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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 2-2, 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: 
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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 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 
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).” 
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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. 

 
 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 
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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 
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: 
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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.” 
 
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: 

 
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. 
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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. 

 
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 
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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 
effect underneath the atmosphere.  This is a natural cycle that provides an average 
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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. 
  



2008 RTP Update EIR 
Section 4.3 Air Quality 
 
 

  SBCAG 
  4.3-7 

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 
 
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 
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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. 

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. 
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 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. 
 

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 



2008 RTP Update EIR 
Section 4.3 Air Quality 
 
 

  SBCAG 
  4.3-17 

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. 
 
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 
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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 

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.  
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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.   
 
 

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 
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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.  
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 
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Table 4.3-9  2007 CAP TCMs 
 

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: 
 
 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 
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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 
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: 
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 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: 
  
 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. 
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  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 
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. 
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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. 
 

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. 
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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 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 as part of its efforts related to AB 32 
implementation.  It is recommended that lead agencies incorporate these measures and these 
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 
SBCAG has evaluated whether the RTP would contribute to cumulative impacts related to 
global climate change and acknowledges even very small contributions of GHG can result in 
cumulative impacts.  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, could be a source of new GHG emissions.  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. 
 
As noted in the Local Regulatory Framework section, AB 32 requires the California Air 
Resources Board to establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for the year 2020, based on 1990 
levels.  Some projects in the RTP will help further the State’s goals by reducing GHG 
emissions.  Also, some of these projects are consistent with recommended mitigation 
measures in OPR’s June 2008 Technical Advisory.  Examples of RTP projects that would be 
expected to reduce GHG emissions include major congestion relief projects, such as the 
proposed HOV lane additions on U.S. 101, projects that increase the efficiency and operation 
of the transportation system, such as ITS projects, addition of new regional transit buses, and 
TDM projects/programs that reduce vehicles miles traveled. 
 
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 
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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 



“Caltrans improves mobility across California” 

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
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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. 



Letter S.4
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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 

S.4-1
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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. 

S.4-3
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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.       

S.4-3
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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. 

S.4-3
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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. 

S.4-3
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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. 

S.4-8
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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. ” 



Letter C.1-1

C.1-1



2008 RTP Update EIR 
Final EIR Comments, Responses and Revisions 
 
 

  SBCAG 
  48 

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
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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 
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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.
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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. 
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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 
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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. 
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Aubrey J. Spilde

From: Michael G. Powers
Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2008 1:49 PM
To: Aubrey J. Spilde
Subject: FW: RTP commemts
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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. 
 
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 
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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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 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 ...)

time frame:  2008-30

county:  santa barbara county, usa

a regional plan:  TRANSPORT

A New, Intra-County, Fifteen Hub, Renewable Energy Transport System.
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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. 
 
 




