JTAC STAFF REPORT

SUBJECT:

Draft Fast Forward 2040 and Draft Supplemental EIR

MEETING DATE:

May 4, 2017

STAFF CONTACT:

Peter Imhof, Michael Becker

AGENDA ITEM: 4

RECOMMENDATION:
a. Recommend SBCAG Board adoption of draft Fast Forward 2040
b. Recommend SBCAG Board certification of the draft Supplemental EIR
SUMMARY:
Staff is seeking JTAC’s recommendation for Board adoption of draft Fast Forward 2040.
Comments received since the April JTAC meeting have been considered and incorporated or
addressed as appropriate in the draft plan. SBCAG’s consultant will present the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) and staff also seeks JTAC’s
recommendation for SBCAG Board certification of the document. The SBCAG Board will
consider both items during its May and August 2017 meetings.
DISCUSSION:
Staff presents the next iteration of draft Fast Forward 2040 (Attachments 1, body, and 2,
appendices) for the Committee’s consideration. During the April meeting, staff requested
comments from Committee members by April 14th. The City of Santa Barbara requested to
have the Union Pacific Railroad Bridge at Cabrillo Boulevard project listed as a constrained
project to reflect the commitments that have already been made. Santa Barbara Metropolitan
Transit District (MTD) requested all listed projects be given identification numbers. The
changes requested by the City of Santa Barbara and MTD have been integrated into the draft
plan. Following the meeting, both the City of Goleta and the Air Pollution Control District
provided comments (Attachments 3 and 4). Staff carefully considered the comments and made
changes to the draft plan as appropriate. Staff will discuss the comments and any resulting
changes in more detail during the presentation of this item.
In addition to changes made in response to Committee member comments, staff also rephrased
language throughout the document as related to funding in response to the passage of Senate
Bill 1 (SB 1, Beall, 2017). SB 1 removed the need to consider speculative sources of funding to
achieve fiscal constraint. Previously, the plan speculated that state gas tax revenues would
return to their historical average.
Staff is seeking the Committee’s recommendation that the SBCAG Board adopt draft Fast
Forward 2040. SB 375 requires two separate hearings. Staff will bring the draft to the Board in
May and then again for adoption at its August 2017 meeting.

A Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) has been prepared by SBCAG and
Rincon Consultants to satisfy CEQA requirements (Attachment 5). A public comment period
began on April 17th and will conclude on May 31st. The DSEIR supplements the currently
certified EIR from the 2040 RTP-SCS (Attachment 6), which will require re-certification
alongside the certification of the DSEIR. SBCAG’s consultant will present the DSEIR, focusing
on the differences between the EIR and DSEIR, and will be available to answer questions. A
public meeting will be conducted at SBCAG’s office on May 4 from 6:00 to 8:00 PM.
NEXT STEPS:
Following the May JTAC meeting, draft Fast Forward and the DSEIR will be available for
comment by the public and SBCAG Board. A list of key dates follows:
• May 4 – DSEIR Public Meeting, SBCAG, 6:00 – 8:00 PM
• May 11 – Draft Fast Forward 2040 and DSEIR considered for recommendation by
SBCTAC
• May 18 – Public Hearing #1, Draft Fast Forward 2040 and DSEIR presented to the
SBCAG Board
• May 31 – DSEIR public comment period closes
• August 17 – Public Hearing #2, Draft Fast Forward 2040 and DSEIR considered by the
SBCAG Board
Attachments:
1.
Draft Fast Forward 2040 (web posting only)
2.
Draft Fast Forward 2040 Appendices (web posting only)
3.
City of Goleta Comments
4.
Air Pollution Control District Comments
5.
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (web posting only)
6.
2040 RTP-SCS Environmental Impact Report (web posting only)
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ATTACHMENT 3

ATTACHMENT 4

http://meetings.sbcag.org/Meetings/Joint%20TTAC%20TPAC%20JTAC/2017/02%20Feb/JTAC/Item%204
%20FF2040%20Draft%20Chapters%201%20&%202.pdf

Chapter 1 – Introduction
Page 5 – Federal Clean Air Act: no comments, seems OK
Page 7 – SB 375 discussion: doesn’t state what the regional GHG targets are. Should state the target and
projected reduction.
Page 7 – CEQA: Since SBCAG intends to rely on LOS as their CEQA significance threshold, the document
should clearly state that here.
Page 8 – California Clean Air Act: Can state that the County’s attainment status shifted to
Nonattainment Transitional by operation of law at the end of 2016. This has not been published yet, but
should be finalized before this document is finalized.
Page 26 – Figure 14: This table seems to be percentage changes in each metric from 1990 to 2010. It
doesn’t show absolute mode shore. Suggest showing absolute values in 1990 and in 2010 for each
metric. This would allow you to clearly see what percent of workers use transit, what percent carpool,
etc. and how those rates have changed over time. Alternately, suggest using a different title. As is it
appears it could be confused for a chart that shows mode share.
Page 35-45 – Air Quality Setting: suggest adding a discussion of the draft scoping plan, which should be
finalized this year.

Chapter 2
Page 4 – States goals and objectives: suggest stating what the GHG reduction target is.
Page 11 – Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures: for numerical objectives, suggest including the
actual objective.

Chapter 3
http://meetings.sbcag.org/Meetings/Joint%20TTAC%20TPAC%20JTAC/2017/03%20March/JTAC/Item%2
04/Item%204,%20Attach%202%20-%20Draft%20Chapter%203.pdf
Page 32-33: talks about congestion management and SB 743. Says lead agencies will still need to do an
LOS analysis to evaluate consistency with the congestion management plan, but not for CEQA. – no
comments
Page 33: talks about SIP requirements – no comments
Page 46: the first section under “Freight” talks about bikeway and park-and ride projects. Maybe this
should be under the active transportation section?
Page 47: Under safety, talk about Santa Barbara City’s Vision Zero target? Have other jurisdictions
adopted similar targets?
Page 49: Transportation Security. Talk about climate change mitigation? DOT guidance for reference:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/climate_change/documents/FR3_CA_Climate_Change_Ada
ptation_Guide_2013-02-26_.pdf#zoom=65

UCSB document: http://ocpc.msi.ucsb.edu/pdfs/ClimateDisturbanceRpt.pdf
Page 50: Santa Barbara County Office of Emergency Management goes by the acronym SBCOEM (with
the C)
Page 51, bottom: reference to our Clean Air Plan- adjust to read, “Santa Barbara County Air Pollution
Control District’s Ozone Plan, which is the region’s contribution…
Page 57: to the discussion on autonomous and connected vehicles, suggest adding this: However, while
these technologies may increase efficiency and reliability, it is not clear that they will reduce the number
of vehicles on the road – they may even increase that number.
Page 58: EV readiness: suggest changing the name to ZEV readiness. Talk about both battery electrics
and fuel cell electrics.
Talk about CEC grant to fund charging locations along the 101:
http://www.energy.ca.gov/releases/2016_releases/2016-04-13_ev_chargers.html
Talk about CEC grant for ZEV readiness implementation: http://www.energy.ca.gov/contracts/GFO-16601_NOPA.pdf (SLOAPCD is lead, SBCAPCD and Ventura APCD are participating as subcontractors)

Chapter 4
http://meetings.sbcag.org/Meetings/Joint%20TTAC%20TPAC%20JTAC/2017/03%20March/JTAC/Item%2
04/Item%204,%20Attach%203%20-%20Draft%20Chapter%204.pdf
Page 2: identifies per capita GHG reductions from the preferred scenario – this could be compared to
the plan goals to show whether they will be met.
Page 10: either at the end of the second bullet or at the end of the Policies section consider adding text
along these lines: “In discussion of infill development it is important to note that sensitive land uses
(residences, schools, medical facilities, etc.) should not be sited within 500 feet of Highway 101, based
on guidance from California Air Resources Board, and numerous studies showing adverse health effects
of living near highly traveled roadways.” If another location in the document is preferable for this text,
please include there.
from Page 20: Table 3 has “Agriculture/Public Lands/Open Space” at 85.68% and “Public lands & open
space” at 4.17%. The overlap is a little unclear and it seems that ag land and the national forest have
been lumped together. If the data is easily available, I’d suggest listing “National Forest” percentage,
“Agricultural Land” and other “Open Space” (or some other category that captures what isn’t
agricultural or national forest).
Page 41: identifies that daily VMT would increase more in the preferred scenario vs the baseline
scenario. Any discussion why this is?
Page 43 through 45: Table 6 or in the text (maybe Figure 32?). Suggest showing absolute GHG emissions,
in addition to GHG per capita. Suggest showing them in Metric tons CO2e/year, to be consistent with
units used for cap and trade and state scoping plans.
Page 45: Figure 31: Show the units (lb CO2e/day/person)

Page 47: states that on-road fuel consumption will increase, but Figure 35 shows a decrease. This
doesn’t seem to match.
Page 50: states that VMT per capita will be lower under the preferred scenario compared to the
baseline. This doesn’t seem to be consistent with the statement on page 41. (unless the baseline and
preferred scenarios show different rates of population growth)
Page 50: alternate mode share. Suggest stating changes as percentage points, rather than percentages
(all trips = 0.58 percentage points over 2010 and 0.46 percentage points over baseline) (workers = 0.67
percentage points over 2010 and 0.43 percentage points over baseline)
Page 50: states that congestion would increase less under the preferred scenario compared to baseline.
That doesn’t seem to match the statement on page 41 about daily CVMT and VHD.
Page 51: more parts that seem inconsistent when talking about VMT, VHT, VHD between this page and
page 41. Is this because Page 41 is focusing on south coast whereas this section is talking county-wide?
The tables on Page 54 seem to show that is the explanation. If so – maybe a little more in the text to
clarify.
Page 56: similar to comments on Alternate mode share, suggest stating differences as percentage points
rather than percent for transit ridership, accessibility, drive-alone mode share (the metrics that you
express as percent of total population).
Page 59: same comment for Transit accessibility and active transportation mode share discussions.
Page 75: talks about environmental justice air quality concerns, includes reference to EIR mitigation
measures for development within 500 feet of roadways
Page 81: shows forecasted population changes within 500 and 1,000 feet of 1010 corridor. This is a good
way to show near-roadway development patterns.

