for the 101 In-Motion Study.   
 
As part of the recalibration of the model, staff tested the model with five feedback loops.  The 
results were almost identical but the model runs take considerably more time.  The identical 
results mean that there are minimal changes in link volume flows and trip tables, and, 
consequently, VMT.  In summary, SBCAG believes that the model, with the current 
combinations of relative gap criteria, iterations, and feedback loops, achieves reasonable 
equilibrium and stability, and accurately predicts congestion under the No Build scenario 
(pages 4.12-17 and 4.12-18 of the Amended EIR show that the 2030 No Build scenario has the 
lowest countywide average vehicle speed and the most congested conditions on South Coast 
Highway 101).   
 
Refer also to Appendix I, which provides more information regarding model iterations and the 
stability of SBCAG’s travel demand model.  As explained in Appendix I, the model has the 
capability to model mode choice.   
  
The commenter additionally requests a summary of such results as compared to similar 
forecasts produced by other California MPOs.   SBCAG declines as there is considerable 
variation in the size and characteristics of MPOs throughout California.  As stated in Master 
Response 3, for this reason, comparisons using MPO data should be used with great caution.  
This is evident in the information prepared as part of the MPO survey for the Regional Targets 
Advisory Committee (RTAC), as discussed in Master Response 3.   
 
Response O.6-4 
 
The commenter references a comment letter prepared by Dr. Robert Johnston of UC Davis.  
Please refer to Letter I.3 and associated responses I.3-1 through I.3-12. 
 
Response O.6-5 
 
The commenter recommends adding a fourth alternative to the analysis.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1.  Also, please refer to Response O.1-6 for a discussion of prioritizing projects that 
reduce energy use and encourage alternative transportation and Response V.1-1 for a discussion 
of alternative transportation projects included in the proposed RTP.   
 
It should also be noted that local land use decisions are controlled by local agencies.  SBCAG 
uses existing local general plans as the basis for estimating the potential for future growth.  The 
adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions.  The SBCAG forecasts and 
land use assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans regarding residential and 
commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  See for example the residential and 
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commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG inventoried for the preparation of the Regional 
Growth Forecast adopted in 2002.  In summary, according to the SBCAG survey, in 2000 local 
agency land use plans could theoretically accommodate an additional 33,000 housing units and 
29 million square feet of commercial One of the fundamental purposes of the RTP is to meet 
countywide transportation needs generated by local land use decisions and regional growth.  
Similarly, regulations related to parking prices and subsidized housing are outside the purview 
of SBCAG and the 2008 RTP. 
 
Response O.6-6 
 
The commenter states an opinion that a regional transportation plan that increases per capita 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions seems unconscionable, if not unlawful under the 
requirements of AB 32 and SB 375.  Please refer to Master Response 3.  Note that SB 375 is the 
tool that implements AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006) by aiming to reduce GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 does not yet apply 
to the RTP, but SBCAG is already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update.     
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Letter O.7 
 
COMMENTER: KK Holland, Project Coordinator, Alliance for Sustainable and Equitable 

Regional Transit (ASERT)  
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
 
Response O.7-1 
 
The commenter urges consideration of a fourth alternative that promotes alternative 
transportation and more dense land use planning, and provides incentives for both employers 
and more efficient vehicles.  Please refer to Master Response 1.   
 
It should also be noted that land use decisions are controlled by local agencies.  SBCAG uses 
existing local general plans as the basis for estimating the potential for future growth.  The 
adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions.  The SBCAG forecasts and 
land use assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans regarding residential and 
commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  One of the fundamental purposes of the 
RTP is to meet countywide transportation needs generated by local land use decisions and 
regional growth.  See for example the residential and commercial buildout capacities that 
SBCAG inventoried for the preparation of the Regional Growth Forecast adopted in 2002.  In 
summary, according to the SBCAG survey, in 2000 local agency land use plans could 
theoretically accommodate an additional 33,000 housing units and 29 million square feet of 
commercial, retail and industrial development.   
 
Response O.7-2 
 
The commenter recommends using different baseline for analysis, and suggests that the RTP 
does not do enough to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  Please refer to Master 
Responses 2 and 3, and Response to V.1-1, which discusses alternative transportation projects 
included in the proposed RTP.   
 
Response O.7-3 
 
The commenter states an opinion that higher gas prices are a likely future scenario.  As stated in 
Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, it is speculative to assume that fuel prices will 
continue to rise into the future, because fuel prices are influenced by the global market.  
Moreover, SBCAG does not control fuel prices and, consequently, could not ensure 
implementation of such an alternative.   
 
It should also be noted that updating the RTP is an ongoing process. The update of the 2008 
RTP began in 2006.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over 
the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation including those relating to fuel prices, land use policies, and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions.  New legislation on these issues and recent increases in fuel costs, if they continue, 
may shift transportation patterns.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP and 
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will monitor the effect of changes in fuel prices and look to identify significant trends.  SBCAG 
will update the next RTP as necessary including, to the extent appropriate, consideration of 
additional feasible alternatives, if it is apparent that longer term changes to mode choice trends 
have occurred.  The current RTP is sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes 
in conditions and changes in expectations for the future.   
 
The commenter also expresses concern that some of the numbers used in modeling, such as 
those related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and gasoline consumption, are outdated.  In 
actuality, both VMT and gasoline consumption are model outputs as opposed to model inputs.  
Model inputs are “used” in modeling, whereas outputs are products of modeling.  SBCAG’s 
travel demand model estimates VMT based on population, household, employment, and other 
demographic data; information about traffic generators such as tourist attractions; traffic counts 
from local jurisdictions; etc.  See Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel 
demand model.  The VMT output of the SBCAG travel model serves as input into another 
model, the EMission FACtors (EMFAC) model, to estimate air quality emissions and gasoline 
consumption.  
  
Response O.7-4 
 
The commenter expresses a desire for the 2008 RTP to include more alternative transportation.  
Reducing energy use and encouraging alternative transportation are two of several (sometimes 
competing) goals the RTP must balance.  Please refer to Response V.1-1. 
 
The RTP’s Policy Element, which makes up the foundation of the RTP, is developed from the 
planning factors of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), public input, and the vision of SBCAG’s local and state 
partners.  SBCAG’s planning process must provide for consideration of projects and strategies 
that address the entire range of SAFETEA-LU planning factors—supporting economic vitality, 
increasing safety and security for both motorized and non-motorized users, increasing 
accessibility and mobility of both people and freight, protecting the environment, enhancing the 
connectivity of the transportation system, and preserving the existing transportation system.  
The RTP incorporates all modes of transportation, including alternative transportation, at both 
the policy level and the project level.   
 
Response O.7-5 
 
The commenter expresses a desire for the 2008 RTP to include an additional alternative scenario 
that leverages transportation alternatives.  Please refer to Master Response 1.  Also, please refer 
to Response O.7-4. 
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Letter O.8 
 
COMMENTER: Deborah Brasket, Executive Director, Santa Barbara County Action 

Network (SB CAN)  
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
Response O.8-1 
 
The commenter summarizes the goals of SB CAN and claims that the 2008 RTP is a step 
backwards.  As noted in the Introduction, detailed responses are not provided to comments on 
the merits of the proposed project.  The comment is noted.  Refer also to Response V.1-1 for a 
discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP. 
 
Response O.8-2 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Amended EIR relies on outdated information that 
does not take into account current changes in transportation patterns, the latest studies 
regarding peaking oil, nor a discussion of new carbon fuel standards.  The commenter does not 
provide reference to updated data or studies.   
 
Updating the RTP is an ongoing process; the update of the 2008 RTP began in 2006.  Although 
SBCAG attempts to keep every number and every reference in the document up to date, it is 
possible that some updated information became available after the RTP was drafted.  However, 
SBCAG believes that the RTP generally reflects current conditions and reasonably expected 
future conditions.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over 
the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP.  The current RTP is 
sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes in current conditions and changes 
in expectations for the future. 
 
Also, please refer to Master Response 3.  Note that SB 375 is the tool that implements AB 32 
(Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) by aiming to reduce 
GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 does not yet apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is 
already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update. 
 
Response O.8-3 
 
The commenter points out that the Draft Amended EIR uses the 2002 Commuter Profile Survey 
rather than the 2007 Commuter Profile.  Refer to Response O.5-5. 
 
Response O.8-4 
 
Please refer to Master Response 3 and Response O.2-3.  
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The RTP includes a discussion of alternative fuels in Chapter 2 and the Amended EIR includes a 
discussion of alternative fuels in Section 4.12.1(a).  The RTP includes the following alternative 
fuel projects: 
 

 MTD-2 
 MTD-PL-8 
 MTD-PL -9 
 MTD-PL -23  
 MTD-PL-24 
 MTD-PL-27 

SBCAG is not an operator, but supports local agencies interested in pursuing alternative fuel 
projects, whether they relate to vehicles or infrastructure.  SBCAG has provided and will 
continue to provide funding for such projects as agencies are willing to undertake them.   
 
The RTP incorporates all modes of transportation, including alternative transportation, at both 
the policy level and the project level.  The Amended EIR assesses impacts of the 2008 RTP as 
proposed.  
 
As stated in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, it is speculative to assume that fuel 
prices will continue to rise into the future, because fuel prices are influenced by the global 
market.  Moreover, SBCAG does not control fuel prices and, consequently, could not ensure 
implementation of such an alternative.   
 
It should also be noted that updating the RTP is an ongoing process.  The update of the 2008 
RTP began in 2006.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over 
the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation including those relating to fuel prices, land use policies, and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions.  New legislation on these issues and recent increases in fuel costs, if they continue, 
may shift transportation patterns.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP and 
will monitor the effect of changes in fuel prices and look to identify significant trends.  SBCAG 
will update the next RTP as necessary including, to the extent appropriate, consideration of 
additional feasible alternatives, if it is apparent that longer term changes to mode choice trends 
have occurred.  The proposed RTP is sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect 
changes in conditions and changes in expectations for the future.   
 
Response O.8-5 
 
The commenter requests consideration of a fourth alternative that prioritizes alternative modes 
of transit.  Please refer to Master Response 1 and Response O.7-4. 
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Letter I.1 
 
COMMENTER: Linda Byrd, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   July 22, 2009 
 
Response I.1-1 
 
The commenter makes several suggestions regarding Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit 
District (MTD), Clean Air Express, and Wine Country Express schedules, routes, and 
connectivity. 
 
Comments regarding specific transit service schedules and stops are more appropriately 
addressed as part of SBCAG’s annual Transit Needs Assessment, or by the transit providers 
themselves.  SBCAG will forward these comments to the appropriate transit providers, and will 
include them in the 2010 Transit Needs Assessment. 
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Letter I.2 
 
COMMENTER: Julie Kahrnoff and Joseph Tanzer, Private Citizens 
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
Response I.2-1 
 
The commenters’ summary of the Draft Amended EIR is noted.  Please refer to responses I.2-2 
through I.2-20 and Master Response 1 regarding the alternatives considered in the 2008 RTP 
EIR.  
 
Response I.2-2 
 
Local land use decisions are controlled by local agencies.  SBCAG uses existing local general 
plans as the basis for estimating the potential for future growth.  The adopted local plans 
constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions. See for example the residential and 
commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG inventoried for the preparation of the Regional 
Growth Forecast adopted in 2002.  In summary according to the SBCAG survey, in 2000 local 
agency land use plans could theoretically accommodate an additional 33,000 housing units and 
29 million square feet of commercial, retail and industrial development.  The SBCAG forecasts 
and land use assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans regarding residential and 
commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  Rather, one of the fundamental purposes 
of the RTP is to meet countywide transportation needs generated by local land use decisions 
and regional economic and population growth.  Please refer to Master Response 2.   
 
Response I.2-3 
 
The commenters suggest that improvements to CAFE standards will enable people to spend 
less money on gas, which will in turn cause people to drive more.  As noted in Section 4.1.3 of 
the Amended EIR, the theory behind induced travel 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.  The commenter additionally states that because the proposed RTP (Planned 
scenario) would allow for less congestion on the freeway and for greater fuel efficiency, vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) should be greater than for the future no project scenarios (No Build and 
Programmed).  However, as noted in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel), based on the analysis of 
local trip diversion associated with case studies of past road and intersection improvement 
projects, a literature review, and analysis from the SBCAG travel model, this effect would be 
minor overall and impacts related to induced travel would not be significant.  The RTP is 
intended to improve transportation efficiency and thereby reduce VMT.  In addition, the 
proposed RTP contains additional alternative transportation and transportation demand 
management projects that reduce VMT. 
 
Response I.2-4 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  As noted therein, future population growth will 
cumulatively increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within the county with or without 
implementation of the transportation improvements identified in the 2008 RTP.  The 
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environmental impacts of the 2008 RTP are determined by comparing the 2008 RTP to future 
(2030) no project conditions, rather than to existing conditions.  Comparing the 2008 RTP to 
existing conditions would erroneously attribute background economic and population growth 
and local land use decisions, and associated environmental effects, to the proposed project.    
 
Response I.2-5 
 
The commenters reference an article by Carolyn Rodier, which concludes that induced travel 
should be represented in transportation and land use models.  As described in Section 4.1.3, 
Induced Travel, of the Draft Amended EIR, the complexities of the topic of induced travel have 
led to a variety of conclusions in the literature.  “Depending upon methodologies and data 
sources, analyses of induced travel provide differing results” (Strathman et al., 2000, p. 5).  The 
Induced Travel analysis presented in the Amended EIR, which is based on the analysis of local 
trip diversion associated with case studies of past road and intersection improvement projects, a 
literature review, and analysis from the SBCAG travel model, demonstrates that there would 
not be a significant impact on infrastructure, services or congestion relating to induced 
travel.  Refer also to Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
 
Response I.2-6 
 
Increased congestion between 1998 and 2009 appears to be the result of cumulative economic 
growth, population growth, local land use decisions, and an associated increase in vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), and is not attributed to an interchange improvement project completed in 1997. 
 Please refer to Section 4.1.3(c) of the Draft Amended EIR for a complete discussion of the 1997 
interchange improvements in question. 
 
Response I.2-7 
 
The commenters question why (and if) mode choice can be factored into the travel demand 
model, but induced travel cannot, as they are both highly related to traveler behavior.  Mode 
choice is a behavior that is observable and measurable – transit ridership can be measured and 
compared to motor vehicle use, for example.  In contrast, induced travel is a more complicated 
traveler behavior that cannot be easily observed or measured.  As stated in Section 4.13, Induced 
Travel, of the Amended EIR, FHWA notes that “the relationship between increases in highway 
capacity and traffic is very complex, involving various travel behavior responses, residential 
and business location decisions, and changes in regional population and economic growth.” 
Schiffer et al. (2003, p. 5) reach similar conclusions:  “[t]he statistical relationship between road 
supply and traffic is not the result of a simple, one-way, causal link” and it is “[d]ifficult to 
disentangle the many contributors to increased travel.” 
 
For an area of its size, population, and transportation network, etc., SBCAG is in conformance 
with, and often exceeds, federal and state performance standards for travel demand modeling.  
SBCAG’s travel demand model has been reviewed by FHWA as part of a triennial federal 
review process that is required of all metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs).13  FHWA 
and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) determined that SBCAG’s planning process, 
including the travel model, is in accordance with federal guidelines.  The two federal agencies 
                                                 
13 As the designated MPO, SBCAG is responsible for all transportation planning and programming activities required 
under federal law. 
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also provided recommendations for long-term model improvement, which SBCAG is following. 
 SBCAG’s travel demand model is also consistent with state guidelines for regional 
transportation planning agencies (RTPAs)14 established by the California Transportation 
Commission, the agency that prepares the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines. 
 
SBCAG is updating the travel model to account for the newer growth forecast that SBCAG 
adopted in 2007.   
 
Response I.2-8 
 
The commenters suggest that a greater capacity for vehicles on the freeway may allow vehicles 
to travel at faster, potentially less efficient, speeds.  A discussion of the effect of speed on fuel 
efficiency is provided in Section 4.12.2(a) of the Amended EIR.  As described therein, although 
vehicle speed is not considered in Caltrans’ Input-Output methodology used to evaluate energy 
consumption, it is known that vehicle travel at speeds different from the most fuel-efficient 
speed can lead to dramatic increases in fuel consumption.  Most automobiles achieve optimal 
fuel economy at a speed of approximately 50 to 55 miles per hour.  In the year 2030, the 
countywide average speeds for the No Build, Programmed, and Planned scenarios are 
estimated at 41.5, 43.0, and 45.7 miles per hour, respectively.  Therefore, the proposed RTP 
would result in improved energy efficiency related to vehicle speeds as compared to other 
future scenarios. 
 
Average vehicle speeds are fully accounted for in the SBCAG travel model and the EMFAC air 
quality emissions model accounts for running emissions by various vehicle speeds.  The SBCAG 
travel model determines the average vehicle speeds for each road in the county.  This data is 
then incorporated into the EMFAC air quality using a speed fraction distribution of VMT and 
vehicle trips into 24 1-hour time periods.  To compute running emissions, each time period’s 
VMT total is stratified into 13 speed classes (between 0-65 mph in 5 mph increments) by vehicle 
classification.  The quantitative VMT by speed class distributions can be found in the RTP EIR 
in Appendix B, pages 17-19.  In addition, the air quality analysis accounts for running, starting, 
and resting emissions.  The quantitative emissions numbers can be found in the RTP EIR in 
Appendix B, pages 29-31. 
  
Response I.2-9 
 
The commenters cite data showing that automobile emissions increase at speeds above 60 miles 
per hour.  The comment is noted.  However, as noted previously, implementation of the 
proposed RTP would reduce emissions as compared to the no project condition. 
 
Response I.2-10 
 
The commenters suggest analyzing freeway expansion projects separate from the rest of the 
projects included in the 2008 RTP.  CEQA mandates that environmental considerations do not 
become submerged by separating a large project into many little ones — each with a minimal 
potential impact on the environment — which cumulatively may have significant impacts.  This 
problem is often referred to as “segmenting” or “piecemealing.”  The Draft Amended EIR 
                                                 
14 As the designated RTPA, SBCAG is responsible for the multi-modal transportation planning, programming, and 
fund allocation required by state statutes. 
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comprehensively analyzes all components of the proposed project, and therefore evaluates the 
full magnitude of the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts associated with the 2008 RTP. 
 Furthermore, it should be noted that the 2008 RTP EIR is a programmatic EIR.  Its purpose is to 
consider the potential environmental impacts of the proposed RTP at the program level.  If and 
when projects included in the proposed RTP are carried forward, the project level analysis 
sought by the commenter will be conducted as part of the CEQA review required for individual 
projects. 
 
Also, please refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative transportation projects 
included in the 2008 RTP.     
 
Response I.2-11 
 
The commenters state an opinion that mitigation measures for the energy impacts of the project 
should be applied at all times.  As described in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, 
the energy impacts of the proposed RTP would be less than significant.  Therefore, the 
recommended mitigation measures are not necessary to reduce an identified impact to below a 
level of significance.  It should also be noted that because the EIR is programmatic, it is difficult 
to determine which measures would be feasible for individual projects.  Feasibility 
determinations will be made on a case-by-case basis as projects move through the approval 
process. 
 
Response I.2-12 
 
The literature review in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel) accurately references and cites sources of 
information, in contrast to the commenters’ suggestion.   
 
Response I.2-13 
 
The commenters disagree with SBCAG’s citations of Robert Cervero’s study, noting that 
“Roberto Cervaro’s study on road expansion, urban growth, and induced travel came to the 
conclusion, ‘as with past research evidence of induced travel, induced growth, and induced 
investment was uncovered...While the magnitude of induced growth effects found in this study 
is generally consistent with that of previous research the magnitude of induced travel effects is 
less.’”  SBCAG disputes neither that Cervero reaches this conclusion nor the conclusion itself.  
Cervero found that while induced travel may occur, it is generally less significant than past 
research has claimed.  On page 17 of his study, in the Short-Run Model Summary, he writes 
“Based on California experiences along 24 freeway corridors over the 1980 to 1994 period, a 
near-term ‘induced travel’ elasticity of 0.24 was estimated.  In that some of this travel increase 
represents route diversions15, the ‘induced demand’ elasticity of newly produced VMT is likely 
even smaller.”  In his Longer-Term Model Summary on page 24, he writes “Elasticity estimates of 
induced travel were lower than what was found in most previous studies, including those 
focused on California freeways.”  In his study of long-term induced travel, Cervero 
incorporated the effects of “induced growth”—land use and development changes spurred by 

                                                 
15 Cervero does differentiate between what SBCAG defines as induced travel and “all changes in trip-making that are 
unleashed when a road is improved, not only in terms of newly added traffic but also in terms of diverted trips from 
other routes” (Cervero, 2001, p. 9), but notes that in his study “there is no way to know from reported VMT data how 
much is diverted” (Cervero, 2001, p. 10). 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP Amended EIR 
Responses to Comments  
 
 

  SBCAG 
  87 

increased freeway capacity.  He found that “traffic generated by new residential and 
commercial-industrial-institutional development accounted for some of the VMT gains, [but] 
the influences of behavioral shifts (e.g., latent trips, modal changes, route diversions) are nearly 
four times as strong as those of structural changes (e.g., land-use shifts)” (Cervero, 2001, p. 22).  
Although he finds that development activity may eventually respond to the addition of lane 
miles, and VMT may eventually respond to development activity, “more research is needed in 
different settings and at different resolutions of analysis to further refine our understanding of 
the co-dependencies between road investments, land-use shifts, and induced travel” (Cervero, 
2001, p. 24). 
 
The commenters question the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) position on induced 
travel.  SBCAG cited a variety of statements and opinions on induced travel, which also 
illustrates the challenge in examining this issue; however, SBCAG’s planning process is 
overseen by federal agencies FHWA and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), so the FHWA is 
an important source of policy and opinion.  Their position is clearly outlined on the FHWA 
website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/itfaq.htm.   
 
The commenters also state, “For the reasons stated above, SBCAG cannot rely on FHWA’s 
position to provide an excuse for not being able to come up with a 4-step travel demand model 
[emphasis added]. Therefore, utilizing the documentation in the modeling process results in 
incomplete findings that make SBCAG’s estimates on VMT inaccurate.”  The commenter is 
misinformed; SBCAG has developed, updated, and employed a 4-step travel demand model as 
an important tool for transportation planning for over 15 years.  SBCAG’s current travel 
demand model software, TransCad, is also used by many other MPOs in California and across 
the nation. 
 
Response I.2-14 
 
The commenter suggests a new alternative.  Please refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response I.2-15 
 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response I.2-16 
 
The commenters’ statements regarding global climate change (GCC) and the potential impacts 
of GCC on Santa Barbara County are noted.  Refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of 
alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.   
 
It should also be noted that the proposed RTP will result in a less-than-significant impact with 
respect to GHG emissions.  Moreover, as discussed in the Amended EIR, the court upheld the 
adequacy of the 2008 RTP EIR in all respects challenged with the exception of the EIR’s 
discussion of “induced travel” and the energy setting and energy impact analysis.  Therefore, 
the court determined that the GHG analysis included in the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 
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Response I.2-17 
 
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 2.   
 
Response I.2-18 
 
Please refer to Impact E-1 in Section 4.12, Energy, and Response I.2-10 above. 
 
Response I.2-19 
 
Please refer to Response I.2-16. 
 
Response I.2-20 
 
Please refer to Master Response 1.
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Letter I.3 
 
COMMENTER: Robert A. Johnston, Professor Emeritus, University of California at Davis 
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
Response I.3-1 
 
The commenter’s statement of qualifications is noted. 
 
Response I.3-2 
 
The commenter provides a chart showing per capita greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions across all 
metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs).  Please refer to Master Response 3 and Response 
I.4-6.  
 
The proposed RTP will result in a less than significant impact with respect to GHG emissions.  
As discussed in the Amended EIR, the court upheld the adequacy of the 2008 RTP EIR in all 
respects challenged with the exception of the EIR’s discussion of “induced travel” and the 
energy setting and energy impact analysis.  Therefore, the court determined that the GHG 
analysis included in the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 
 
Response I.3-3 
 
The commenter claims that projected per capita increases in energy consumption constitute a 
new significant energy impact.  Please refer to Master Response 3 and Response I.4-6.  Note that 
SB 375 is the tool that implements AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006) by aiming to reduce GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 
does not yet apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the 
next RTP update. 
 
Response I.3-4 
 
The commenter’s summary of the EIR prepared for the Sacramento Area Council of 
Government (SACOG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is noted.  Also, please refer to 
Master Response 3 for a discussion of comparison to other Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs).  The commenter also states that the SACOG RTP EIR supports the 
conclusion that “MPOS and RTPAs have an obligation to evaluate GHGs.” SBCAG agrees with 
this conclusion.  The 2008 RTP EIR evaluates the potential GHG emission impacts of SBCAG’s 
2008 RTP.  The proposed RTP will result in a less than significant impact with respect to GHG 
emissions.  As discussed in the Amended EIR, the court upheld the adequacy of the 2008 RTP 
EIR in all respects challenged with the exception of the EIR’s discussion of “induced travel” and 
the energy setting and energy impact analysis.  Therefore, the court determined that the GHG 
analysis included in the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 
 
Response I.3-5 
 
The commenter’s discussion of Federal law is noted. 
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Response I.3-6 
 
The commenter states a belief that the literature review on induced travel is biased.  The 
literature review does not cite every source; doing so would be infeasible.  However, the review 
shows that although some researchers find evidence of certain and significant induced travel, 
many others do not.  The fact that SBCAG has reached conclusions that are inconsistent with 
those of commenter does not demonstrate a bias.  At most, SBCAG believes these differences 
represent a disagreement between experts.   
 
The commenter also states that “actual agency practice all over the U.S. is that induced travel 
must be represented in the modeling.”  Staff does not agree with this characterization.  Some 
large MPOs across the country may have the capability to model induced travel in general 
terms, but staff has not come across MPO documentation that explicitly addresses induced 
travel by definition and the specific model capability to model it.   Staff also has not come across 
documents that explicitly indicate that induced travel “must be represented” in the modeling.  
As indicated in the EIR Amendment, induced travel is highly related to travel behavior and 
modeling travel behavior has been an ongoing research topic in the modeling community and 
in academia.  Current Caltrans Traveling Forecasting Guidelines place induced travel in the 
“Interface between land use and transportation” category, which is a major part of the SB 375 
requirements that SBCAG is currently addressing for inclusion in the next RTP.    
 
Response I.3-7 
  
The commenter notes that the USEPA/USDOT Air Quality Conformity rule requires that MPOs 
in nonattainment regions run their travel models to equilibrium and that the CTC Addendum 
to the 2007 RTP Guidelines recommends that MPOs in regions such as SBCAG’s run their travel 
models to equilibrium.  Although the Air Quality Conformity rule does not now apply to 
SBCAG, and the CTC Addendum is not mandatory, SBCAG runs its model to equilibrium.  The 
SBCAG model was designed, developed, and set to run to equilibrium with convergence 
criteria (relative gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations, whichever comes first.  Please refer also to 
Appendix I for more information about the model.  Also, as recently as 2004, the SBCAG region 
was in nonattainment for federal air quality standards and was subject to air quality conformity 
requirements; therefore, the SBCAG travel model was subject to considerable ongoing scrutiny 
and was sanctioned for use in air quality conformity assessments for the Transportation 
Improvement Program and the Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Response I.3-8 
 
As noted by commenter, SBCAG runs its model through all relevant model steps.  In addition, 
the SBCAG model was designed, developed, and set to run to equilibrium with convergence 
criteria (relative gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations, whichever comes first.  In 2007 as part of the 
101 In Motion Study, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane and transportation demand 
management (TDM) modeling assessment capabilities were added.  Please refer to Appendix I 
for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
 
The commenter states he would expect the model to show higher VMT for the alternative with 
more lane-miles, citing experience with travel models in the Sacramento region.  SBCAG cannot 
speak to the circumstances in the Sacramento region.  However, as explained in Section 4.1.3 
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(Induced Travel), SBCAG expects that additional lane-miles, such as the HOV lanes on US 101, 
may divert traffic onto US 101, but will not significantly increase VMT.  In addition, in Santa 
Barbara County, the scenario with the most lane-miles (the proposed RTP) is also the scenario 
with the most alternative transportation projects.  The US 101 corridor improvements, for 
example, include the addition of an HOV lane (diverting people from single-occupant vehicles 
(SOVs) to carpools in order to use the lane during peak periods) as well as the 101 In Motion 
Alternative Consensus Transportation Package Measures including commuter-friendly rail 
service, additional transit service (including enhanced express bus service), and enhanced TDM 
programs (e.g., telecommuting, flexible work schedules, etc.).  On the whole, the combination of 
these strategies included in the proposed RTP (the Plan scenario) discourages SOV trips, thus 
reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  This reduction is seen in the forecast VMT totals for 
each scenario: 15,506,795 under 2030 No Build, 15,883,445 under 2030 Program, and 14,948,776 
under 2030 Plan (proposed RTP with the HOV lane and the In Motion Alternative Consensus 
Transportation Package Measures).   
 
Response I.3-9 
 
The commenter states that he is unclear on whether or not SBCAG’s model was run correctly.  
SBCAG’s model was run correctly, to equilibrium with convergence criteria; see Response I.3-8 
and Appendix I. 
 
The commenter states that a 4-step travel model run correctly can represent trip length changes 
due to changes in congestion.  The commenter is correct.  SBCAG’s model is a 4-step travel 
model and it can represent trip length changes due to trip diversions caused by changes in 
congestion.  
 
The commenter believes that if a model can represent trip length changes due to changes in 
congestion, it can explicitly model induced travel.  The commenter is incorrect.  Minor trip 
length changes due to trip diversions are not induced travel.  Trip length changes as a result of 
new destinations (e.g., if a traveler were to choose a restaurant farther from home as a result of 
increased roadway capacity) cannot be captured by the model; the model cannot quantify such 
behavioral traveler decisions.  As explained on page 4.1-33 of the Amended EIR, most current 
travel models can account for some, but not all, of the potential traveler responses (e.g., mode 
choice, change of schedule, new trips, etc.) to increases in roadway capacity.  
    
Response I.3-10 
 
The commenter suggests the local examples provided in Section 4.1.3(c) (Evidence from Local 
Data) are not relevant.  SBCAG agrees that the current U.S. 101 widening project is not the same 
as the 1988 widening or the 1997 interchange improvements.  However, examples from the local 
area, on the same freeway, with similar traffic volumes, segment length, urban form, and 
socioeconomic and commuting characteristics as the current project, make for a compelling 
case.  Moreover, the local data accounts for just one of the several methods used by SBCAG to 
analyze induced travel.  See Section 4.1.3(a)-(c) from the Draft Amended EIR. 
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Response I.3-11 
 
The commenter suggests the elasticity calculation on page 4.1-33 is incorrect and should only 
include freeways and major arterials.  SBCAG recognizes the commenter’s point.  The 
commenter is pointing out that, for example, the additional lane-miles created by a widening 
project on a small segment of a freeway or a major arterial would account for only a small 
percentage of all the lane-miles on all types of roads in the entire county, suggesting a small 
potential increase in VMT.  The additional lane-miles would, however, account for a larger 
percentage of all the freeway and major arterial lane-miles in the county, suggesting a larger 
potential increase in VMT.  Table 4.1-12 in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel) and the preceding 
paragraph on page 4.1-33 have therefore been revised accordingly:  
 

The RTP will increase lane-miles by such a small amount (refer to Table 4.1-12) that even 
with a high elasticity, VMT would only increase by a small amount. The RTP’s 2030 
Planned scenario (which assumes full implementation of the proposed U.S. 101 
improvements) will increase lane miles by only 3.0 3.5%. Even assuming elasticity from the 
top end of the spectrum (1.0), VMT would only increase by 3.0 3.5%.     

 
Table 4.1-12  Lane-Miles in Santa Barbara County 

 2000 Base Case 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

CBD 79 79 79 79 
Urban 1,584 1,584 1,633 1,684 
Rural 1,879 1,879 1,872 1,885 
Sum 3,541 3,541 3,584 3,648 
Lane-Miles 2,496 2,496 2,555 2,582 
% Change from 2000 - 0.0% 1.2 2.4% 3.0 3.5% 
CBD: Central Business District 
These figures include only the lane-miles on the SBCAG model network. 
These figures include the following roadway classes: freeways, major arterials. 

 

 
Response I.3-12 

 
The commenter states that SBCAG is almost the only RTPA/MPO to not have a working urban 
growth model to use in the SB 375 planning process.  SBCAG concurs that SBCAG does not 
have a land use model, but SBCAG has been involved in addressing the issue of integrating 
transportation and land use modeling for some time, and will be prepared to address SB 375.   
 
The commenter states that SBCAG seems to have fallen behind common practice in both travel 
modeling and land use modeling.  SBCAG disagrees with this statement.  The SBCAG travel 
demand model is one of the more advanced travel demand models among small- and mid-
sized MPOs in California.  The SBCAG model was developed by Caliper Corporation, one of 
the two largest travel demand model software development companies in the U.S. with 
approximately 70% of the market share.  The model was developed not only according to, but 
also exceeds federal and state guidance.  The model has the capability to model high-occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lanes, transit, bike and walk, TDM, and commuter rail.  The assignment model is 
a multi-class assignment which assigns vehicle trips onto general purpose lanes and HOV lanes 
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separately.  The SBCAG model was designed and set to run to equilibrium with convergence 
criteria (relative gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations, whichever comes first, and with capacity to 
further tighten the convergent criteria if necessary.  In terms of land use modeling, as explained 
above, SBCAG, like most small- to mid-sized MPOs, is in the process of actively developing a 
flexible land use model to address SB 375. 
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Letter I.4 
 
COMMENTER: Eugene S. Wilson, Attorney at Law 
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
Response I.4-1 
 
The commenter claims that the Draft Amended EIR fails to meet the requirements of CEQA.  
The commenter does not say which requirements he believes have not been met.  The comment 
is noted.  However, SBCAG believes that the 2008 RTP EIR, including the Draft Amendment to 
the EIR, fully complies with CEQA.   
 
Response I.4-2 
 
The commenter asserts that substantial negative impacts on energy will result from 
accommodating future transportation needs in the region primarily through increased 
infrastructure for single occupancy vehicles reliant on petroleum-based fuels.  The commenter 
claims that the Draft Amended EIR fails to consider impacts related to energy.  Please refer to 
Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR.  Please also refer to Response V.1-1 for a 
discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.  The commenter’s 
policy views are noted.  The Draft Amended EIR fully evaluates the RTP’s potential energy 
impacts.  The Draft Amended EIR demonstrates that the proposed RTP would result in less 
than significant energy impacts.   
 
Moreover, SBCAG disagrees with the commenter’s conclusion that the RTP accommodated 
future transportation needs in the region primarily through increased infrastructure for single 
occupancy vehicles reliant on petroleum-based fuels.  Approximately 31% of RTP funds are 
dedicated to alternative transportation (transit, bike, pedestrian, and rail in addition to TDM) 
projects at a variety of agencies, including maintenance of existing alternative transportation 
systems.  Additionally, the U.S. 101 corridor improvements include not only the addition of 
high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, but also commuter-friendly rail service, additional transit 
service, and enhanced transportation demand management (TDM) programs.  On the whole, 
this package of projects discourages single-occupant vehicle (SOV) trips, thus limiting vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT). 
 
Response I.4-3 
 
Section 4.12, Energy, in the Draft Amended EIR is intended to comprehensively address the 
energy impacts of the project.  This replacement Energy section was prepared to satisfy the 
Santa Barbara Superior Court’s June 30, 2009 direction regarding the Final EIR.   
 
In the lawsuit filed by the commenter relating to the proposed RTP, the commenter argued that 
SBCAG’s 2008 RTP EIR should have included an evaluation of energy consumption of the 
regional transportation system based on BTUs consumed daily.16  The commenter provided 

                                                 
16 See Sustainable Transportation Advocates of Santa Barbara’s Memorandum of Points and Authorities by Petitioner 
in Support of Petition for Writ of Mandate in Sustainable Transportation Advocates of Santa Barbara v. Santa Barbara 
County Association of Governments, Case Number 1303310, p. 8. 
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SBCAG and the court with a copy of Contra Costa County’s RTP EIR as evidence of the type of 
energy consumption analysis that it believed SBCAG should have conducted as part of its 2008 
RTP EIR.17  In the court’s ruling in the litigation, although the court stated that it “d[id] not 
deem… [the Contra Costa County RTP EIR] determinative of CEQA’s requirements for a 
programmatic EIR for an RTP[,]” the court took notice of the Contra Costa County RTP EIR’s 
“discussions of energy impacts, and its provision of scientific and factual data in support of its 
conclusions.”18  To address the commenter’s request and the court’s ruling, SBCAG developed 
the updated Energy Section – Section 4.12 in the Draft Amended EIR – to provide the types of 
data and methodology included in Contra Costa County’s RTP EIR as well as the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission’s Transportation 2035 Plan EIR. 
 
The methodology used in Section 4.12, Energy, in the Draft Amended EIR is not identical to that 
used in either the Contra Costa County RTP EIR or the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission’s Transportation 2035 Plan EIR because SBCAG refined the methodology and 
analysis to address differences between Contra Costa and San Francisco counties and Santa 
Barbara County.  By modeling the energy analysis in the Draft Amended EIR after the analyses 
produced for Contra Costa and San Francisco counties, SBCAG has ensured that the energy 
analysis in the Draft Amended EIR is as extensive and detailed as the energy analysis 
developed by these other agencies.  Additionally, SBCAG made every effort to ensure the 
discussion of energy impacts was written in simple and concise fashion so that the discussion is 
accessible to the general public.  Therefore, SBCAG disagrees with the commenter that the 
energy amendment has not been prepared in a manner that is meaningful and useful. 
 
Response I.4-4 
 
The commenter notes that the determination of whether a project may have a significant impact 
on energy calls for careful judgment on the part of the agency based on the available scientific 
and factual data.  Please refer to the analysis in Impact E-1 for a discussion of the scientific and 
factual data to support the conclusions presented in Section 4.12, Energy.  Please also refer to 
Response I.4-3. 
 
Response I.4-5 
 
The commenter’s statements regarding CEQA and Energy Guidelines promulgated by the 
California Natural Resources Agency are noted.  The comment does not address the content of 
the environmental analysis contained in the Draft Amended EIR. 
 
Response I.4-6 
 
The commenter suggests that the Draft Amended EIR fails to provide critical information on per 
capita energy consumption.  However, the commenter also notes that the Draft Amended EIR 
includes the data necessary to consider energy consumption in either total or per capita 
consumption.  The Draft Amended EIR discusses both direct and indirect energy consumption 
in terms of both total and per capita consumption.  Please refer to pages 4.12-20 through 4.12-25 
from the Energy Section in the Draft Amended EIR.  While the Draft Amended EIR discusses 
energy consumption in both total and per capita terms, SBCAG believes that total energy 
                                                 
17 Ibid. 
18 Santa Barbara Superior Court Ruling, June 30, 2009, pp. 7-8. 
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consumption data is more informative for the purposes of this programmatic EIR.  SBCAG 
believes that presenting the data as total emissions as opposed to per capita emissions aids in 
the evaluation of the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts as they relate to this global 
issue.  Accordingly, while per capita energy consumption is considered in the text of Section 
4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, the tables presented in the section present the data in 
terms of total emissions.  However, as illustrated in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended 
EIR, the proposed RTP would reduce both the overall energy consumption and per capita 
energy consumption when compared to the Programmed and No Build scenarios. 
 
It should also be noted that the chart provided by the commenter was a draft and has been 
updated.  Both the chart shown and the updated information can be found on the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) website: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/ 
meetings.htm.  The chart provided by the commenter was from the June 3, 2009 meeting of the 
Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC).  An updated chart, shown below, can be 
extracted from the August 18, 2009 RTAC meeting materials. 
 

CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles per Day 
(Pounds per Person) 

  Base Year RTP Horizon Year % Change 

Kern 24.2 27.1 12.3% 
SANDAG 26.2 26.6 1.6% 
Shasta 23.6 26.5 12.5% 
Merced 22.7 26.1 15.0% 
Madera  25.0 25.2 0.9% 
SACOG 24.9 23.0 -7.5% 
Tulare 21.9 23.0 5.1% 
SJCOG 23.5 22.9 -2.6% 
SBCAG 20.2 22.7 12.3% 
SCAG 21.7 21.9 0.7% 
MTC/ABAG 21.1 21.5 1.8% 
Fresno 20.0 21.4 7.2% 
StanCOG 18.0 18.5 3.1% 
Kings 18.8 18.1 -3.9% 
BCAG 15.3 15.5 1.1% 
AMBAG 3.0 3.1 1.3% 

 

The data presented in this PowerPoint presentation suggests that SBCAG is projecting the ninth 
highest actual per capita emissions.  The data also suggests that only seven MPOs are projecting 
lower actual per capita emissions.  While the ARB data may be useful to get an idea of how 
various MPOs are doing, the data should be used with great caution as the data submitted by 
MPOs is not fully standardized.  Please refer to Master Response 3 and Response O.2-3. 
 
Response I.4-7 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse (GHG) 
emissions are predicted to increase between 2000 and 2030 under any scenario.  This is 
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primarily due to economic growth, population growth, and local land use decisions.  
Implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce the magnitude of these increases as 
compared to the other future scenarios:  No Build and Programmed.   
 
Please also refer to Response O.2-1. 
 
Response I.4-8 
 
The commenter’s summary of public policy and supporting literature is noted. 
 
Response I.4-9 
 
The commenter notes that the energy analysis should be a cumulative impact analysis, and 
suggests that the Draft Amended EIR fails to meet the requirements of a cumulative analysis.  
As stated in Section 4.12.2(a) in the Draft Amended EIR, “the analysis demonstrates that the 
RTP itself does not make a contribution to the cumulative impact.  Rather, the RTP (the 
proposed project or 2030 Planned scenario) operates to reduce overall VMT and improve 
highway and intersection service levels compared to future no project conditions (2030 No 
Build and 2030 Programmed scenarios).”  This analysis complies fully with CEQA.  The CEQA 
Guidelines provide that an “EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the 
project evaluated in the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)(1)).  Refer also to Santa Monica 
Chamber of Commerce v. City of Santa Monica (2002) 101 Cal. App. 4th 786, 799:(“[j]ust as zero 
when added to any other sum results in no change to the final amount, so, too, when no 
environmental impacts cognizable under CEQA are added to the alleged environmental 
impacts of past[, present, and probable future] projects, there is no cumulative increased 
impact.”)   
 
However, in response to this comment, the following discussion is intended to reiterate the 
Amended EIR’s cumulative analysis, and has been added to the end of Section 4.12, Energy: 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts.  As outlined in Section 15130(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative impacts “should be guided by standards of 
practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which 
the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects 
which do not contribute to the cumulative impact.  The following elements are 
necessary to an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts: 
 

(1) Either: 
(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related 

or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside 
the control of the agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or 
related planning document, or in a prior environmental document 
which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative 
impact.”  

 
This cumulative energy analysis utilizes the summary of projections method outlined 
above, and uses projections from existing local general plans as the basis for 
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estimating the potential for future growth.  The adopted local plans constitute 
SBCAG’s future land use assumptions.  The SBCAG forecasts and land use 
assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans regarding residential and 
commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  In accordance with this 
methodology, the residential and commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG 
inventoried for the preparation of the Regional Growth Forecast (RGF) adopted in 
2002 included an additional 33,000 housing units and 29 million square feet of 
commercial, retail and industrial development.     
 
The level of buildout anticipated under existing adopted general plans, as outlined 
above, when considered in combination with the proposed RTP, would have a 
significant cumulative energy impact.  However, the project’s contribution to this 
impact would not be cumulatively considerable [as defined in Section 21083(b)(2) of 
the CEQA Statute[1]].  As outlined in Impact E-1 above, implementation of the 
proposed RTP would reduce energy consumption as compared to the future no 
project condition.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to this impact is not 
cumulatively considerable. 

 
cd.  Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts.  Individual projects 

could create significant impacts to energy resources but would not necessarily do so… 
 

Please also refer to Master Response 2.   
 
Response I.4-10 
 
The commenter claims that a 15% increase in per capita GHG emissions should be considered a 
significant impact.  First, it should be noted that a more recent presentation by the California 
Air Resources Board demonstrates that SBCAG is projecting approximately 12% per capita 
increase (as opposed to 15%) in CO2 emissions from passenger vehicles between 2000 and 
2030.19  Moreover, pursuant to CEQA for an impact to be significant the impact must be the 
result of the proposed project. A significant impact cannot result from “impacts which do not 
result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.”20  The projected increase in GHG emissions 
is not the result of the proposed RTP, but rather is the result of cumulative environmental 
effects of local land use decisions, economic growth, and population growth.  As explained in 
Section 4.12, Energy, in the Draft Amended EIR, the RTP (the proposed project or 2030 Planned 
scenario) operates to reduce overall VMT and improve highway and intersection service levels 
compared to future no project conditions (2030 No Build and 2030 Programmed scenarios). 
 
Please refer also to Master Response 3.   
 
The commenter references the comment letter submitted by Robert A. Johnston, Professor 
Emeritus at the University of California at Davis (September 4, 2009).  Please refer to Letter I.3 
and associated responses I.3-1 through I.3-12. 

                                                 
[1] As defined by CEQA, “cumulatively considerable” means that “the incremental effects of an individual 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”   
19 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/060309/datapresentation.pdf. 
20 See, e.g., CEQA Guidelines, § 15130, subd. (a)(1). 
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Response I.4-11 
 
The commenter expresses disagreement with the baseline used in the energy analysis.  Please 
refer to Master Response 2. 
 
Response I.4-12 
 
The commenter summarizes the requirements for analyzing transportation energy efficiency.  
The commenter states that the EIR must contain facts and analysis to enable the public to 
understand and consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project.  SBCAG 
agrees with the commenter.  Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, utilized the 
thresholds noted in CEQA Guidelines Appendix F for the energy impact analysis.  The 
discussion demonstrates that the proposed RTP would not use energy in a wasteful manner.  
Please see Response I.4-3 for additional discussion regarding how SBCAG developed the 
energy analysis.   
 
Response I.4-13 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Draft Amended EIR fails to analyze the impact of the 
RTP on transportation energy efficiency.  The analysis in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft 
Amended EIR, demonstrates that the proposed RTP would reduce energy use compared to 
future conditions without the project. Because the project would improve future energy use 
conditions, SBCAG has determined that it would not use energy in a wasteful manner.  Also, 
please refer also to Master Response 2.   
 
Response I.4-14 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  
 
Response I.4-15 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Draft Amended EIR does not contain a discussion of 
efficient transportation alternatives.  Refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative 
transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.  These projects are part of the proposed RTP 
and were therefore included in the programmatic analysis of impacts associated with 
implementation of the RTP.  One of the primary goals of the RTP is to create an efficient 
countywide transportation system.  As noted in Section 4.12 of the Draft Amended EIR and in 
the above responses, the implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce energy 
consumption as compared to the future no project condition.  Therefore, SBCAG considers the 
project itself to be an efficient scenario. 
 
The commenter additionally suggests that energy analysis in the Draft Amended EIR is not 
based on facts or analysis.  Please refer to the analysis under Impact E-1 in Section 4.12, Energy, 
of the Draft Amended EIR.    Please also refer to Response I.4-3 for additional discussion 
regarding how SBCAG developed the energy analysis.   
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Response I.4-16 
 
The commenter notes that a tool for conserving transportation energy is public transit.  Please 
refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative transportation projects in the 2008 RTP, 
including transit.  As suggested by the commenter, transit can be an energy-efficient form of 
transportation, but only if it is actually used.  The transit projects included in the RTP are 
generally those that have been determined to be most viable in terms of use and, therefore, 
would have the greatest benefits with respect to the efficiency of the countywide transportation 
system. 
 
Response I.4-17 
 
The Appendices referenced by the commenter were received by SBCAG and have been 
included as a compact disc attachment to this Responses to Comments document.  The 
attachments do not contain additional comments specific to the Draft Amended EIR.  SBCAG 
has reviewed each of the documents.  The documents do not compel any changes to the 
conclusions in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR.  As explained in Section 4.12, the 
RTP itself does not make a contribution to the cumulative energy impact. Rather, the RTP (the 
proposed project or 2030 Planned scenario) operates to reduce overall VMT and improve 
highway and intersection service levels compared to future no project conditions (2030 
No Build and 2030 Programmed scenarios). 
 
Response I.4-18 
 
The commenter cites 49 U.S.C.A. Section 5301.  The comment is noted. 
 
Response I.4-19 
 
The commenter references a comment letter submitted by Todd Litman of the Victoria 
Transport Policy Institute.  Please refer to Letter O.4 and responses O.4-1 through O.4-8. 
 
Response I.4-20 
 
The commenter claims that the Draft Amended EIR fails to analyze transportation energy 
efficiency and that such a discussion is required by CEQA. The commenter provides no support 
for this statement.  Moreover, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the RTP considers the 
overall use of efficient transportation alternatives and, as a result, incorporates numerous 
alternative transportation projects.  Refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative 
transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.  Please also refer to responses I.4-13 and I.4-15. 
 
Response I.4-21 
 
The comment is noted.  Also, please refer to Section 4.12.1(a) (Energy Consumption and 
Sources) in the Draft Amended EIR for a discussion of energy sources and Impact E-1 in Section 
4.12, Energy, for analysis of potential increases in energy demand associated with the 2008 RTP. 
As discussed in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, SBCAG utilized the thresholds 
noted in CEQA Guidelines Appendix F in developing the energy impact analysis.   
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Response I.4-22 
 
The commenter’s opinions regarding the limited supply of liquid fuels are noted.  Please refer 
to Section 4.12.1(b) (Energy and Fuel Efficiency) of the Draft Amended EIR for a discussion of 
gasoline demand and rising oil prices.  Also, please refer to Response O.7-3. 
 
It should also be noted that the RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking 
out over the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 
20 years.  Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends 
and new legislation.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP.  The current RTP is 
sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes in current conditions and changes 
in expectations for the future. 
 
Response I.4-23 
 
The commenter notes that SBCAG projects a 43% increase in motor vehicle fuel consumption by 
2030.  Please refer to Master Response 2.  This increase is attributed to cumulative population 
and economic growth and associated local land use decisions, not implementation of the 
proposed RTP. 
 
Refer to Consistency with Energy Conservation Policies under Impact E-1 in Section 4.12, Energy, 
for analysis that supports the conclusion  that the proposed RTP would not place a significant 
demand on regional energy supply or require substantial additional capacity.  As noted in that 
discussion, implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce energy consumption as 
compared to the no project condition. 
 
Response I.4-24 
 
The commenter states the opinion that the energy setting section should include a discussion of 
the finite nature of petroleum resources.  Please refer to Response I.4-22. 
 
Response I.4-25 
 
The comment is noted.  However, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the proposed RTP 
does not “rely exclusively on cheap and abundant, petroleum-based, liquid-fuels to power… 
[Santa Barbara County’s] regional transportation system….”   Please refer to Response V.1-1 for 
a discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP. 
 
Response I.4-26 
 
The commenter discusses historical patterns related to spikes in energy prices, and provides 
congressional findings regarding public transportation.  The comment is noted.  The proposed 
RTP does not conflict with the quoted congressional findings.  SBCAG developed the proposed 
RTP in an effort to provide efficient, economical, and convenient transportation in Santa 
Barbara County.  To this end the proposed RTP includes alternative transportation projects and 
programs.  Specifically, alternative transportation projects, including transit, rail, bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transportation demand management (TDM) projects, including maintenance of 
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existing alternative transportation systems, account for approximately 31% of project costs in 
the proposed RTP.   
 
Response I.4-27 
 
The commenter summarizes CEQA Guidelines provisions relating to economic and social effects, 
which may in some instances lead to physical impacts.  Although drafting an EIR necessarily 
involves some degree of forecasting, State CEQA Guidelines limit the requirement for 
forecasting to that which could be reasonably expected under the circumstances [§ 15144].  The 
sequence of events suggested by the commenter (that the RTP, which is dependent on an 
insufficient energy supply, will lead to economic stagnation in the region and thereby cause 
business closures and eventually lead to physical deterioration in the region) would not be 
reasonably expected under the circumstances.  This is primarily because the 2008 RTP reduces 
energy use compared to the No Build and Programmed scenarios, and would therefore limit the 
extent to which energy supplies are consumed.    This is also because the series of events 
suggested by the commenter would be the result of a variety of economic and social factors 
beyond the scope of the RTP.  The RTP’s overall plan or program goals (listed on page 3-1 in the 
RTP) include providing for a “multi-modal transportation system” and promoting “alternative 
forms of transportation to reduce traffic congestion and air pollution and provide adequate 
choices for transportation alternatives.”   
 
Response I.4-28 
 
The commenter notes that compact land use patterns would help conserve energy, and cites 
California Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) as a tool to require such planning.  The 2008 RTP is not a land 
use document.  Local general plans provide the basis for the land use assumptions in the RTP.  
The purpose of the RTP 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.  It should also be 
noted that SBCAG lacks the authority to regulate land use patterns.  Also, please refer to 
Response I.4-30 below. 
 
Response I.4-29 
 
The commenter references a comment letter submitted by Professor Emeritus Robert Johnston.  
Please refer to Letter I.3 and responses I.3-1 through I.3-12. 
 
Response I.4-30 
 
The commenter is correct that SB 375 became effective on January 1, 2009.  However, SB 375 first 
requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to set regional targets for the purpose of 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions from passenger vehicles.  The targets apply to the regions in 
the State covered by the 18 metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), of which SBCAG is 
one.  ARB must set these targets by September 30, 2010.  “Once the targets are set, SB 375 
requires MPOs to integrate their region’s greenhouse gas emission reduction target for 
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automobiles and light-duty trucks into their next Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
development process.”21   
 
MPOs integrate the targets into their RTPs with the sustainable communities strategy (SCS).  SB 
375 requires “the regional transportation plan for regions of the state with a metropolitan 
planning organization to adopt a sustainable communities strategy, as part of its regional 
transportation plan, as specified, designed to achieve certain goals for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks in a region” (SB 375, Chapter 728, 
Legislative Counsel’s Digest).  The legislation states that “[p]rior to adopting a sustainable 
communities strategy, the metropolitan planning organization shall quantify the reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions projected to be achieved by the sustainable communities strategy and 
set forth the difference, if any, between the amount of that reduction and the target for the 
region established by the state board” [Government Code §65080(b)(2)(G)].  Therefore, RTPs 
adopted October 1, 2010, and later (after ARB releases targets) are subject to the requirements of 
SB 375.22 
 
Although the current RTP is not subject to SB 375, SBCAG understands the weight of the 
climate change issue and views SB 375 as important legislation.  SBCAG is already positioning 
itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update.  SBCAG staff introduced its Technical Planning 
Advisory and Technical Transportation Advisory Committees to SB 375 in October and 
November 2008.  The SBCAG Board held a board workshop at its February 2009 board meeting 
to discuss the implementation of SB 375.  SBCAG staff has been monitoring the meetings of the 
SB 375 Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC); for example, in July, at the RTAC 
meeting in Los Angeles, SBCAG staff presented comments to RTAC. 
 
The commenter also references an agenda and staff report from the Joint Policy Committee of 
the San Luis Obispo County Association of Governments (SLOCOG).  This information from 
SLOCOG is similar to the presentation SBCAG staff gave to the SBCAG Board in February 2009. 
Like SBCAG, SLOCOG is preparing to address SB 375.  Figure 1 showed SLOCOG will adopt its 
next RTP in June 2010 (before it is subject to SB 375), and plans to adopt an SB 375 compliant 
RTP in 2012.   
 
Response I.4-31 
 
The listed Appendices were received by SBCAG and have been included as a compact disc 
attachment to this comments and responses document.  The attachments do not contain 
additional comments specific to the Draft Amended EIR. 

                                                 
21 Regional Targets Advisory Committee. September 9, 2009. Recommendations of the Regional Targets Advisory 
Committee (RTAC) Pursuant to Senate Bill 375: WORKING DRAFT REPORT. 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/report/090909/draftreport090909.pdf. 
22 California State Association of Counties (CSAC). SB 375 (Steinberg) Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from 
the Transportation Sector via Regional Transportation Plans: CSAC Analysis. 
http://www.csac.counties.org/images/users/1/SB%20375%20CSAC%20Fact%20Sheet%20-%20Oct21,08.pdf. 



PUBLIC HEARINGS

9. 2008 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP)

Receive staff presentation and public comments on Draft Amendment to Environmental 
 Impact Report of 2008 RTP  

 PUBLIC COMMENT

KK Holland, Alliance for Sustainable and Equitable Regional Transportation (ASERT), 
encouraged the board to look at alternative transportation.  Ms. Holland said the RTP 
needs to do a better job of taking sustainability seriously.  ASERT would like to see a 
more aggressive push for alternative thinking and alternative transportation. 

Dave Davis, Executive Director, Community Environmental Council (CEC), told the 
board it is great the Amendment increases the energy section, but said the plan, 
although good for today, needs to be rapidly adaptable to changing economic and 
environmental conditions.  Mr. Davis said per capita GHG emissions are increasing 15% 
while other RTPs show a decrease; he believes it’s a significant adverse impact that 
needs to be addressed and mitigated.  Mr. Davis requested an alternative that looks at 
energy costs in the future. 

Michael Chiacos, Transportation Specialist, Community Environmental Council (CEC), 
noted the Amended EIR is much improved, but told the board SBCAG’s modeling is 
overly aggressive in its business-as-usual projections, and there may be problems with 
how SBCAG ran the model.  Mr. Chiacos said local data is incomplete in that the report 
uses the 2002 Commuter Profile survey rather than the 2007 survey; the 2007 survey 
shows decreases in driving alone and increases in bus riding, vanpooling, carpooling, 
and telecommuting.  Mr. Chiacos requested that the RTP increase Traffic Solutions’ 
budget.  He said affordable alternative transportation is a moral imperative that also 
decreases energy use and GHG emissions.  Mr. Chiacos requested a fourth alternative 
in the EIR that considers how high fuel prices and state and federal greenhouse gas 
targets will change transportation patterns and that prioritizes alternative transportation. 

Board directed staff to address public comments, and bring back Final Amendment to 
the Environmental Impact Report of 2008 RTP to a future SBCAG board meeting for 
final approval. 

Letters V.1 - V.3

V.1-1

V.2-1

V.2-2

V.2-3

V.3-1

V.3-2

V.3-3
V.3-4

V.3-5
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Letter V.1 
 
COMMENTER: KK Holland, Alliance for Sustainable and Equitable Regional 

Transportation 
 
DATE:   August 20, 2009 
 
Response V.1-1 
 
The commenter encourages SBCAG to consider alternative transportation.  SBCAG’s RTP 
incorporates all modes of transportation, and “alternative” transportation is no exception.  This 
is evident both at the policy level and at the project level.   
 
At a policy level, the RTP’s overall plan or program goals (listed on page 3-1 in the RTP) include 
providing for a “multi-modal transportation system” and promoting “alternative forms of 
transportation to reduce traffic congestion and air pollution and provide adequate choices for 
transportation alternatives.”  The specific goals (on pages 3-2 through 3-7) address each of the 
transportation systems (roadway, bikeway, transit, rail, air, and pedestrian), as well as systems 
integration. 
 
At a project level, alternative transportation projects, including transit, rail, bicycle, pedestrian, 
and transportation demand management (TDM) projects, including maintenance of existing 
alternative transportation systems, account for approximately 31% of project costs in the RTP.  
Street and road maintenance, which is necessary for bicycles and buses as well as private 
automobiles, accounts for approximately 21% of project costs.  It is also helpful to understand 
that a single project often incorporates several modes, and many projects classified as highway 
or streets/roads projects could also be classified as bicycle/pedestrian projects.  Below are 
examples of such multi-model “highway” and “streets/roads” projects:   

 
 Highway Project CT-5: Interchange at Hollister Avenue on Hwy 101…add Class II bike 

lanes and sidewalks.   
 Streets/Roads Project Go-2: Modify Hollister Ave…improve pedestrian access. 
 Streets/Roads Project Gu-2: Street and sidewalk improvements along SR 1. 
 Streets/Roads Project SM-9: Cook & McClelland Intersection Enhancements.  Create Civic 

Center Entry Improvements (including public art, decorative concrete, landscaping to 
increase safe ped/bike use) 

 Streets/Roads Project SBC-3: Construction of new bridge on Tepusquet Rd.  The new bridge 
would consist of two 12 ft. traffic lanes and 5 ft. shoulders for Class II bike lanes. 

 Highway Project CT-PL-11: Widen SR 192 from Alamar Rd to Sycamore Cyn Rd.  
Construct Class II Bike lanes and sidewalks. 

 Highway Project B-PL-5: SR 246 Pedestrian Safety.  
 Streets/Roads Project SM-PL-5: Alvin Ave between Curryer St and Miller St - Modify to 

secondary arterial stands with Class II Bike lanes. 
 Highway Project Sol-PL-1: Highway 246/Alamo Pintado Rd. intersection 

improvements…Construct bicycle/pedestrian bridge at Alamo Pintado Creek to extend 
existing bikeway along Hwy 246 from Santa Ynez to Solvang.  Access for bicyclists 
across Alamo Pintado Creek.  Complete missing segment of regional bikeway system. 
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 Streets/Roads Project SBC-PL-1: Hollister Ave between San Antonio Rd and U.S. 101. 
Widen to 4 lanes with channelization and bike lanes.  Bike path completes missing 
segment in the regional system. 

 
The RTP values sustainability as one of several (sometimes competing) goals it must balance.  
The RTP’s Policy Element, which makes up the foundation of the RTP, is developed from the 
planning factors of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), public input, and the vision of SBCAG’s local and state 
partners.  SBCAG’s planning process must provide for consideration of projects and strategies 
that address the entire range of SAFETEA-LU planning factors—supporting economic vitality, 
increasing safety and security for both motorized and non-motorized users, increasing 
accessibility and mobility of both people and freight, protecting the environment, enhancing the 
connectivity of the transportation system, and preserving the existing transportation system.   
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Letter V.2 
 
COMMENTER: Dave Davis, Executive Director, Community Environmental Council 
 
DATE:   August 20, 2009 
 
Response V.2-1 
 
The commenter states that the RTP needs to be adaptable to changing conditions in the near 
future.  SBCAG agrees that energy and climate change are important issues.  SBCAG also agrees 
that the RTP is a good plan according to current conditions and reasonably expected future 
conditions.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over the next 
20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP.  The current RTP is 
sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes in current conditions and changes 
in expectations for the future.  

 
Response V.2-2 

 
The commenter notes that per capita GHG emissions are projected to increase 15% while other 
MPOs show a decrease.   Please refer to Master Response 3 and Response O.2-3. 

 
Response V.2-3 

 
The commenter requests a fourth alternative that considers changes in energy costs in the 
future.  Please refer to Master Response 1.   
 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP Amended EIR 
Responses to Comments  
 
 

  SBCAG 
  135 

Letter V.3 
 
COMMENTER: Michael Chiacos, Transportation Specialist, Community Environmental 

Council 
 
DATE:   August 20, 2009 
 
Response V.3-1 
 
The commenter suggests that SBCAG’s modeling is overly aggressive in its “business-as-usual” 
projections. 
 
For an area of its size, population, and transportation network, etc., SBCAG is in conformance 
with, and often exceeds, federal and state performance standards for travel demand modeling.  
SBCAG’s travel demand model has been reviewed by FHWA as part of a triennial federal 
review process that is required of all metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs).23  FHWA 
and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) determined that SBCAG’s planning process, 
including the travel model, is in accordance with federal guidelines.  The two federal agencies 
also provided recommendations for long-term model improvement, which SBCAG is following. 
 SBCAG’s travel demand model is also consistent with state guidelines for regional 
transportation planning agencies (RTPAs)24 established by the California Transportation 
Commission, the agency that prepares the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines. 
 
SBCAG is updating the travel model to account for the newer growth forecast that SBCAG 
adopted in 2007.   
 
Also, please refer to Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
 
Response V.3-2 

 
The commenter points out that the Draft Amended EIR uses the 2002 Commuter Profile Survey 
rather than the 2007 Commuter Profile.  Please refer to Response O.5-5.       
 
Response V.3-3 

 
The commenter recommends increasing Traffic Solutions’ budget.   Please refer to Response 
O.5-5.   
 
Response V.3-4 
 
The commenter describes a preference for affordable alternative transportation.  The RTP 
provides for all modes of transportation, including alternative transportation.  Alternative 
transportation projects, including transit, rail, bicycle, pedestrian, and transportation demand 
management (TDM) projects, including maintenance of existing alternative transportation 

                                                 
23 As the designated MPO, SBCAG is responsible for all transportation planning and programming activities required 
under federal law. 
24 As the designated RTPA, SBCAG is responsible for the multi-modal transportation planning, programming, and 
fund allocation required by state statutes. 
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systems, account for approximately 31% of project costs in the RTP.  Street and road 
maintenance, which is necessary for bicycles and buses as well as private automobiles, accounts 
for approximately 21% of project costs.  In addition, many projects classified as highway or 
streets/roads projects could also be classified as bicycle/pedestrian projects (also, please refer 
to Response V.1-1).   
 
Response V.3-5 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of a fourth alternative of a high fuel and high 
construction cost future and a carbon-constrained regulatory state.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1 and Response O.8-2. 
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Appendix I 
The SBCAG Travel Demand Model 

 
SBCAG currently maintains a countywide regional travel demand model (SBCAG Model). Staff 
applies and maintains the model in-house and works in close cooperation with state, regional 
and local agencies to forecast traffic growth, assess demand for transportation infrastructure 
improvements, evaluate corridor alignment alternatives, and, in the recent past when SBCAG 
was designated as a federal ozone non-attainment area, determined conformity between the 
SBCAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
with our County State Implementation Plan (SIP). 
 
The SBCAG model is a traditional 4-step trip-based model. The four main models are trip 
generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and assignment. The model domain consists of Santa 
Barbara County plus the two neighboring counties of Ventura and San Luis Obispo. A total of 
268 internal (Santa Barbara County) zones are augmented by five external zones from San Luis 
Obispo County in the north and eight external zones from Ventura County in the south. Eight 
trip purposes model various trip making characteristics, including home-based work (HBW), 
home-based shop (HBSh), home-based school (HBSc), home-based other (HBO), non-home-
based work (NHBW), non-home-based other (NHBO), visitors (VIS), and Internal-
External/External-Internal (IX-XI) trips. Trip production and attraction are matched and 
balanced in the Trip Generation module. Trip Distribution is conducted through the use of a 
gravity model. 
 
The network contains a comprehensive highway and transit network system. The highway 
network contains over 11,000 roadway links and 4,000 nodes grouped under various functional 
classifications based on area and facility type. 
 
A multi layer logit mode choice model is employed to analyze and predict choices of travel 
mode. The nested structure allows daily persons trips to be modeled more precisely by various 
sub-modes.  Initially, person trips are separated by motorized and non-motorized modes. The 
next layer further separates motorized trips into auto, carpool and transit, and non-motorized 
modes into bike and walk trips. Transit trips are modeled under local and express bus sub-
modes. They are then sub-divided under Park-and-Ride and Kiss-and-Ride sub-modes. Carpool 
trips are modeled under 2-person and 3+ persons. Auto occupancy is used to transform 
highway person trips into vehicle trips. A mode choice output is the bike and walk trips. 
 
A transit routes system is a comprehensive route structure developed to handle a total of eight 
types of transit services provided by five major transit operators countywide. The routes system 
in the SBCAG model also includes two inter-county transit services operated by transit agencies 
outside the county.  The transit database incorporates information on transit operators, their 
respective route systems, ridership, frequency, route stops, fares and other transit accessibility 
parameters. Transit trips are assigned on the transit network for assignment. The model output 
is daily and annual ridership (boardings). 
 
The SBCAG Model employs a socioeconomic, distinct from land use, data-base. The model 
database consists of a variety of data including households, employment, household size, 
income, plus a number of special generators such as the University of California, Santa Barbara 
(UCSB), Vandenberg Air Force Base (VAFB), the US Penitentiary, state parks, beaches, and 
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other tourist attractions within the county, plus the entire spectrum of the 2000 Census 
database. The employment data was developed from the nationwide InfoUSA database and 
was refined and redistributed by TAZs based on local input, research, and field surveys to 
ensure accuracy for the 2000 base year. 
 
The 2001 Caltrans Household Travel Survey for Santa Barbara County provides crucial travel 
information on trip purpose, modes, trip lengths, frequency, and other travel characteristics 
including time-of-day (TOD) distributions for model calibration and validation. In cooperation 
with local jurisdictions, SBCAG conducts annual traffic count programs to support travel 
forecasting and traffic monitoring activities. The Traffic Solutions Division of SBCAG also 
conducts a voluntary employee commuter surveys every three years to promote ride share and 
this data is used to support model validation.  
 
Peak hour traffic is modeled under 3 time periods (AM, PM and Midday). The AM peak models 
the portions of the day from 7 AM to 8 AM. PM peak traffic is modeled from 4 PM to 5 PM, and 
Midday peak is modeled from 12 noon to 1 PM. Time-of-Day distribution is used to estimate 
daily traffic under an average weekday. Highway speed and capacity look-up tables are 
developed based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), with adjustments based on local 
geographic conditions. Delay is modeled using standard Bureau of Public Roads (BPR) 
equations.  
 
Vehicle trips are assigned to specific paths on the highway network in the assignment process. 
The user equilibrium method is employed with a Multiple Successive Averages (MSA) 
approach for calculation of “congested” speeds. Three feedback loops are performed to feed 
congested speeds from Assignment back to Trip Distribution. A convergence criteria (relative 
gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations, whichever comes first, is employed to assure convergence.  
Convergence is a term to describe the traffic assignment results that close to true equilibrium, 
an optimal condition whereby no traveler will gain from changing travel paths once the system 
is in equilibrium. 
 
According to Jim Lam, Director of Model Development and Application, Caliper Corporation25, 
SBCAG’s model development consultant, “Convergence is a measure of the difference in link 
volume flows between each assignment iteration.  The more similar the link volume flows are, 
the smaller the gap, and the better the convergence.  Research has indicated the tighter the gap 
convergence, e.g. 0.0001 vs. 0.001, the fewer feedback iterations are required.  Since the SBCAG 
model network is relatively small in size, convergence can usually be achieved within 50 
iterations” (personal email communication, September 8, 2009)  
 
In 2007 as part of the 101 In-Motion Study, the SBCAG Model capabilities were significantly 
enhanced. A “High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)” lane modeling capability was added. A Multi 
Modal Assignment (MMA) approach is employed in order to more accurately model traffic 
demand on the planned HOV improvements on Highway 101. In addition, traffic demand 
management (TDM) modeling assessment capabilities were incorporated to evaluate TDM 
measures as recommended in the 101 In-Motion corridor study. This included enhanced 
expressed bus, telecommuting, flexible work schedules as well as the analyzing the effects of 

                                                 
25 The SBCAG model was developed and validated in 2004 by Caliper Corporation, one of the two largest travel 
demand model software developers in the U.S. with approximately 70% of the market share.    
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implementing an enhanced commuter rail option between Ventura, Santa Barbara and San Luis 
Obispo counties.  According to the September 29, 2009 Recommendations of the 
Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) Pursuant to Senate Bill 37526, SBCAG is one of only 
four MPOs (SANDAG, SCAG, STAN COG, and SBCAG) that reported the capacity to model 
TDM strategies.   
 
Currently the SBCAG Model is used for long range forecasts, plan development, and air quality 
analysis. A post-process procedure is used to determine congested link speeds by speed class 
for conformity and air quality analysis. The post-processor interfaces with the Air Resources 
Board’s (ARB’s) latest air quality model (EMFAC2007) to determine vehicular emissions.  
 
The SBCAG model runs on the TransCAD platform. “Traffix” software from Dowling 
Associates is used to supplement the analytical capability for intersection level of service 
analyses under the Congestion Management Program (CMP). The SBCAG Model is maintained 
in-house with continuing refinements.  
 
Additional information about the SBCAG Model structure, model calibration and validation 
procedures, and traffic forecasts are available in the document entitled “The 2030 Travel 
Forecast for Santa Barbara County, Final Report, and September, 2004”. The report is available 
in the publication section of the SBCAG website.  
 
At present, SBCAG is in the process of updating the model from base year 2000 to 2005 using 
the adopted 2007 Regional Growth Forecast. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
26 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/report/092909/finalreport.pdf  
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