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RESPONSES to COMMENTS 
on the DRAFT AMENDED EIR 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
In accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG), as the lead 
agency, has reviewed the comments received on the Draft Amended Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for the 2008 Santa Barbara County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and has 
prepared written responses to the oral and written  comments received.  The Amended EIR was 
prepared in response to the Santa Barbara Superior Court’s direction in Sustainable 
Transportation Advocates of Santa Barbara v. SBCAG.  The court’s June 30, 2009 Final Ruling 
required that SBCAG decertify the 2008 RTP EIR and vacate its September 18, 2008 approval of 
the 2008 RTP.  Only after SBCAG complies with the court’s ruling may it reconsider certification 
of the EIR and approval of the 2008 RTP Update.  The Draft Amended EIR augmented the 
analysis contained in the Final EIR prepared for the 2008 RTP proposed by SBCAG to include: 
 

 Discussion of “induced travel”  
 Augmented energy setting and energy impact analysis 

 
The Draft Amended EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on July 21, 
2009 and concluded on September 4, 2009.  The comment letters included herein were 
submitted by public agencies, organizations, and private individuals.  The September 2008 Final 
EIR, Draft Amended EIR, and this Responses to Comments document collectively comprise the 
Final EIR for the 2008 RTP.   
 
Each comment that SBCAG received on the Draft Amended EIR is included in this section.  
Comment letters received on the original Draft EIR (July 2008) are included in the Final EIR 
dated September 18, 2008 and are not repeated herein.  Responses to the comments on the Draft 
Amended EIR have been prepared to address the environmental concerns raised by the 
commenters and to indicate where and how the Amended EIR addresses pertinent 
environmental issues.    
 
Any changes made to the text of the Draft Amended EIR correcting information, data or intent, 
other than minor typographical corrections or minor working changes, are noted in the Final 
Amended EIR as changes from the Draft Amended EIR. 
 
The comment letters have been numbered sequentially, and each issue within a comment letter, 
if more than one, has a number assigned to it.  Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety 
with the issues of concern lettered in the right margin.  References to the responses to comments 
identify first the letter number, and second, the lettered comment.  Letters are numbered by the 
type of organization from which they were sent (state, regional, county, local), by organization, 
or by individual (S.1-2, for example, would reference the second issue of concern within the first 
letter received from a state agency). 
 
The focus of the responses to comment is the disposition of environmental issues that are raised 
in the comments, as specified by Section 15088 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines.  Detailed responses 
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are not provided to comments on the merits of the proposed project.  Furthermore, responses 
focus on the issue areas addressed in Draft Amended EIR – induced travel and energy (refer to 
Background above) – as directed by the Santa Barbara Superior Court’s June 30, 2009 Final 
Ruling.    
 
MASTER RESPONSES  
 
Responses to specific comments on the Draft Amended EIR are provided under Responses to 
Comments on the Draft Amended EIR.  This section provides “Master Responses,” which address 
general issues that were raised by more than one commenter on the Draft Amended EIR.  In 
some cases, the specific responses in the Responses to Comments portion of this document refer 
back to these Master Responses.  
 
Master Response 1:  Intent and Scope of Alternatives 
 
The alternatives analyzed in the EIR, which included the Programmed scenario (only currently 
funded improvements), Modified Project Alternative (elimination of individual improvements 
with unavoidable impacts), and the No Build scenario (no new transportation system 
improvements), represent a reasonable range of alternatives that would feasibly attain most of 
the project objectives and reduce the magnitude of one or more identified impacts.   
 
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines states:  
 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.  An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 
participation.  An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The 
lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and 
must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives.  There is no ironclad 
rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule 
of reason.  [§ 15126.6 (a)].   

 
The Amended EIR was prepared to comply with the Santa Barbara Superior Court’s June 30, 
2009 direction regarding the Final EIR.  Based on the significance conclusions reached in the 
2008 RTP EIR, the court agreed with SBCAG that the alternatives evaluated in the EIR 
represented a range of reasonable alternatives.  Specifically, the court ruled that “the choice of 
alternatives…  analyze[d] [by SBCAG] was not improper.  The focus was on the impacts found 
to be significant, and the alternatives were chosen in an attempt to lessen or avoid those 
significant impacts.” 1   However, the court stated that the analysis of additional alternatives 
may be warranted should the additional energy analysis identify potentially significant energy 
impacts.   
 

                                                 
1 June 30, 2009 Final Ruling in Sustainable Transportation Advocates of Santa Barbara v. SBCAG, Case Number 
1303310, p. 14. 
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The analysis in the Draft Amended EIR does not identify any new significant impacts beyond 
those identified in the September 2008 Final EIR, nor does it identify any increase in the 
magnitude of a previously identified impact related to energy use or induced travel.  Because 
no significant impacts have been identified for these issue areas, evaluation of an additional 
alternative that would avoid or reduce energy-related or induced travel impacts is not 
warranted per Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Therefore, the Draft Amended EIR 
does not discuss or evaluate any additional alternatives.  The Draft Amended EIR, however, 
includes extensive discussion and comparison of the Planned scenario (the proposed RTP 
project) to the Programmed scenario (only currently funded improvements), and the No Build 
scenario (no new transportation system improvements). 
 
A large number of commenters nevertheless requested that SBCAG consider additional 
alternatives in the RTP EIR.  The proposed additional alternatives requested by various 
commenters discuss one, or a combination, of the following:  a prioritized transportation 
alternative focusing on alternative transportation modes, a high fuel and construction cost 
alternative, a carbon-constrained regulatory state alternative, a better land use policies 
alternative, an alternative with pricing reforms, and an energy conservation alternative.  While 
an evaluation of alternatives such as those recommended by commenters may provide useful 
information, the discussion of additional alternatives is not required by CEQA nor would the 
proposed additional alternatives satisfy the CEQA requirements to evaluate alternatives that 
meet project objectives, reduce or eliminate significant environmental effects, are potentially 
feasible, and are not speculative. 
 
The 2008 RTP EIR demonstrates that the significant impacts associated with the RTP relate to 
agricultural resources, aesthetics, and biological resources.  As discussed, the Draft Amended 
EIR does not identify any new significant impacts beyond those identified in the September 
2008 Final EIR.  As demonstrated in the 2008 RTP EIR, the Modified Project Alternative would 
avoid each of the significant impacts of the proposed RTP by eliminating from the RTP those 
individual projects for which unavoidably significant impacts have been identified.  Thus, 
CEQA’s intent with respect to the analysis of project alternatives has been realized.  Therefore, 
the additional proposed alternatives are not required to reduce or eliminate significant 
environmental effects of the proposed RTP. 
 
Similarly, as supported by the June 30, 2009 Final Ruling in Sustainable Transportation Advocates 
of Santa Barbara v. SBCAG, because the proposed RTP would not have any significant impacts to 
energy (see Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR), analysis of an energy conservation 
alternative is not warranted.  However, it should be noted that reducing energy is one of several 
(sometimes competing) goals that the RTP balances.   
 
Many of the alternatives commenters requested are also too speculative to allow for a 
meaningful analysis.  Better land use and pricing reform alternatives would require changes 
that are controlled by local agencies.  SBCAG uses existing local general plans as the basis for 
estimating the potential for future growth.  The adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future 
land use assumptions. The SBCAG forecasts and land use assumptions are constrained by the 
local land use plans regarding residential and commercial buildout capacities and growth 
controls.  One of the fundamental purposes of the RTP is to meet countywide transportation 
needs generated by local land use decisions and regional economic and population growth.  It 
would be infeasible for SBCAG to adopt an RTP that is inconsistent with these land use plans. 
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The feasibility of a prioritized transportation alternative focusing on alternative transportation 
modes is also linked to local land use decisions.  To the extent feasible, the proposed RTP was 
designed to prioritize alternative transportation modes.  At a project level, alternative 
transportation projects, including transit, rail, bicycle, pedestrian, and transportation demand 
management (TDM) projects, including maintenance of existing alternative transportation 
systems, account for approximately 31% of project costs in the RTP.  Street and road 
maintenance, which is necessary for bicycles and buses as well as private automobiles, accounts 
for approximately 21% of project costs.  It is also helpful to understand that a single project 
often incorporates several modes, and many projects classified as highway or streets/roads 
projects could also be classified as bicycle/pedestrian projects.  Therefore, a significant portion 
of proposed RTP funding is dedicated to alternative transportation projects.   
 
Moreover, the alternative transportation projects and programs included in the RTP are 
generally those that have been determined to be most viable in terms of use and, therefore, 
would have the greatest benefits with respect to the efficiency of the countywide transportation 
system.  The RTP’s Policy Element, which makes up the foundation of the RTP, is developed 
from the planning factors of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
 A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), public input, and the vision of SBCAG’s local and state 
partners.  SBCAG’s planning process must provide for consideration of projects and strategies 
that address the entire range of SAFETEA-LU planning factors—supporting economic vitality, 
increasing safety and security for both motorized and non-motorized users, increasing 
accessibility and mobility of both people and freight, protecting the environment, enhancing the 
connectivity of the transportation system, and preserving the existing transportation system.  
SBCAG believes that an alternative that goes beyond the already significant investment in 
alternative transportation projects and programs included in the proposed RTP would not 
achieve the project goals or be consistent with balancing the range of SAFETEA-LU planning 
factors.  Therefore, as a reasonable range of alternatives is included in the 2008 RTP EIR, SBCAG 
determined it was unnecessary to carry an alternative focusing on alternative transportation 
modes forward for detailed analysis. 
 
Additionally, a high fuel and construction cost alternative would require evaluation of market 
forces and trends that exceeds the intent of CEQA to disclose the physical environmental effects 
of proposed projects.  As stated in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, it is 
speculative to assume that fuel prices will continue to rise into the future, because fuel prices 
are influenced by the global market.  Moreover, SBCAG does not control fuel prices and, 
consequently, could not ensure implementation of such an alternative.  As the court noted in 
June 30, 2009 Final Ruling, “a local agency cannot be expected to analyze or predict the 
politically charged realities of global crude oil production and supply.” 2  Therefore, for the 
purpose of the analysis, rising fuel prices were not considered as a reasonable basis by which to 
define an alternative.   
 
It should also be noted that updating the RTP is an ongoing process.  The update of the 2008 
RTP began in 2006.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over 
the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation including those relating to fuel prices, land use policies, and greenhouse gas (GHG) 

                                                 
2 June 30, 2009 Final Ruling in Sustainable Transportation Advocates of Santa Barbara v. SBCAG, Case Number 
1303310, p. 5. 
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emissions.  New legislation on these issues and recent increases in fuel costs, if they continue, 
may shift transportation patterns.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP and 
will monitor the effect of changes in fuel prices and look to identify significant trends.  SBCAG 
will update the next RTP as necessary including, to the extent appropriate, consideration of 
additional feasible alternatives, if it is apparent that longer term changes to mode choice trends 
have occurred.  The current RTP is sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes 
in conditions and changes in expectations for the future.   
 

Master Response 2:  Baseline for Analysis  
 
Several commenters suggested that the energy analysis used the wrong baseline because the 
analysis compared the impacts of the proposed project scenario in 2030 against the No-Build 
and Programmed 2030 scenarios.  Such comments do not accurately summarize the analysis. 
First, it must be understood that the energy analysis is inherently cumulative in nature (refer to 
Draft Amended EIR, page 4.12-16.) 
 
Between 2000 and 2030, the population of Santa Barbara County is projected to increase more 
than 30% (SBCAG Regional Growth Forecast, March 2002).  This population growth is the result 
of municipal land use decisions that are outside the purview of SBCAG.  Future population 
growth, economic growth, and local land use decisions will cumulatively increase vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) within the county with or without implementation of the transportation 
improvements identified in the 2008 RTP.  The Draft Amended EIR did, in fact, compare the 
cumulative energy consumption to the existing condition (refer to Draft Amended EIR, Tables 
4.12-6, 4.12.-7, and 4.12-8). 
 
CEQA contemplates a two-step analysis for cumulative impacts.  The first step is to determine 
whether there is a significant cumulative impact.  The second step is to then determine whether 
the individual project (in this case, the RTP) makes a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
the cumulative impact [CEQA Guidelines § 15064(h)].  In order to determine if the RTP makes a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative energy impact, the Draft Amended 
EIR compared the 2030 RTP scenario to the 2030 No-Build and 2030 Programmed scenarios.  
This analysis shows that the RTP does not make an incremental contribution to the cumulative 
impact, but rather mitigates it. 
 
A comparison of the 2008 RTP to existing conditions would erroneously attribute the 
cumulative environmental effects of local land use decisions, economic growth, and population 
growth to the proposed RTP, which is specifically intended to mitigate the traffic impacts 
associated with such local land use decisions and growth.   
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 states that a cumulative impact “consists of an impact which is 
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other 
projects causing related impacts.  An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part 
from the project evaluated in the EIR.”  A comparison of the project to future no project 
conditions most precisely identifies the incremental contribution of the project to cumulative 
conditions because it isolates project impacts from future effects that would occur with or 
without the project.   
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Master Response 3:  Assessment of Total and Per Capita Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
Emissions Impacts  
 
It should first be noted the court upheld the adequacy of the 2008 RTP EIR in all respects 
challenged with the exception of the EIR’s discussion of “induced travel” and the energy setting 
and energy impact analysis.  Therefore, the court determined that the GHG analysis included in 
the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 
 
The following discussion has been added to Impact E-1 in Section 4.12, Energy: 
 

Per Capita Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and 
energy consumption are related, as they are both dependent on overall VMT.  Overall 
GHG emissions are discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas Emissions); per 
capita emissions are discussed below. 

 
SBCAG is projecting a 12% per capita increase in CO2 emissions from passenger 
vehicles between 2000 and 2030.  As discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions), total 2030 GHG emissions in Santa Barbara County are projected to be 
greater than existing levels of GHG emissions.  The 2008 RTP EIR also demonstrates 
that this projected increase would be reduced by implementation of the proposed 
RTP.1  As shown in Table 4.12-11, the 2008 RTP limits the increase in GHG emissions 
from passenger vehicles compared to other scenarios (Programmed and No Build).  
This is true regardless of whether the emissions are considered in terms of total or per 
capita values. 

Table 4.12-11  Comparison of Passenger Vehicle* Carbon Dioxide Emissions 

Scenario 
Total CO2 
Emissions 

(pounds per day) 
Population 

Per Capita CO2 
Emissions 

(pounds per day) 

% Change from 
2000 

2000 Base  8,080,000 399,300 20.2 - 

2030 No Build 12,420,000 

521,000 

23.8 17.8% 

2030 Program 12,700,000 24.4 20.5% 

2030 Plan 11,840,000 22.7 12.3% 

*Includes light-duty autos, trucks, and medium-duty vehicles ranging from 5,500 to 8,500 pounds 

 
Future increases in GHG emissions are likely due to several factors related to 
population and associated energy growth, including increasing long distance inter-
county and interregional trips despite relatively small population growth.  There is 
substantial travel between the major cities in Santa Barbara County, in part due to a 
jobs/housing imbalance, an issue that SBCAG will examine further as it embarks on 
preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy as required by SB 375 (Senate Bill 375: 
Redesigning Communities to Reduce Greenhouse Gases).2  Population growth,  

                                                 
3 Per capita emissions can be determined by dividing the total emissions by the projected population. 
4 SB 375 is the tool that implements AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), 
by aiming to reduce GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 does not yet apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is 
already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update.   
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economic growth, and local land use decisions can all lead to traffic impacts that 
reduce the efficiency of the transportation network and increase the amount of energy 
used per trip for all citizens of the region.  Therefore, future increases in energy use 
associated with population and economic growth that are tied to local land use 
decisions commonly result in an increase in CO2 emissions both in overall terms and 
on a per capita basis.  However, such increases are not a result of implementation of 
the proposed RTP, which would reduce overall energy consumption and associated 
GHG emissions. 
 
Based on the most current California Air Resources Board (ARB) data, when looking 
at the actual per capita emissions, SBCAG is projecting the ninth highest per capita 
emissions among MPOs in the RTP Horizon Year; only seven MPOs are projecting 
lower per capita emissions (refer to Table 4.12-12).  However, comparisons between 
MPOs should be made with great caution.  Differences between MPOs and the data 
they reported to the California Air Resources Board limit the value of such 
comparisons. 
 

Table 4.12-12 CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles 
per Day (Pounds per Person) 

  
Base Year 

RTP Horizon 
Year 

% Change 

Kern 24.2 27.1 12.3% 

SANDAG 26.2 26.6 1.6% 

Shasta 23.6 26.5 12.5% 

Merced 22.7 26.1 15.0% 

Madera  25.0 25.2 0.9% 

SACOG 24.9 23.0 -7.5% 

Tulare 21.9 23.0 5.1% 

SJCOG 23.5 22.9 -2.6% 

SBCAG 20.2 22.7 12.3% 

SCAG 21.7 21.9 0.7% 

MTC/ABAG 21.1 21.5 1.8% 

Fresno 20.0 21.4 7.2% 

StanCOG 18.0 18.5 3.1% 

Kings 18.8 18.1 -3.9% 

BCAG 15.3 15.5 1.1% 

AMBAG 3.0 3.1 1.3% 

 
As stated above, all comparisons using MPO data should be used with great caution—
substantial differences between MPOs limit the value of such comparisons.  For example, the 
SCAG region is projecting an additional 6.5 million people in their region by 2035, with a 
resulting increase of 70.3 million additional tons of greenhouse gas emissions per day.  It can be 
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misleading to say that SCAG is reducing its GHG emissions per capita, when the numbers 
suggest that both the population and the GHG emissions are increasing.  The decline in SCAG’s 
per capita GHG emissions is largely a function of the population growth rate outpacing the 
GHG growth rate.  This is a significant achievement for the SCAG region; however, greenhouse 
gases are still forecast to increase. 
 
It should also be noted that the GHG analysis contained in the September 2008 Final EIR was 
developed consistent with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) June 19, 2008 
Technical Advisory entitled “CEQA and Climate Change:  Addressing Climate Change 
Through CEQA Review” (OPR Guidelines).  The OPR Guidelines acknowledge that “[t]here is 
no standard format for including the analysis in a CEQA document.”  However, the OPR 
Guidelines provide that: 
 

Lead agencies should make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to calculate, model, 
or estimate the amount of CO2 and other GHG emissions from a project, including the emissions 
associated with vehicular traffic, energy consumption, water usage and construction activities. 

 
The September 2008 EIR presented a good-faith effort to estimate CO2 emissions.  Presenting 
the data as total emissions as opposed to per capita emissions was intended to address the 
project’s contribution to cumulative impacts as they relate to this global issue.  Accordingly, the 
September 2008 EIR did not include a table presenting the data in terms of per capita emissions. 
 However, given that the proposed RTP would reduce overall GHG emissions when compared 
to the Programmed and No Build scenarios, it would also reduce per capita GHG emissions 
compared to these scenarios, as shown in the discussion above. 
 

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT AMENDED EIR 
 
This section presents clarification and modifications to information contained in the Draft 
Amended EIR, based on the comments and responses presented in the Responses to Comments 
portion of this report in addition to revisions identified by SBCAG.  Additions are noted in bold 
(bold) where text is added and deletions are noted in strike-through (strike-through) type.  It 
should be noted that none of the changes outlined below require recirculation in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  Conditions that require recirculation include:  the 
identification of a new significant environmental impact; a substantial increase in the severity of 
an environmental impact; or a feasible alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from other previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impact of the 
project [Section 15088.5(a)].  Recirculation is not required where the new information added to 
the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications to an adequate EIR 
[Section 15088.5(b)].   
 
Introduction page i, third sentence, has been revised as follows: 
 

The lawsuit was heard by the Santa Barbara Superior Court and a Tentative Final Ruling 
was provided on May 19 June 30, 2009.   

 
Introduction page ii, first sentence, has been revised as follows: 
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In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 
15063), SBCAG, as the Lead Agency responsible for the RTP, solicited preliminary public 
agency comments on the 2008 RTP through distribution of a Notice of Preparation of a 
Draft EIR (Appendix A of the Final EIR) and receipt of public comments during two 
scoping meetings held on December 2, 2004.   

 
Introduction page ii, fifth sentence of the second paragraph, has been revised as follows: 
 

However, as discussed in this Draft Amended EIR, the analysis shows that the 2008 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update would not result in additional impacts beyond those disclosed in 
the Final EIR.   

 
Introduction page ii, fourth sentence of the last paragraph, has been revised as follows: 
 

Nevertheless, in the interest of full disclosure and public participation, SBCAG is adhering to 
the review standards of a recirculated document, and has distributed this Draft Amended EIR 
for public review.    

 
Section 4.1.3(a) (Definition and Literature Review), first two sentences, have been revised as 
follows:  
 

Induced travel is “vehicle activity resulting from new trip generation as a 
response to new highway capacity” (SBCAG, 2002). In other words, induced 
travel is new trips or diversion of existing trips to new, farther, destinations, 
that are generated by in response to increased highway capacity… 

 
Section 4.1.3(b) (Modeling), after the last paragraph of the section, has been revised as follows: 
 

Refer to Appendix I for additional detail regarding SBCAG’s travel demand model. 
 
Induced Travel page 4.1-33, Table 4.1-12 and the preceding paragraph have been revised as 
follows:  
 

The RTP will increase lane-miles by such a small amount (refer to Table 4.1-12) that even 
with a high elasticity, VMT would only increase by a small amount. The RTP’s 2030 
Planned scenario (which assumes full implementation of the proposed U.S. 101 
improvements) will increase lane miles by only 3.0 3.5%. Even assuming elasticity from 
the top end of the spectrum (1.0), VMT would only increase by 3.0 3.5%.     

 

Table 4.1-12  Lane-Miles in Santa Barbara County 

 
2000 Base Case 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

CBD 79 79 79 79 

Urban 1,584 1,584 1,633 1,684 

Rural 1,879 1,879 1,872 1,885 
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Table 4.1-12  Lane-Miles in Santa Barbara County 

 
2000 Base Case 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

Sum 3,541 3,541 3,584 3,648 

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

% Change from 2000 - 0.0% 1.2 2.4% 3.0 3.5% 

CBD: Central Business District 
These figures include only the lane-miles on the SBCAG model network. 
These figures include the following roadway classes: freeways, major arterials. 

 

 
Section 4.1.3, Induced Travel, page 4.1-37, first sentence of second paragraph, has been revised as 
follows: 
 

The net effect of the 2008 RTP would be to reduce overall vehicle miles traveled compared 
to the 2030 No Build scenario and the 2030 Programmed scenario, as described in Section 
4.3, Air Quality (refer also to Appendix C of the Final EIR for air quality analysis 
worksheets).   

 
Section 4.12, Energy, page 4.12-1, last sentence of the fourth paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

As discussed below, this energy analysis considers energy supply and energy use patterns 
currently existing both within the local and regional context, but also and on a statewide basis. 

 
Section 4.12, Energy, second full paragraph on page 4.12-4, has been revised as follows: 
 

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) is the primary provides natural gas provider for to portions 
of northern Santa Barbara County.  PG&E obtains its natural gas supplies primarily from 
natural gas fields in northern California.  Southern California Gas Company (Sempra 
Energy) provides natural gas to southern portions of Santa Barbara County, and operates 
a natural gas storage field in the Goleta area.  Natural gas consumption in Santa Barbara 
County… 

 
Section 4.12, Energy, page 4.12-9, last sentence in the first paragraph of Section 4.12-1(c) (Energy 
Production in Santa Barbara County) has been revised as follows:  
 

Onshore oil wells in 2006 outperformed the offshore wells in the County (Div. of Oil and 
Gas, 2006).  The predominant focus in oil production has shifted from onshore and near-
shore fields to fields underlying federal waters three or more miles from shore (County 
of Santa Barbara Energy Division website, 
http://countyofsb.org/energy/information/oilGasProduction.asp#1). 

 
Section 4.12, Energy, page 4.12-10, second sentence of the third paragraph, has been revised as 
follows: 
 

This approach would be similar to that used by the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) for its Reformed CAFE light-truck standards, which was also 
extended to passenger cars in the 2011 CAFE standards.    
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The last paragraph on page 4.12-19 has been revised as follows: 
 

…“no project” alternative in that no portion of the project would occur, including those already 
planned programmed.   

 
The color image on the top of page 4.12-24 entitled “Passenger Vehicle Fuel Consumption (1,000 
gals./day) – 2000 to 2030” has been replaced with a grayscale image with the same content. 
   
Section 4.12, Energy, beginning on page 4.12-25 following the Total Energy Consumption 
discussion in Impact E-1, has been revised as follows:  
 

Per Capita Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and 
energy consumption are related, as they are both dependent on overall VMT.  Overall 
GHG emissions are discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas Emissions); per 
capita emissions are discussed below. 

 
SBCAG is projecting a 12% per capita increase in CO2 emissions from passenger 
vehicles between 2000 and 2030.  As discussed in Section 4.3.2(d) (Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions), total 2030 GHG emissions in Santa Barbara County are projected to be 
greater than existing levels of GHG emissions.  The 2008 RTP EIR also demonstrates 
that this projected increase would be reduced by implementation of the proposed 
RTP.1  As shown in Table 4.12-11, the 2008 RTP limits the increase in GHG emissions 
from passenger vehicles compared to other scenarios (Programmed and No Build).  
This is true regardless of whether the emissions are considered in terms of total or per 
capita values. 

 

Table 4.12-11  Comparison of Passenger Vehicle* Carbon Dioxide Emissions 

Scenario 
Total CO2 
Emissions 

(pounds per day) 
Population 

Per Capita CO2 
Emissions 

(pounds per day) 

% Change from 
2000 

2000 Base  8,080,000 399,300 20.2 - 

2030 No Build 12,420,000 

521,000 

23.8 17.8% 

2030 Program 12,700,000 24.4 20.5% 

2030 Plan 11,840,000 22.7 12.3% 

*Includes light-duty autos, trucks, and medium-duty vehicles ranging from 5,500 to 8,500 pounds 

 
Future increases in GHG emissions are likely due to several factors related to 
population and associated energy growth, including increasing long distance inter-
county and interregional trips despite relatively small population growth.  There is 
substantial travel between the major cities in Santa Barbara County, in part due to a 
jobs/housing imbalance, an issue that SBCAG will examine further as it embarks on 
preparing a Sustainable Communities Strategy as required by SB 375 (Senate Bill 375:  

                                                 
5 Per capita emissions can be determined by dividing the total emissions by the projected population. 
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Redesigning Communities to Reduce Greenhouse Gases).6  Population growth, 
economic growth, and local land use decisions can all lead to traffic impacts that 
reduce the efficiency of the transportation network and increase the amount of energy 
used per trip for all citizens of the region.  Therefore, future increases in energy use 
associated with population and economic growth that are tied to local land use 
decisions commonly result in an increase in CO2 emissions both in overall terms and 
on a per capita basis.  However, such increases are not a result of implementation of 
the proposed RTP, which would reduce overall energy consumption and associated 
GHG emissions. 
 
Based on the most current California Air Resources Board (ARB) data, when looking 
at the actual per capita emissions, SBCAG is projecting the ninth highest per capita 
emissions among MPOs in the RTP Horizon Year; only seven MPOs are projecting 
lower per capita emissions (refer to Table 4.12-12).  However, comparisons between 
MPOs should be made with great caution.  Differences between MPOs and the data 
they reported to the California Air Resources Board limit the value of such 
comparisons. 

 

Table 4.12-12  CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles 
per Day (Pounds per Person) 

  
Base Year 

RTP Horizon 
Year 

% Change 

Kern 24.2 27.1 12.3% 

SANDAG 26.2 26.6 1.6% 

Shasta 23.6 26.5 12.5% 

Merced 22.7 26.1 15.0% 

Madera  25.0 25.2 0.9% 

SACOG 24.9 23.0 -7.5% 

Tulare 21.9 23.0 5.1% 

SJCOG 23.5 22.9 -2.6% 

SBCAG 20.2 22.7 12.3% 

SCAG 21.7 21.9 0.7% 

MTC/ABAG 21.1 21.5 1.8% 

Fresno 20.0 21.4 7.2% 

StanCOG 18.0 18.5 3.1% 

Kings 18.8 18.1 -3.9% 

BCAG 15.3 15.5 1.1% 

AMBAG 3.0 3.1 1.3% 

 

                                                 
6 SB 375 is the tool that implements AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), 
by aiming to reduce GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 does not yet apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is 
already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update.   
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The following discussion has been added to Section 4.12, Energy, beginning on page 4.12-30: 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts.  As outlined in Section 15130(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative impacts “should be guided by standards of 
practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which 
the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects 
which do not contribute to the cumulative impact.  The following elements are 
necessary to an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts: 
 

(1) Either: 
(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related 

or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside 
the control of the agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or 
related planning document, or in a prior environmental document 
which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative 
impact.”  

 
This cumulative energy analysis utilizes the summary of projections method outlined 
above, and uses projections from existing local general plans as the basis for 
estimating the potential for future growth.  The adopted local plans constitute 
SBCAG’s future land use assumptions.  The SBCAG forecasts and land use 
assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans regarding residential and 
commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  In accordance with this 
methodology,  the residential and commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG 
inventoried for the preparation of the Regional Growth Forecast (RGF) adopted in 
2002 included an additional 33,000 housing units and 29 million square feet of 
commercial, retail and industrial development.     
 
The level of buildout anticipated under existing adopted general plans, as outlined 
above, when considered in combination with the proposed RTP, would have a 
significant cumulative energy impact.  However, the project’s contribution to this 
impact would not be cumulatively considerable [as defined in Section 21083(b)(2) of 
the CEQA Statute[1]].  As outlined in Impact E-1 above, implementation of the 
proposed RTP would reduce energy consumption as compared to the future no 
project condition.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to this impact is not 
cumulatively considerable. 

 
cd.  Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts.  Individual projects 

could create significant impacts to energy resources but would not necessarily do so… 
 
A new appendix, Appendix I (The SBCAG Travel Demand Model), has been added to the end 
of Amended EIR. 

                                                 
[1] As defined by CEQA, “cumulatively considerable” means that “the incremental effects of an individual 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”   
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AMENDED EIR 
 
Commenters on the Draft Amended EIR include state and regional agencies, organizations, and 
private individuals (refer to Table 1).  Verbal comments were received at the SBCAG Public 
Hearing on the Draft Amended EIR on August 20, 2009.  
 

Table 1  Commenters on the Draft Amended EIR 

Letter 
No. 

Commenter Agency/Organization Date 

State Agencies 

S.1 Richard Rozzelle, District 
Superintendent 

State of California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, Channel Coast District 

August 24, 2009 

S.2 Scott Morgan, Acting Director State of California, Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit 

September 8, 2009 

Regional Agencies 

R.1 Molly Pearson, Air Quality 
Specialist 

Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control 
District, Technology and Environmental 
Assessment Division 

September 4, 2009 

Organizations 

O.1 Dave Davis, Executive Director Community Environmental Council July 15, 2009 

O.2 James Childress, Santa Barbara 
Group Chair; Gerald Connor, 
Arguello Group Chair 

Sierra Club August 27, 2009 

O.3 Kalon Kelley, CPA Comprehensive 
Planning Committee 

Citizens Planning Association of Santa 
Barbara County, Inc. 

August 30, 2009 

O.4 Todd Litman Victoria Transport Policy Institute August 31, 2009 

O.5 Dave Davis, Executive Director; 
Michael Chiacos, Transportation 
Specialist 

Community Environmental Council September 1, 2009 

O.6 Mark Bradley, Board of Directors Coalition for Sustainable Transportation 
(COAST) 

September 4, 2009 

O.7 KK Holland, Project Coordinator Alliance for Sustainable and Equitable 
Regional Transit (ASERT) 

September 4, 2009 

O.8 Deborah Brasket, Executive 
Director 

Santa Barbara County Action Network (SB 
CAN) 

September 4, 2009 

Individuals 

I.1 Linda Byrd Private Citizen July 22, 2009 

I.2 Julie Kahrnoff and Joseph Tanzer Private Citizens September 4, 2009 

I.3 Robert A. Johnston, Professor 
Emeritus 

University of California at Davis September 4, 2009 

I.4 Eugene S. Wilson Eugene S. Wilson, Attorney at Law, 1224 
North Ontare Rd, Santa Barbara, CA 93105 

September 4, 2009 

Verbal Comments 

V.1 KK Holland  Alliance for Sustainable and Equitable 
Regional Transportation (ASERT) 

August 20, 2009 

V.2 Dave Davis, Executive Director Community Environmental Council August 20, 2009 

V.3 Michael Chiacos, Transportation 
Specialist 

Community Environmental Council August 20, 2009 



Letter S.1

S.1-1
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Letter S.1 
 
COMMENTER: Richard Rozzelle, District Superintendent, State of California Department 

of Parks and Recreation, Channel Coast District  
 
DATE:   August 24, 2009 
 
Response S.1-1 
 
The commenter notes that the three State Parks located within the south Santa Barbara area 
(Gaviota State Park, El Capitan State Beach, and Refugio State Beach) receive over 153,000 
visitors each year, and recommends the provision of bus service to these parks on the weekends 
between Memorial Day and Labor Day.   
 
Gaviota State Park, El Capitan State Beach, and Refugio State Beach are currently outside the 
service areas of the transit providers in Santa Barbara County.  SBCAG will forward the request 
for the provision of bus service to these parks on the weekends between Memorial Day and 
Labor Day to potential transit providers for their consideration. 
 
 
 



Letter S.2

S.2-1



S.2-1
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Letter S.2 
 
COMMENTER: Scott Morgan, Acting Director, California State Clearinghouse  
 
DATE:   September 8, 2009 
 
Response S.2-1 
 
The commenter states that he has distributed the Draft Amended EIR to selected state agencies 
for review and acknowledges that SBCAG has complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents.  The comment does not address the content 
of the Draft Amended EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 



Letter R.1

R.1-1

R.1-2

R.1-3



R.1-3

R.1-4
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Letter R.1 
 
COMMENTER: Molly Pearson, Air Quality Specialist, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution 

Control District, Technology and Environmental Assessment Division  
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
Response R.1-1 
 
The commenter’s summary of the purpose of the Draft Amended EIR is noted. 
 
Response R.1-2 
 
The commenter references a paragraph in Section 4.12.1 (Setting), which states that energy use 
“can adversely affect air quality and other natural resources.”  The commenter clarifies that 
combustion of fossil fuels results in emissions of many different types of air pollutants, and that 
some pollutants that are widely considered to be stratospheric ozone-depleting chemicals are 
not generated through the combustion process.  The comment is noted.  Please refer to Section 
4.3, Air Quality, from the 2008 RTP EIR, which discusses and evaluates the potential air quality 
impacts of the proposed RTP including the emissions of toxic air contaminant (TACs), reactive 
organic compounds (ROC), and oxides of nitrogen (NOx).  Section 4.12, Energy, in the Draft 
Amended EIR, demonstrates that the proposed RTP will not result in energy impacts greater 
than those identified in the 2008 RTP EIR.  In fact, as described in Section 4.12, Energy, of the 
Draft Amended EIR, the proposed RTP would reduce future energy use as compared to future 
no project conditions.  Therefore, the RTP would also reduce such secondary effects to air 
quality and other resources.  Consequently, no changes to the air quality analysis in the 2008 
RTP EIR are required.  Refer also to Master Response 3. 
 
Response R.1-3 
 
The commenter notes that although Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) provides natural gas 
service to some of the northern portions of Santa Barbara County, the Southern California Gas 
Company (Sempra Energy) provides natural gas to southern portions of the county and 
operates a natural gas storage field in the Goleta area.  In response to this comment, Section 
4.12.1(a) (Energy Consumption and Sources), second full paragraph on page 4.12-4, has been 
revised as follows: 
 

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) is the primary provides natural gas provider for to 
portions of northern Santa Barbara County.  PG&E obtains its natural gas supplies 
primarily from natural gas fields in northern California.  Southern California Gas 
Company (Sempra Energy) provides natural gas to southern portions of Santa Barbara 
County, and operates a natural gas storage field in the Goleta area.  Natural gas 
consumption in Santa Barbara County… 

 
Response R.1-4 

 
The commenter expresses disagreement with the statement that onshore oil wells in 2006 
outperformed the offshore wells in the County, citing the Energy Division website.  In response 
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to this comment, the last sentence in the first paragraph of Section 4.12-1(c) (Energy Production 
in Santa Barbara County) has been revised as follows:  
 

Onshore oil wells in 2006 outperformed the offshore wells in the County (Div. of Oil and 
Gas, 2006).  The predominant focus in oil production has shifted from onshore and near-
shore fields to fields underlying federal waters three or more miles from shore (County 
of Santa Barbara Energy Division website, 
http://countyofsb.org/energy/information/oilGasProduction.asp#1). 





Mr. Jim Kemp 
Executive Director, SBCAG 
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

August 20th, 2008 

RE: Public Comments for 2008 draft Regional Transportation Plan 

Dear Mr. Kemp and SBCAG, 

The Community Environmental Council is a non-profit organization founded in 1970.  Since 
2004, we have specialized in energy, climate change, and transportation issues.  Our goal is to 
wean our region from fossil fuels by 2030 or sooner, on a net basis.

We appreciate the great work SBCAG has performed over the years and, in particular, your work 
on transportation issues.  We are a partner on many initiatives with SBCAG because SBCAG’s 
role as the regional rideshare agency complements our work (www.cecsb.org).

Due to the importance of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the infrequency with which 
it is updated, we take this process very seriously. CEC believes the draft 2008 RTP Vision 2030 
document (“Vision document”) is a good start but is generally lacking in a long-term vision 
appropriate for our region at this point in our development.  Energy supply challenges and climate 
change are the two over-arching issues that must be at the heart of any long-term transportation 
planning.  With oil prices up well over 1,000 percent (reaching $147 a barrel in August, up from 
$10 in 1998) over the last decade and consumers bearing the burden of record high gas prices, the 
RTP must address this issue head-on.  Experts agree that we have or will soon reach a global peak 
in oil production. The era of cheap energy is, according to all informed sources, over.   

AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act, was signed into law by Governor Schwarzenegger in 
2006, committing the state to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions back to 1990 levels by 2020.  
The Governor has also signed an executive order to return the state’s emissions to 80 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050.   

These two issues must be incorporated throughout the RTP.  We also recommend that the RTP 
acknowledge and discuss our efforts to wean our region from fossil fuels by 2030 – a goal that 
has gained broad community acceptance and praise.   

The “business as usual” approach to congestion and transportation is a bankrupt business 
model.  Our region should undertake a serious and vigorous transformation of our 
transportation system.  This effort should focus on greater efficiency and alternative 
transportation options, rather than on an unfounded hope that we can continue business as 
usual without harmful repercussions to our region.    

The DEIR, which tracks the Vision document, could also be significantly improved.  In 
particular, the DEIR should consider a fourth project alternative – that of a high fuel and high 
construction price future and a carbon-constrained state.  Many analysts, including top  
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investment banks such as Goldman Sachs, believe we could reach $200 a barrel oil in the next 
two years (Goldman’s most recent prediction, issued on August 22, 2008, is that oil will reach 
$149 by the end of 2008).  $200 oil equates to $7 to $8 gasoline, which will heavily shift 
transportation modes away from driving alone.  County residents will, through market forces 
alone, increase rates of ridesharing, mass transit, bicycling, and use of alternative fuels.  The role 
of good government, however, is to make these better transportation options more available and 
easier to use for residents.  

We are already seeing a decline in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on California’s roads, so 
SBCAG’s projections (in 2.4.2 External Traffic, RTP) of a 51 percent to 150 percent increase in 
vehicle trips on some major highways by 2030 are looking backwards to a continued cheap 
energy future.  This is a serious if not fatal flaw in the underlying assumptions of the plan 
and these projections may need to be significantly revised.  At the least, some alternative 
scenarios should be considered.  

In addition, while the DEIR briefly mentions greenhouse gas emissions (4.3d) and acknowledges 
the state hasn’t established significant thresholds, the state scoping process is underway and 
targets a reduction in VMT, along with more efficient vehicles and a low carbon fuel standard.
The RTP should acknowledge the ambitious goals the state has already set. While sector-specific 
goals have not yet been set, it is clear already that transportation will have to bear much of the 
burden of reduced emissions because the transportation sector accounts for the largest share of 
emissions (over 40 percent).  

Accordingly, it is important to re-evaluate expenditures in our transportation infrastructure.  In 
particular, alternatives to driving alone need significantly higher funding as local residents are 
priced out of driving and we enter a carbon-constrained world.   

The CEC’s recently-completed Transportation Plan for Santa Barbara County describes many 
ways we can develop and incentivize mobility options that have fewer environmental and social 
impacts than single occupant driving.  While the following options, which are the focus of our 
plan, are discussed in the RTP, they should receive higher priority and significantly increased 
funding: 

� Ridesharing is extremely promising because it doesn’t require any additional 
infrastructure.  Our roads are full of vehicles that are 80 percent empty (only one person).  
High gas prices, desire to make environmental choices, and technology-based ridesharing 
that uses the internet and cell phones for matches are ushering in a new era of easy 
ridesharing.  School and event-based ridesharing and using social networks to find 
matches can build community while saving energy.  As 15 percent of commuters already 
rideshare in our county, this alternative mode can quickly scale up to make an even 
greater impact.  Traffic Solutions is a very important part of our regional transportation 
planning system and with additional funding could develop more robust transportation 
demand management programs, pursue technology-based ridesharing and demonstrate 
innovative ridesharing programs to a national audience. 

� Area transit providers and the commuter buses are experiencing exploding growth.  
Expanding public transit can ensure mobility while cutting energy use, and more riders 
mean more frequent service is needed, with overall increased system efficiency and 
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reduced cost and environmental impacts per rider as valuable co-benefits.  We need to 
make long-term investments in our mass transit infrastructure and ensure that new growth 
in our cities is transit-friendly. 

� Bicycling is the most energy-efficient transportation option ever invented and has great 
potential to reduce congestion and pollution during shorter trips.  Infrastructure for safe, 
easy, and convenient bicycling encourages people to get out of their cars and try this 
healthy and active mode of getting around.  Cities like Portland, Davis, and many 
European cities that have invested in bicycling infrastructure have seen impressive 
increases in bicyclists once safety concerns are addressed and adequate routes are 
developed. 

The CEC Transportation Plan also discusses more efficient vehicles, sustainable biofuels, and 
electric transportation, which can help residents adjust to higher energy prices and reduce climate 
change pollution.  The RTP doesn’t include substantial discussion or projects for any of these 
options, all of which should be included in any comprehensive transportation plan for our region.  
Rather than merely list construction projects for our county, the RTP should provide a far-
reaching vision for sustainable mobility in our region. 

We are entering a very uncertain energy future, where prior trends and development patterns may 
not apply.  The RTP should help our region prepare for various possible futures by including a 
fourth project alternative that gives priority to alternative transportation in the case of a high fuel 
price, carbon-constrained world. 

If you would like to discuss these matters with CEC staff or receive a copy of our Transportation 
Energy Plan, please contact our Transportation Specialist, Michael Chiacos at 805-963-0583 ext. 
110 or mchiacos@cecmail.org.  You can also download our Energy Blueprint for Santa Barbara 
County at http://www.communityenvironmentalcouncil.org/EnergyBlueprint/preblueprint.cfm
Thank you for considering our input. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Chiacos  

Senior Program Associate 

Tam Hunt 

 
Energy Program Director / Attorney 
Community Environmental Council
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Letter O.1 
 
COMMENTER: Dave Davis, Executive Director, Community Environmental Council  
 
DATE:   July 15, 2009 
 
This letter was received prior to the start of the public review period, but, in the interest of full disclosure 
and public participation, SBCAG has addressed the comments contained therein. 
 
Response O.1-1 
 
The commenter requests reassurance that a public hearing will be held for the Draft Amended 
EIR.  SBCAG held a public hearing at the SBCAG Board meeting on Thursday, August 20, 2009 
to take public comment on the Draft Amended EIR.  In addition, a public hearing will be held 
before the SBCAG Board to consider certification of the EIR and adoption of the 2008 RTP.  
Refer to Letters V.1 through V.3 for verbal comments received at the hearing, as well as 
associated responses. 
 
Response O.1-2 
 
The commenter references comments made in a letter dated August 20, 2008 regarding the July 
2008 Draft EIR.  Please refer to Appendix I (Public Comment) of the 2008 RTP and Appendix G 
of the Final EIR for SBCAG’s response to these comments.   
 
As discussed in the Amended EIR, the court upheld the adequacy of the 2008 RTP EIR in all 
respects challenged with the exception of the EIR’s discussion of “induced travel” and the 
energy setting and energy impact analysis.  Therefore, contrary to the assertions made by the 
commenter regarding the adequacy of the GHG analysis in the EIR, the court determined that 
the GHG analysis included in the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 
 
Response O.1-3 
 
The commenter summarizes comments made in a letter dated August 20, 2008 regarding the 
July 2008 Draft EIR.  Please refer to Appendix I (Public Comment) of the 2008 RTP and 
Appendix G of the Final EIR for SBCAG’s response to these comments.   
 
Response O.1-4 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of a fourth alternative of a high fuel and high 
construction cost future and a carbon-constrained regulatory state.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1 
 
Response O.1-5 
 
The commenter requests assurance that the considerations identified in their comment letter 
will be incorporated into the Amended EIR.  Please refer to responses O.1-1 through O.1-7 and 
Master Response 1.  The commenter also requests assurance that the Amended EIR will be 
revised by a firm that is experienced in energy and greenhouse gas impacts.  Rincon 
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Consultants, Inc. has prepared numerous energy and GHG analyses for agencies throughout 
the state.  

 
As discussed in the Amended EIR, the court upheld the adequacy of the 2008 RTP EIR in all 
respects challenged with the exception of the EIR’s discussion of “induced travel” and the 
energy setting and energy impact analysis.  The court determined that the GHG analysis 
included in the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 

 
Response O.1-6 
 
The commenter states a preference for SBCAG to prioritize projects that reduce energy use and 
encourage alternative transportation.  Reducing energy use and encouraging alternative 
transportation are two of several (sometimes competing) goals that the RTP must balance.  The 
RTP’s Policy Element, which makes up the foundation of the RTP, is developed from the 
planning factors of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), public input, and the vision of SBCAG’s local and state 
partners.  SBCAG’s planning process must provide for consideration of projects and strategies 
that address the entire range of SAFETEA-LU planning factors—supporting economic vitality, 
increasing safety and security for both motorized and non-motorized users, increasing 
accessibility and mobility of both people and freight, protecting the environment, enhancing the 
connectivity of the transportation system, and preserving the existing transportation system.  
The RTP incorporates all modes of transportation, including alternative transportation, at both 
the policy level and the project level.  Approximately 31% of RTP funds are dedicated to 
alternative transportation (transit, bike, pedestrian, and rail in addition to TDM) projects at a 
variety of agencies, including maintenance of existing alternative transportation systems.  In 
addition, Measure A provides for continued funding for Transportation Demand Management. 
 Please also refer to Response V.1-1 for a more detailed discussion of alternative transportation 
projects included in the RTP.  As discussed in Section 4.12 of the Draft Amended EIR, 
implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce energy consumption as compared to the no 
project condition; therefore, it would help achieve the energy reduction goals of the RTP. 
 
Response O.1-7 
 
The commenter provides their August 20, 2008 comment letter on the July 2008 Draft EIR as an 
attachment.  Refer to Appendix I of the 2008 RTP and Appendix G of the Final EIR for SBCAG’s 
response to these comments.   
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     PO Box 31241, Santa Barbara 93130-1241  
       August 27th, 2009 
Michael Powers          
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
260 N. San Antonio Rd. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
 
Re: Amendment to the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan EIR 
 
Dear Mr. Powers, 
 
The Santa Barbara (South County) and Arguello (North County) Groups of the 
Sierra Club have reviewed SBCAG’s draft amended EIR to the Regional 
Transportation Plan.  We are alarmed to see the document projects a 53% increase 
in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and a resulting increase in energy used and 
greenhouse gas emissions.  This is a significant energy impact that is inconsistent 
with state goals under AB 32 and SB 375.   
 
SBCAG’s preferred scenario reduces VMT by only a few percent below the No 
Build scenario.  This is inadequate.  The Sierra Club is concerned that SBCAG 
didn’t look at alternatives that would decrease per capita greenhouse gas 
emissions, such as an analysis that prioritizes alternative transportation and better 
land use policies.   
 
According to the California Air Resources Board’s SB 375 Regional Targets 
Advisory Committee, Santa Barbara County is projecting the highest increase in 
per capita greenhouse gas emissions in the entire state!1 Other Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations, such as SACOG and SCAG are projecting decreases in 
per capita greenhouse gas emissions.  Santa Barbara County is known as the 
birthplace of the environmental movement and this last in state status is 
unacceptable.  Santa Barbara County should be a leader in regional transportation 
and land use planning.  
 
The Sierra Club is also concerned that SBCAG dismissed modeling a scenario 
that incorporates future higher gasoline prices as “speculative.”  As we saw last 
year when gasoline reached almost $5/gallon, transportation patterns change 
quickly depending on the price of gasoline.  According to recent analysis from the 
Energy Information Administration2, oil prices are going to increase in the 
following years, with the reference case of $130/barrel in 2030, and prices of up 
to $200/barrel possible.  Thus it is irresponsible to not look at a higher energy 
price future and the changes in transportation choices this will bring.  Please 
amend the EIR to consider our suggestions. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
James Childress    Gerald Connor 
Santa Barbara Group Chair   Arguello Group Chair 
 

Letter O.2

O.2-1

O.2-2

O.2-3

O.2-4



�  Meeting of the Regional Targets Advisory Committee, California Air Resources Board, 

August 18th, 2009.  Available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/081809/datapresentation.pdf 
 
2 Energy Information Administration “Annual Energy Outlook 2009” March 2009.  
Available at http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/execsummary.html 
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Letter O.2 
 
COMMENTER: James Childress, Santa Barbara Group Chair, and Gerald Connor, 

Arguello Group Chair  
 
DATE:   August 27, 2009 
 
Response O.2-1 
 
The commenter correctly notes that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse (GHG) 
emissions are predicted to increase between 2000 and 2030 under any scenario.  These increases 
are due to population growth, economic growth, and local land use decisions rather than 
implementation of the RTP.  Implementation of the proposed RTP is specifically intended to 
address the transportation impacts associated with such growth and would reduce the 
magnitude of these increases as compared to the other future scenarios:  No Build and 
Programmed.  Refer to Master Response 2, which provides further support for SBCAG’s 
conclusion that projected increases in VMT and GHG are not a result of implementation of the 
RTP. 
 
AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32:  The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) requires the 
California Air Resources Board to establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for the year 2020, 
based on 1990 levels of GHG emissions.  SB 375 (Senate Bill 375:  Redesigning Communities to 
Reduce Greenhouse Gases) is a tool that implements AB 32, by aiming to reduce GHG 
emissions through sustainable planning strategies intended to reduce VMT.  SB 375 does not yet 
apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP 
update. 
 
Response O.2-2 
 
The commenter correctly notes that the proposed RTP would reduce vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) by a few percent below the No Build and Programmed scenarios (the “future no project 
conditions”).  The commenter argues that this is not enough of a reduction and suggests an 
alternative that prioritizes alternative transportation and better land use policies.   Please refer 
to Master Response 1 and Response O.1-6.  Land use decisions are controlled by local agencies.  
SBCAG uses existing local general plans as the basis for estimating the potential for future 
growth.  The adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions. See for 
example the residential and commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG inventoried for the 
preparation of the Regional Growth Forecast adopted in 2002.  In summary, according to the 
SBCAG survey, in 2000 local agency land use plans could theoretically accommodate an 
additional 33,000 housing units and 29 million square feet of commercial, retail and industrial 
development.  The SBCAG forecasts and land use assumptions are constrained by the local land 
use plans regarding residential and commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  One 
of the fundamental purposes of the RTP is to meet countywide transportation needs generated 
by local land use decisions and regional economic and population growth. 
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Response O.2-3 
 
The commenter states that, according to the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB) SB 375 
Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC), Santa Barbara County is projecting the highest 
increase in per capita greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the state.  Please refer to Master 
Response 3.   
 
The citation provided by the commenter does not support the commenter’s conclusion that 
SBCAG is projecting the highest increase in per capita GHG emissions in the state.  SBCAG 
assumes that the commenter is actually referencing a PowerPoint presentation including draft 
data that was presented during the June 3, 2009 RTAC meeting. 1  This presentation included a 
table, which at first glance, suggests that SBCAG is projecting the highest increase in per capita 
GHG emissions in the state.  However, as noted by RTAC staff, the data included in the 
presentation was misleading in that data submitted by Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs) relied on variable data points and assumptions.  During the June 3, 2009 RTAC hearing, 
ARB staff acknowledged that “[ARB] asked for [data] up through medium vehicles 
classifications, but in some regions they were not able to get that particular break out in the time 
frame that we were requesting so there is a difference between …[MPOs] in terms of which 
vehicle classes were included in the numbers.”2  ARB’s Draft Scenario Data spreadsheet also 
reiterated that “[n]ot all CO2e data is comparable as MPOs have reported CO2e data differently 
(e.g. accounting for CO2e only, v. CO2 + other GHG emissions (e.g. methane).”3  Finally, the 
PowerPoint presentation suggesting that SBCAG is projecting the highest increase in per capita 
GHG emissions in the state includes a slide entitled “Important Caveats” that succinctly 
summarized numerous reasons why the data could not be compared between MPOs.  As stated 
in the presentation, MPOs used “[d]ifferen[t] . . . data sources,” including data for “[d]ifferen[t] 
… types of vehicles,” “[d]ifferen[t] . . . GHG emissions,” and “[d]ifferen[t] … years.”4  Therefore, 
commenter’s assertion that ARB data supports the conclusion that SBCAG is projecting the 
highest increase in per capita GHG emissions in the state is incorrect. 
 
The citation actually provided by the commenter is a PowerPoint presentation that was 
presented during the August 18, 2009 RTAC meeting. 5  Contrary to the conclusions in the June 
3, 2009 PowerPoint presentation, this most current MPO data compiled by ARB illustrates that 
SBCAG is not projecting the largest future total per capita increases in GHG emissions.  The 
August 18 PowerPoint concludes, in terms of actual per capita emissions, that SBCAG is 
projecting the ninth highest per capita emissions in the RTP Horizon Year; only seven MPOs are 
projecting lower per capita emissions.  
 
As with the data from the June 3, 2009 presentation, the August 18, 2009 presentation does not 
include fully standardized data between MPOs.  The August 18, 2009 PowerPoint presentation 
includes a slide entitled “Important Caveats” that succinctly summarized numerous reasons 
why the data could not be compared between MPOs.  As stated in the presentation, 

                                                 
7 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/060309/datapresentation.pdf. 
8 See Videotape of June 3, 2009 Regional Targets Advisory Committee, minutes 49:00 through 52:00, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/meetings.htm. 
9 Draft Summary of Scenario Data, p. 2, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/060309/draftsummaryofmporesponses060209.xls. 
10 ARB Staff Presentation at June 3, 2009 Regional Targets Advisory Committee hearing, p. 5, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/ 060309/datapresentation.pdf. 
11 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/081809/datapresentation.pdf. 
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“[d]ifferences in years across MPO data” and “[d]ifferences in data sources” still exist between 
MPOs.6  Therefore, while the data may be useful to get an idea of how various MPOs are doing, 
the data should be used with great caution and with the caveats in mind.  ARB is working on 
developing standardized reporting criteria; accurate comparisons between MPO data submitted 
to ARB will not be available until ARB completes this process. 
   
Response O.2-4 
 
The commenter disagrees with the statement at the top of page 4.12-9 in the Amended EIR that 
considering a higher energy price alternative would be speculative, noting the change in 
transportation patterns that result from high gasoline prices.  Please refer to Response O.1-4 and 
Master Response 1.  It should also be noted that updating the RTP is an ongoing process. The 
update of the 2008 RTP began in 2006.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future 
by looking out over the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather 
than every 20 years.  Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually 
monitors trends and new legislation.  Recent increases in fuel costs, if they continue, may shift 
transportation patterns.  TDM programs offer the region a short- and medium-term cost-
effective means of meeting the demand for non-drive alone transportation options, particularly 
where transit capacity cannot meet peak period demand. While it can take several years to 
increase transit capacity, vanpool or carpool capacity is currently available to meet growing 
demand.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP and will monitor the effect of 
changes in fuel prices and look to identify significant trends.  SBCAG will update the next RTP 
as necessary, if it is apparent that longer term changes to mode choice trends have occurred.  
The current RTP is sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes in conditions 
and changes in expectations for the future.   

                                                 
12 Id. at p. 1. 
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Letter O.3 
 
COMMENTER: Kalon Kelley, CPA Comprehensive Planning Committee, Citizens 

Planning Association of Santa Barbara County  
 
DATE:   August 30, 2009 
 
Response O.3-1 
 
The Draft Amended EIR discusses the issue of induced travel in detail, including defining the 
issue, conducting a literature review [Section 4.1.3(a)], discussing modeling of induced travel 
[Section 4.1.3(b)], and citing evidence from local data [Section 4.1.3(c)].  Based on this analysis, 
the Draft Amended EIR concluded that there would not be a significant impact on 
infrastructure, services or congestion relating to induced travel.   The commenter does not 
provide references or other evidence that support the suggestion that induced travel may 
constitute a significant impact.   
 
Response O.3-2 
 
The commenter notes that, in western Ventura County, there are no alternative routes to 
Highway 101, and increases in trips could not be attributed to trip diversion as in the 1988 
widening of Highway 101.  In the 1988 widening, there was growth in peak hour traffic on 
Highway 101 following the completion of the six-lane project.  The growth in peak hour traffic 
was found to roughly equal to the absolute decline in peak hour traffic on the lower order 
parallel facilities.  The example did not show any induced traffic in addition to the diverted 
traffic, suggesting that with no opportunity for diverted traffic, there would be no increase in 
traffic. 
 
The commenter questions whether an increase in freeway capacity between Carpinteria and 
Milpas Street in Santa Barbara would induce traffic from points further south.  The commenter 
does not provide evidence to suggest that this may be the case, and in fact notes that “it may 
well be that there is no relevant literature here.”  The commenter thus recommends “more 
creative approaches to data gathering,” such as interviews of “employer Human Resources 
people and employees.”   
 
The additional data gathering suggested by the commenter is not necessary in order to reach 
the CEQA conclusions presented in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel).  As discussed therein, based 
on the analysis of local trip diversion associated with case studies of past road and intersection 
improvement projects, a literature review, and analysis from the SBCAG travel model, increases 
in travel demand in Santa Barbara County will be due to trip diversions rather than from new 
trips possibly induced by increased roadway capacity.  Therefore, there would not be a 
significant impact on infrastructure, services or congestion relating to induced travel.    
 
Response O.3-3 
 
The commenter states that it is unsurprising that the local examples cited in Section 4.1.3 
(Induced Travel) resulted in diverted traffic, as opposed to new induced trips.  The comment is 
noted.  The commenter suggests such local examples are of dubious relevance.  SBCAG agrees 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP Amended EIR 
Responses to Comments  
 
 

  SBCAG 
  38 

that the current U.S. 101 widening project is not the same as the 1988 widening or the 1997 
interchange improvements.  However, examples from the local area, on the same freeway, with 
similar traffic volumes, segment length, urban form, and socioeconomic and commuting 
characteristics as the current project, do make a compelling case. 
 
Also, please refer to Response O.3-2. 
 
Response O.3-4 
 
The comment is noted.  SBCAG agrees with the commenter that “economic pressure” is an 
important factor associated with total vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  These economic pressures, 
population growth, and local land use decisions, not the RTP, are the driving force behind 
projected increases in VMT within the County.  Please refer also to Response O.3-2. 
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Mr. Jim Kemp 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, California 93110 
31 August 2009 

Re: Draft Amendment to the Environmental Impact Report 2008 Santa Barbara 
County Regional Transportation Plan (S.C.H. No. 2004081136)

Dear Mr. Kemp, 

This letter concerns the Draft Amendment to the Environmental Impact Report 
(DAEIR) and related studies. The resume of the author of this comment letter is 
available at www.vtpi.org/documents/resume.pdf.

I do not believe that the DAEIR contains credible data or analysis to support a 
conclusion that the 2008 Santa Barbara County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy. The 
DAEIR concludes as follows: 

Based on the above evaluation, implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary usage of energy, 
nor would it place a significant demand on regional energy supply or 
require substantial additional capacity. 

(DAEIR at 4.12-26.)  This conclusion is phrased pursuant to Appendix F of the CEQA 
Guidelines (Exhibit B.), which provides: 

In order to assure that energy implications are considered in project 
decisions, the California Environmental Quality Act requires that EIRs 
include a discussion of the potential energy impacts of proposed projects, 
with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful and 
unnecessary consumption of energy. 

The DAEIR reaches this conclusion by comparing projected energy consumption under 
the RTP with projected energy consumption under the No Build and Programmed 
scenarios.  It states, 

As shown in Table 4.12-10, the 2008 Santa Barbara County RTP 
(Planned scenario) would result in less total energy consumption when 
compared with the No Build and Programmed scenarios, and therefore 
would not use energy in a wasteful manner. 

(DAEIR at 4.12-25.)

Letter O.4
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This a comparison of the projected energy impacts of the RTP to the projected 2030 impacts 
under two scenarios that involve stopping all further transportation improvements in the 
county. The DAEIR defines these scenarios as follows, 

The No Build scenario assumes a permanent cessation of capital 
improvement projects for regional transportation, and the Programmed 
scenario assumes that there would be no further funding for regional 
transportation after currently funded projects have been constructed.

(DAEIR at p. 4.12-19.) 

Using a comparison to such scenarios is insufficient to reach any conclusion concerning 
whether the proposed project would result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary usage of 
energy. A complete cessation of transportation improvements in the region (which would not 
happen under any circumstances) would be highly energy inefficient.  It would involve traffic 
congestion and lack of transit services. A comparison to that circumstance provides no valid 
information to support the conclusion that the RTP “would not result in wasteful, inefficient, 
or unnecessary usage of energy.” 

I disagree with the document’s description of induced travel, "induced travel is new trips that 
are generated by increased highway capacity; trips that are generated by socioeconomic 
growth and trips that do not result in a net increase in trips (e.g., trips that are diverted from 
one roadway to another as a result of roadway improvements) are not induced travel." 

First, induced travel includes longer vehicle trips, not just new trips. Second, the baseline is 
the amount of vehicle travel that would occur without the project (a “with and without test”). 
Thus, roadway expansion projects can induce vehicle travel regardless of population and 
economic growth since not expanding the roadway would constrain peak-period vehicle 
travel. For example, if population grows 20%, expanding roads by 20% may still induce VMT 
compared with what would have occurred had the roadway not been expanded, particularly 
if the alterative emphasizes demand management strategies such as commute trip 
reduction programs, transit service improvements and HOV lanes, and pricing reforms. 

The paper's literature review is very selective. For example, it quotes my article’s (Litman, 
2009) definition of generated traffic but not the definition of induced travel or its discussion of 
the distinctions between them, which would have helped clarify this concept. In particular, 
my article points out that over the long-run urban highway expansion often stimulates 
additional, automobile-oriented, dispersed land use development that would not otherwise 
occur, and since people who live and work in such areas tend to drive more annual miles 
than occurs with other types of development, highway expansion often leverages indirect 
induced travel. This was a key finding of the research by Hansen and Huang (Mark Hansen 
and Yuanlin Huang, 1997, “Road Supply and Traffic in California Urban Areas,” 
Transportation Research A, Vol. 31, No. 3, pp. 205-218).

Analysis by Noland and Quddus (2006) indicates that, although roadway expansion that 
reduces traffic congestion tends to reduce short-term energy consumption and pollution 
emissions, these are generally offset over the long run by induced vehicle travel. Santa 
Barbara area highways are likely to experience significant induced travel due to latent travel 
and urban fringe development demand currently constrained by peak period congestion. 

O.4-2
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The DAEIR contains no data or analysis to support its conclusion that the RTP does not 
result in the inefficient use of energy. The most it contains is the completely inapplicable 
analysis referred to above and a number of generalized statements about the programs in 
the plan. 

According to Assistant Director Michael Powers, regional population is projected to increase 
30% by 2030, and the DAEIR baseline assumes that energy use will be increase more than 
population: VMT is projected to increase 53% (DAEIR at 5.1-31), greenhouse gas emissions 
by 50%, , and fuel consumption by on-road vehicles is projected to increase 43% (DAEIR at 
4.12-3). This suggests that the plan may be significantly less energy efficient than potential 
alternatives designed to reduce per capita vehicle travel, emissions and energy use.

Considerable research indicates that there are many effective transportation improvement 
options that reduce traffic congestion and energy consumption by reducing total vehicle 
travel (AASHTO 2009; Cambridge Systematics 2009; CCAP 2007; Ewing et al. 2007; TCRP 
2009; Yang 2008). These include improvements to alternative modes (walking, cycling, 
ridesharing, public transit, telework, delivery services, etc.), incentives to use the most 
efficient option for each trip, and “smart growth” land use policies (CalTrans 2008; Ewing 
2008). Because they provide a variety of benefits (congestion reduction, road and parking 
facility cost savings, consumer savings, accident reductions, improved mobility for non-
drivers, energy conservation, emission reductions, and improved public fitness and health) 
they are often the most cost effective and beneficial way to improve transportation, when all 
impacts are considered (Litman 2006 and 2008; UKERC 2009). However, they require more 
comprehensive economic analysis than is generally applied to transportation projects. 

Transport modeling in various U.S. metropolitan regions summarized by Johnston (2006) 
indicates that more optimal regional transport planning and investment practices, selected to 
maximize cost efficiency and consumer surplus, would reduce VMT by 10% to 20% 
compared to trend scenarios, while supporting the same level of job and housing growth, 
and providing comparable or better highway levels-of-service. The optimized plans include 
increased investment in alternative modes (such as busways and rail transit services), land 
use policies that improve accessibility (such as more compact and transit-oriented 
development), and pricing reforms (such as road and parking pricing). Since that modeling 
only applied to regional facilities, additional VMT reductions could be expected if such 
reforms were also applied to local planning. 

The conclusion in the DAEIR that the RTP would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary usage of energy is completely without supporting data or analysis.  The 
comparison to what would happen if all transportation improvements were to stop is not a 
valid basis on which to reach any conclusion with respect to the energy efficiency of the 
project. An EIR must contain facts and analysis not just the agency bare conclusions. 

Sincerely,

Todd Litman 

O.4-6

O.4-7

O.4-8
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Letter O.4 
 
COMMENTER: Todd Litman, Victoria Transport Policy Institute  
 
DATE:   August 31, 2009 
 
Response O.4-1 
 
The commenter notes that their comment letter concerns the Draft Amended EIR, and notes 
where the resume of the author of the comment letter can be accessed.  The comment is noted. 
 
Response O.4-2 
 
The commenter expresses disagreement with the conclusion that the 2008 Santa Barbara County 
RTP would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy.  This disagreement 
is based primarily on the commenter’s opposition to the use of the No Build and Programmed 
scenarios to compare to the proposed project (Planned scenario).  Please refer to Master 
Response 2.  As noted therein, comparing the 2008 RTP to existing conditions would 
erroneously attribute the environmental impacts resulting from background population and 
economic growth and associated local land use decisions to the proposed RTP.  As described in 
Section 4.12, Energy, of the Amended EIR, the proposed RTP would not contribute to 
cumulative increases in energy use because the project would reduce future energy use as 
compared to future no project conditions.   
 
Response O.4-3 
 
The commenter disagrees with the Draft Amended EIR’s definition of induced travel, stating 
that, in addition to new trips, induced travel should include additional trip length resulting 
from highway improvements.  SBCAG does not disagree with this description.  The first two 
sentences of Section 4.1.3(a) (Definition and Literature Review) have therefore been revised as 
follows:  
 

Induced travel is “vehicle activity resulting from new trip generation as a 
response to new highway capacity” (SBCAG, 2002). In other words, induced 
travel is new trips or diversion of existing trips to new, farther, destinations, 
that are generated by in response to increased highway capacity… 

 
The commenter also disagrees with the definition of induced travel in stating that roadway 
expansion projects can induce vehicle travel regardless of population and economic growth 
since not expanding the roadway would constrain peak-period vehicle travel.  SBCAG does not 
disagree with commenter’s definition; population and economic growth account for most trip 
increases in the long-term, but increases above and beyond trips generated by such growth 
would be considered induced travel.  In the RTP, the U.S. 101 corridor improvements include 
not only the addition of high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, but also commuter-friendly rail 
service, additional transit service, and enhanced transportation demand management (TDM) 
programs.  On the whole, this package of projects discourages single-occupant vehicle (SOV) 
trips, thus limiting vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  In Santa Barbara County, daily VMT without 
the proposed RTP and without the U.S. 101 widening (i.e., the 2030 No Build scenario) is 
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projected to be 15,506,795.  The RTP reduces projected daily VMT to 14,948,776 (a 3.6% 
decrease).  Therefore, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the data demonstrates that VMT 
would be greater if the expansion projects included in the RTP are not developed. 
       
Response O.4-4 
 
The commenter suggests that the literature review in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel) is selective.  
The literature review cites neither every source, nor every finding from every source; doing so 
would be infeasible.  However, the review includes various sources that provide a range of 
views regarding this topic.   
 
The commenter mentions additional findings from his article: over the long-run urban highway 
expansion often stimulates additional, automobile-oriented, dispersed land use development 
that would not otherwise occur, and since people who live and work in such areas tend to drive 
more annual miles than occurs with other types of development, highway expansion often 
leverages indirect induced travel.  This situation is more likely in less developed areas when 
new roads are introduced; however, in the South Coast there is comparatively limited room for 
development along the U.S. 101 corridor from Milpas Street in the City of Santa Barbara to 
Mussel Shoals in Ventura County (where an HOV lane will be added) due to the developed 
nature of much of the corridor, community-imposed limits on growth, and physical geography. 
  
Response O.4-5 
 
The commenter states an opinion that Santa Barbara area highways are likely to experience 
significant induced travel due to latent travel and urban fringe development demand currently 
constrained by peak period congestion. 

 
The U.S. 101 corridor improvements between Milpas Street in the City of Santa Barbara and 
Mussel Shoals in Ventura County were selected to mitigate existing congestion during weekday 
peak hours, as well as weekend congestion related to tourism primarily during summer 
months.  Current socio-economic conditions on the South Coast create economic pressure for 
employees to relocate to Ventura County (or north Santa Barbara County).  The 2002 Regional 
Growth Forecast estimates the number of jobs available on the South Coast will increase by 
approximately 47,000 from 2000 to 2030, but there is little to no evidence to suggest that housing 
and rental prices on the South Coast will decline enough to facilitate major shifts of employees 
back to live on the South Coast.  This jobs-housing imbalance, along with local tourism 
attractions on the South Coast, puts a strain on transportation facilities such as U.S. 101.  The 
package of U.S. 101 corridor improvements addresses this reality.  On the whole, this package 
of projects discourages single-occupant vehicle (SOV) trips, thus limiting vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT); however, South Coast employees do and probably will continue to live in Ventura 
County, not because of an additional lane on U.S. 101, but because of housing costs.  Additional 
housing is expected to be developed in western Ventura County in the future. According to the 
SBCAG report Taking Action Regionally (July 2004), if current policies are continued, median 
home prices in 2010 will be $245,115 in North County, $825,383 on the South Coast, and 
$368,513 in western Ventura County.  Between 2004 and 2010, the housing stock in western 
Ventura County is projected to increase by approximately 11,500 units or 7.5% (Housing unit 
increases calculated from values in Table 1: Baseline Scenario Implications, p. 10.). Within Santa 
Barbara County, projected increases are approximately 7,600 units or 11.6% in North County 
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and approximately 2,900 units or 3.71% on the South Coast.  Significantly higher housing costs 
and relatively lower housing unit production in the southern Santa Barbara area will continue 
to entice existing South Coast workers to move to western Ventura County (or north Santa 
Barbara County).  There is little room for development along the corridor from Milpas Street to Mussel 
Shoals, however, due to developed nature of much of the corridor, community-imposed limits on 
growth, and physical geography.  With substantial differences in housing costs, the number of 
commuters who live in Ventura and work in the South Coast has doubled every ten years over 
the last 30 years (decennial census, journey to work data).  The increase in commuters over 
these last ten years has occurred despite increasing freeway congestion.  Local land use plans 
and policies and housing costs, none of which are under SBCAG’s control, are the root cause; 
adding an additional lane, increasing transit opportunities, and adding rail service will all serve 
to make this commute less time consuming.  Please also refer to Response O.4-4. 
 
Response O.4-6 
 
The commenter claims that the Draft Amended EIR contains no data or analysis to support its 
conclusion that the RTP does not result in the inefficient use of energy.  Refer to the analysis 
under Impact E-2 in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Amended EIR.  As described therein, the 
proposed project would consume less energy than the No Build and Programmed scenarios 
when accounting for both direct and indirect energy use.  This conclusion is supported by direct 
and indirect energy consumption data, as presented in tables 4.12-6 through 4.12-10, as well as a 
detailed evaluation of the proposed project.  No evidence controverts the evidence in the record 
supporting SBCAG’s conclusion that the RTP will not result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary use of energy. 
 
Response O.4-7 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  As noted therein, increases in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and fuel consumption are due to underlying population and 
economic growth associated with local land use decisions separate from the proposed RTP.  As 
noted by the commenter, the VMT reductions that the commenter asserts are achievable would 
require “land use policies that improve accessibility [to transit]” and “pricing reforms (such as 
road and parking pricing).”  These types of actions are not under SBCAG’s control.   
 
It should also be noted that land use decisions are controlled by local agencies.  SBCAG uses 
existing local general plans as the basis for estimating the potential for future growth.  The 
adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions.  See for example the 
residential and commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG inventoried for the preparation of 
the Regional Growth Forecast adopted in 2002.  In summary, according to the SBCAG survey, 
in 2000 local agency land use plans could theoretically accommodate an additional 33,000 
housing units and 29 million square feet of commercial, retail and industrial development.   The 
SBCAG forecasts and land use assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans 
regarding residential and commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  SBCAG 
developed the proposed RTP in an effort to develop a plan that includes programs and projects 
within SBCAG’s control to reduce VMT, GHG emissions, and fuel consumption while taking 
into account underlying population and economic growth projections associated with local land 
use decisions.      
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Also, please refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative transportation projects 
included in the 2008 RTP, and to Master Response 1.   
 
Response O.4-8 
 
The commenter states that the Draft Amended EIR contains no data or analysis to support its 
conclusion that the RTP does not result in the inefficient use of energy.  The commenter is 
incorrect.  Please refer to responses O.4-6 and O.4-7.  See also Master Response 2. 
   



September�1st,�2009�
�
Santa�Barbara�County�Association�of�Governments�
260�N.�San�Antonio�Rd.�
Santa�Barbara,�CA�93110�
Attn:�Michael�Powers�
�
Re:�Amendment�to�the�2008�Regional�Transportation�Plan�DEIR�
�
The�Community�Environmental�Council�(CEC)�has�reviewed�the�draft�amendment�to�the�2008�
Regional�Transportation�Plan�(RTP)�EIR.��In�our�original�comments�on�the�EIR,�from�August,�2008,�
CEC,�along�with�other�organizations,�noted�numerous�deficiencies�in�the�original�documents.��In�
our�view,�SBCAG�responded�to�these�concerns�inadequately,�and�certified�the�EIR�in�September,�
2008.��SBCAG�was�subsequently�party�to�a�lawsuit�by�Sustainable�Transportation�Advocates�of�
Santa�Barbara,�and�the�court�ruled�that�the�EIR�was�deficient�“with�respect�to�energy�setting�and�
energy�impacts�analysis,�and�to�a�limited�extent�with�respect�to�the�EIR’s�failure�to�discuss�or�
refute�“induced�traffic”�within�the�traffic�impacts�analysis.”�
�
While�the�amended�DEIR�is�substantially�improved�over�the�former�version,�the�analysis�finds�
significant�unaddressed�energy�impacts,�such�as�a�15%�increase�in�per�capita�energy�
consumption,�which�according�to�the�California�Air�Resources�Board�is�the�worst�in�state�out�of�
any�similar�planning�agency.��The�DEIR�also�still�lacks�a�reasonable�energy�conserving�alternative,�
and�there�are�numerous�topics�that�need�further�explanation�and�more�thorough�analysis.��The�
court,�when�decertifying�the�2008�RTP,�stated�that�“additional�alternatives�may�be�warranted�
should�additional�analysis�identify�potentially�significant�energy�impacts.”��The�amended�DEIR�
does�identify�significant�energy�impacts�that�are�not�adequately�addressed�through�the�
alternatives�analysis.�����
�
The�DEIR�should�consider�a�fourth�project�alternative,�an�Alternative�Transportation�Scenario�
that�prioritizes�and�more�robustly�funds�alternative�transportation�projects.��This�alternative�
would�help�us�to�use�our�existing�transportation�infrastructure�more�efficiently�and�would�
reduce�energy�use�and�greenhouse�gas�emissions�while�also�solving�our�transportation�problems�
in�the�lowest�cost�manner.��This�scenario�would�also�plan�for�changes�in�transportation�modes�
and�habits�that�will�likely�occur�in�the�case�of�high�fuel�prices�and�a�carbon�constrained�state.���
�
�
ENVIRONMENTAL�SETTING:�
�
DEIR�inadequately�describes�supply,�consumption�and�use�patterns�(Baseline�issues)�
�
Outdated�data�is�used�for�much�of�the�modeling�in�the�DEIR.��Much�of�the�analysis�projects�
business�as�usual�growth�using�2002�and�older�data,�and�ignores�the�huge�changes�that�have�
occurred�in�transportation�patterns�in�the�last�seven�years.��There�is�no�analysis�of�how�different�
mode�choice�affects�energy�consumption.��The�analysis�also�doesn’t�address�recent�state�laws�
and�policies�that�require�a�reduction�in�energy�usage�and�greenhouse�gas�pollution.
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As�stated�in�4.1�16,�SBCAG’s�model�is�run�using�SBCAG’s�2002�Regional�Growth�Forecast,�which�assumes�
increasing�VMT�due�to�population�and�income�growth.��Information�isn’t�cited�from��SBCAG’s�more�
recent�2007�Travel�Trends�report,�which�states�that�while�VMT�increased�18%�between�1996�and�2001,�
VMT�increased�less�than�1%�between�2001�and�2006.1��These�changing�trends�are�due�to�a�decrease�in�
Single�Occupant�Vehicles�(SOVs),�as�explained�below.�
�
The�2007�Travel�Trends�report�also�states�that�during�the�2002�through�2006�period,�“the�solid�increases�
in�transit�ridership�are�not�attributable�to�increases�in�population.��The�indication�is�that�local�residents�
are�choosing�to�ride�the�bus�more�often�(pg.�16).”��The�analysis�also�shows�that�all�County�transit�
providers�showed�large�increases�in�ridership�during�2002�through�2006,�with�some�long�distance�buses�
such�as�the�Coastal�Express�tripling�ridership�and�SMAT,�COLT,�and�the�Clean�Air�Express�all�showing�48�
56%��increases�in�ridership.��
�
In�addition,�according�to�the�latest�data,�VMT�has�dropped�in�2008�and�2009,�and�California�gasoline�
consumption�peaked�in�2005�and�is�still�dropping�through�20092.��While�the�DEIR�states�that�State�and�
National�policies�are�attempting�to�build�on�these�recent�trends,�it�doesn’t�discuss�how�these�policies�
may�affect�the�2008�RTP.�
�
As�VMT�is�closely�related�to�energy�usage�and�greenhouse�gas�emissions,�the�DEIR�should�more�
adequately�consider�recent�trends,�rather�than�use�data�from�2002�in�the�analysis.���
�
Setting��(4.12�1)�
�
Another�example�of�outdated�data�is�that�the�DEIR�uses�SBCAG’s�2002�Commute�Profile�Survey,�rather�
than�the�newer�2007�Commute�Profile.��As�can�be�seen�below,�between�2007�and�2002,�driving�alone�
decreased�from�80%�to�71%,�while�bus�riding�and�vanpooling�doubled,�carpooling�increased�40%,�and�
telecommuting�more�than�doubled.��Much�of�these�impressive�increases�can�be�attributed�to�SBCAG’s�
Traffic�Solutions�division,�who�receive�less�than�1%�of�the�funds�in�the�RTP.��Alternative�transportation�
allows�us�to�use�our�existing�infrastructure�more�efficiently,�and�the�RTP�should�encourage�these�trends�
by�dramatically�expanding�Traffic�Solution’s�budget.�
�
Figure�1,�SBCAG��2002�Commute�Profile3� � Figure�2,�SBCAG�2007�Commute�Profile�

�
������������������������������������������������������������
1�SBCAG�“2007�Travel�Trends�Forecast�for�Santa�Barbara�County,”�December�2007.��Available�at�
http://www.sbcag.org/PDFs/publications/2007%20Travel%20Trends_FINAL.pdf�
2��California�Board�of�Equalization�“Net�Taxable�Gasoline�Gallons�10�Year�Report,”�July�30,�2009,�available�at�
http://search.ca.gov/search?q=net+taxable+gasoline&output=xml_no_dtd&site=ca_boe&client=ca_boe&proxystyl
esheet=ca_boe&submit.x=0&submit.y=0�
3�SBCAG�“2002�Commute�Profile�Survey,”�August,�2002.��Available�at�
http://www.sbcag.org/PDFs/publications/2002CommuterProfileSurvey.pdf�
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Throughout�the�DEIR�energy�analysis,�there�is�a�lack�of�discussion�of�more�efficient�alternative�
transportation�modes.��There�is�no�discussion�of�how�these�transportation�alternatives�use�much�less�
energy�than�SOV�commuting,�and�how�continuing�the�trends�of�the�past�decade�could�lead�to�greater�
energy�savings.��While�SBCAG�asserts�that�the�Planned�scenario�is�the�preferable�one�because�it�would�
lead�to�a�few�percent�better�energy�savings�than�the�other�scenarios,�there�is�inadequate�analysis�of�a�
truly�more�energy�saving�alternative.�
�
Alternative�Fuels�(4.12�5)�
�
Transportation�energy�is�only�described�as�related�to�efficiency�of�vehicles,�choice�of�modes,�and�VMT.��
There�is�no�discussion�of�lower�carbon�fuels.��There�is�no�discussion�of�California’s�new�Low�Carbon�Fuel�
Standard4,�or�how�this�RTP�will�help�encourage�the�use�of�lower�carbon�fuels,�beyond�a�brief�mention�of�
replacing�MTD’s�electric�buses�and�a�few�new�hybrids�and�electrics�(4.3�21,�T�18:�Alternative�Fuels).��
�
As�Table�4.1�17�shows,��Policy�1.5�is�to�“encourage�the�use�of�alternative�fuels,�alternative�
transportation�modes,�and�the�application�of�advanced�transportation�and�energy�alternatives�to�reduce�
vehicular�emission�and�energy�consumption.”��Why�is�there�not�more�discussion�of�lower�carbon�fuels�in�
the�RTP�and�why�is�there�only�one�new�project�to�encourage�Policy�1.5?��Why�are�there�no�projects�that�
provide�infrastructure�for�CNG,�biodiesel,�electric�charging,�or�other�alternative�fuels?��Many�citizens�and�
fleets�use�CNG�and�biodiesel,�yet�there�is�less�access�to�these�fuels�now�than�in�the�past.��Ford,�GM,�
Nissan,�and�other�major�and�minor�manufacturers�are�all�introducing�electric�vehicles�and�plug�in�
hybrids�starting�next�year,�yet�the�RTP�doesn’t�include�any�charging�facilities�through�2030.�
�
Energy�and�Fuel�Efficiency�(4.12�8)�
�
The�analysis�notes�that�increases�in�gas�prices�have�lead�to�a�surge�in�transit�ridership�and�a�reduction�in�
VMT.��However,�the�analysis�states�that�it�is�“speculative�to�assume�fuel�prices�will�continue�to�rise….�
Therefore,�for�the�purpose�of�this�analysis,�rising�fuel�prices�will�not�be�considered.”��As�fuel�prices�have�
a�large�effect�on�transportation�patterns,�rising�fuel�prices�should�be�included�in�the�alternatives�
analysis.��The�DEIR�is�clearly�deficient�if�it�doesn’t�include�an�alternative�that�looks�at�how�our�
transportation�system�would�cope�with�higher�fuel�prices.��As�this�would�reduce�VMT�and�shift�drivers�
into�alternative�modes,�alternative�transportation�projects�might�receive�priority�and�higher�funding�
levels�under�this�alternative.��It�is�likely�that�this�alternative�would�also�lead�to�reduced�energy�use�and�
greenhouse�gas�emissions.�
�
The�analysis�also�notes�that�gasoline�demand�may�decrease�in�the�future�due�to�increasing�gasoline�
prices,�and�notes�that�gasoline�demand�in�California�decreased�from�2006�and�2008.��In�fact,�according�
to�the�California�Board�of�Equalization,5�California�gasoline�demand�peaked�in�2005�and�has�continued�
to�decrease�through�the�latest�reporting�period,�April�2009.��While�gasoline�demand�may�rise�again�as�
we�move�out�of�the�current�recession,�it�is�clear�that�the�RTP�modeling�uses�old�and�inaccurate�data�sets�

������������������������������������������������������������
4�More�information�is�available�from�the�California�Air�Resources�Board�at�
http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/lcfs.htm�
�
5�California�Board�of�Equalization�“Net�Taxable�Gasoline�Gallons�10�Year�Report,”�July�30,�2009,�available�at�
http://search.ca.gov/search?q=net+taxable+gasoline&output=xml_no_dtd&site=ca_boe&client=ca_boe&proxystyl
esheet=ca_boe&submit.x=0&submit.y=0�
�
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that�don’t�reflect�the�changes�that�have�occurred�in�energy��and�climate�change�policy�over�the�last�
seven�years.��Instead�of�continuing�to�rely�on�this�outdated�information,�the�2008�RTP�should�
incorporate�the�new�data�and�changes�that�have�occurred�in�recent�years.�
�
These�new�developments�are�well�documented�in�the�sections�on�Federal,�State,�and�Local�Regulations�
(4.12�9�to�4.12�15).��They�include�AB�32,�which�seeks�to�reduce�California’s�greenhouse�gas�emissions�to�
1990�levels�by�2020,�and�AB�2076,�which�seeks�to�reduce�petroleum�demand�to�15%�below�2003�
demand�by�2020.�The�RTP�projection�in�Santa�Barbara�County�of�43%�increased�fuel�consumption�by�
2030�is�clearly�not�in�line�with�these�State�laws.���
�
The�DEIR�also�makes�no�mention�of�SB�375,�which�seeks�to�reduce�VMT�and�associated�GHG�emissions�
by�establishing�better�land�use�and�transportation�patterns.��As�SBCAG�is�the�agency�responsible�for�
implementation�of�SB375�in�our�region,�the�DEIR�should�include�a�detailed�discussion�of�these�issues.��
The�DEIR�states�that�SBCAG�is�“currently�examining�the�modeling�tools�to�better�quantify�the�
relationship�between�land�use�and�transportation.”��Please�explain�the�current�analysis�in�greater�detail.�
�
As�the�2008�RTP�DEIR�is�a�Program�DEIR,�and�not�a�project�level�DEIR,�an�alternative�should�be�included�
that�presents�how�projects�would�be�programmed�or�changed�in�the�case�of�a�high�fuel�
priced/greenhouse�gas�constrained�future.�
�
Greenhouse�Gases�[�4.3.2�(d)]�
�
The�DEIR�states�that�by�the�year�2030,�in�the�absence�of�federal�and�state�regulations,�CO2�emissions�in�
Santa�Barbara�County�will�increase�by�roughly�50%.��All�three�scenarios�estimate�a�similar�increase�in�
CO2�emissions,�with�the�Planned�scenario�resulting�in�the�largest�decrease�of�a�few�percent�below�other�
scenarios.���
�
According�to�the�California�Air�Resources�Board’s�SB�375�Regional�Targets�Advisory�Committee,�Santa�
Barbara�County�is�projecting�the�highest�increase�in�per�capita�greenhouse�gas�emissions�in�the�entire�
state!6��Other�Metropolitan�Planning�Organizations,�such�as�SACOG�and�SCAG�are�projecting�decreases�
in�per�capita�greenhouse�gas�emissions.���
�
�Under�CEQA,�the�baseline�from�which�to�evaluate�project�impacts�is�“the�physical�environmental�
conditions�in�the�vicinity�of�the�project,�as�they�exist�at�the�time�the�notice�of�preparation�is�published.”�
Guidelines�§�15125(a).��Thus,�any�additional�energy�use�and�emissions�should�be�considered�significant.��
The�CAPCOA�white�paper,�CEQA�and�Climate�Change�(January�2008)7�sets�out�guidelines�for�GHG�
thresholds�of�zero�(pg.�27�30)�and�we�encourage�SBCAG�to�include�this�guidance�in�the�RTP.��Non�zero�
thresholds�are�not�sufficient�to�meet�the�goals�of�AB�32�for�new�projects�because�all�emissions�from�a�
new�project�will�need�to�be�mitigated�if�we�are�going�to�reach�the�GHG�emission�levels�of�1990.�
�
Inadequate�analysis�of�future�energy�costs�and�energy�availability�

������������������������������������������������������������
6�Meeting�of�the�Regional�Targets�Advisory�Committee,�California�Air�Resources�Board,�August�18th,�2009.��
Available�at�http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/081809/datapresentation.pdf�
�
7�Available�at�http://www.capcoa.org/CEQA/CAPCOA%20White%20Paper.pdf�
�
�
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�
While�there�are�many�other�examples�of�incomplete�modeling�and�use�of�old�data,�SBCAG’s�refusal�to�
consider�a�scenario�of�increased�fuel�prices�and�a�carbon�constrained�state�is�severely�inadequate�and�
short�sighted.��SBCAG�states�that�“it�is�speculative�to�assume�that�fuel�prices�will�continue�to�rise�into�
the�future…�therefore,�for�the�purpose�of�this�analysis,�rising�fuel�prices�will�not�be�considered�(4.12�9).”��
This�is�inadequate,�as�fuel�prices�have�a�huge�impact�on�which�modes�people�choose�to�use.��Last�
summer,�when�gasoline�was�almost�$5/gallon,�transit�systems�experienced�surging�ridership,�as�some�
citizens�had�to�choose�between�driving�alone�and�paying�their�rent�or�purchasing�food.��It�is�
irresponsible�to�not�consider�that�fuel�prices�may�increase�in�the�future.���
�
The�analysis�notes�that�96%�of�the�state’s�motor�vehicle�fuel�is�petroleum�based,�but�the�RTP�makes�
little�effort�to�reduce�this�petroleum�dependency.��The�analysis�also�projects�a�43%�increase�in�motor�
vehicle�fuel�consumption�by�2030,�but�makes�no�effort�to�review�what�fuel�prices�might�be�in�the�future,�
or�if�a�large�supply�will�even�be�available.�
�
According�to�recent�analysis�from�the�Energy�Information�Administration8,�oil�prices�are�going�to�
increase�in�the�following�years,�with�the�reference�case�of�$130/barrel�in�2030,�and�prices�of�up�to�
$200/barrel�very�possible.��There�will�most�likely�also�be�“carbon�taxes”�levied�on�fossil�fuels.��Thus�
SBCAG�must�provide�a�scenario�that�accounts�for�the�changes�in�transportation�patterns�due�to�
increased�fuel�prices�and�Federal�and�State�attempts�to�reduce�greenhouse�gas�emissions.�
�
A�relevant�discussion�is�that�of�“peak�oil”���the�theory�that�civilization�is�nearing��or�past�the�point�of�
which�half�of�all�petroleum�reserves�have�been�exploited,�thus�leading�to�less�available�petroleum�and�
increasing�prices.��Many�prominent�oil�industry�analysts�believe�we�are�at�or�near�this�peak�in�global�oil�
supplies.��The�RTP�assumption�of�abundant�and�inexpensive�oil�through�2030�is�very�shortsighted.��There�
should�be�at�least�an�attempt�to�review�the�literature�on�this�subject,�and�analysis�of�how�increased�
prices�would�change�transportation�patterns.�
�
�
ENVIRONMENTAL�IMPACTS�AND�MITIGATION�MEASURES�
FINDING:�Draft�EIR�does�not�include�identification�or�mitigation�of�potential�significant�adverse�
environmental�impacts�
�
Per�capita�GHG�increase�a�significant�adverse�impact�

The�DEIR�and�additional�supporting�documents�from�the�CARB�find�a�53%�increase�in�VMT,�a�43%�
increase�in�vehicle�fuel�consumption,�and�a�50%�increase�in�greenhouse�gases�by�2030�(15%�increase�per�
capita).��These�are�clearly�significant�adverse�environmental�impacts.�
�
State�goals�under�AB�32�are�to�return�greenhouse�gas�levels�to�1990�levels�by�2020.��The�DEIR�analysis�
shows�the�2008�RTP�will�clearly�not�meet�this�state�law.��In�addition,�the�DEIR�uses�the�2030�No�Build�
scenario�as�a�baseline,�rather�than�a�zero�baseline�of�the�conditions�at�the�time�the�project�is�being�
proposed.��As�recent�letters�from�the�California�Attorney�General�state�“Both�CEQA�and�case�law�are�

������������������������������������������������������������
8�Energy�Information�Administration�“Annual�Energy�Outlook�2009”�March�2009.��Available�at�
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/execsummary.html�
�
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clear,�however,�that�a�planning�document�must�describe�the�existing�physical�conditions�in�the�
environment,�not�only�what�could�have�been�built�under�the�previous�plan.”9���
�
Does�not�adequately�address�“induced�traffic”�(4.1.3)�
�
As�discussed�in�the�attached�letter�from�UC�Davis�Professor�Robert�Johnston,�an�internationally�
recognized�expert�in�traffic�modeling,�SBCAG�staff�incompletely�ran�their�4�step�traffic�model�because�
they�didn’t�run�the�model�to�equilibrium.���The�omission�of�running�the�model�to�equilibrium�caused�
VMT�projections�in�the�No�Build�scenario�to�be�overestimated.��If�the�model�was�run�to�equilibrium,�the�
resulting�gridlock�in�the�No�Build�scenario�would�drive�people�to�walk,�bike,�or�use�other�alternative�
transportation�modes,�thus�travel�suppression�was�not�correctly�represented.�
�
The�analysis�also�relies�on�short�term�data�analysis,�when�the�long�term�impacts�of�induced�traffic�are�
the�more�relevant�ones.��Over�long�term,�freeway�construction�leads�to�land�use�changes�such�as�people�
moving��farther�away.��The�subsequent�flaws�in�the�data�analysis�are�clearly�documented�in�Professor�
Johnston’s�letter�and�emails�with�SBCAG�staff.��
�
Future�gas�price�increases�will�lead�to�public�service�impacts�on�transit�agencies�
�
As�discussed�above,�higher�future�gas�prices�will�impact�mode�choice.��This�would�lead�to�potentially�
significant�adverse�impacts�on�transit�agencies�as�they�cope�with�an�influx�of�new�riders,�increasing�
operational�costs,�and�ever�tightening�revenue�sources.��The�DEIR�should�include�an�analysis�that�models�
these�changes,�identifies�the�potential�impacts�and�identifies�mitigation�measures�and�alternatives�to�
maintain�service�and�fund�transit�expansion�to�meet�the�increased�demand�appropriately.��In�the�last�
decade,�ridership�has�increased�dramatically�for�all�local�transit�agencies,�and�this�is�a�trend�that�should�
be�supported.�
�
Impact�Analysis�is�incorrect�(4.12.2)�

�
The�DEIR�states�in�Impact�E�1�(4.12�20)�that�the�2008�RTP�Planned�scenario�would�consume�less�energy�
than�the�No�Build�and�Programmed�scenarios,�thus�impacts�would�be�Class�III,�less�than�significant.��
However,�energy�use�and�greenhouse�gas�emissions�will�continue�to�rise�almost�equally�among�all�three�
current�alternatives,�differing�by�only�a�few�percentage�points.��The�“best�case”�Planned�scenario’s��
impacts�of�a�53%�increase�in�VMT,�a�43%�increase�in�vehicle�fuel�consumption,�and�a�50%�increase�in�
greenhouse�gases�by�2030�(15%�increase�per�capita)�are�clearly�significant�adverse�environmental�
impacts.�
�
As�discussed�above�in�the�CEQA�guidelines�and�letters�from�the�Attorney�General,�the�DEIR�should�use�a�
zero�threshold�instead�of�a�baseline�case�of�the�2030�No�Build�scenario.���The�DEIR�should�also�include�an�
alternative�that�places�emphasis�on�alternative�transportation,�as�well�as�estimates�changes�in�
transportation�patterns�due�to�high�fuel�prices�and�greenhouse�gas�emission�targets.�
�

������������������������������������������������������������
9�Attorney�General�comments�on�the�City�of�Sacramento�General�Plan�2030�Draft�EIR,�available�at�
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/comments_Sacramento_GP.pdf�
�
�
�
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Indirect�Energy�Consumption�(4.12�23)�
�
This�section�concludes�that�the�No�Build�alternative�would�have�the�lowest�indirect�energy�consumption,�
even�when�including�VMT�reductions�from�the�Planned�scenario.��However,�it�is�likely�an�Alternative�
Transportation�scenario�would�show�even�greater�indirect�energy�consumption,�due�to�further�VMT�
reductions�and�less�construction�energy�consumption.��This�is�because�utilizing�our�existing�
infrastructure�more�efficiently�(through�ridesharing,�transit,�biking,�and�other�alternative�transportation)�
uses�much�less�indirect�energy�compared�to�energy�intensive�construction�projects.��As�indirect�energy�
consumption�from�construction�and�manufacturing�is�a�large�portion�of�the�RTP’s�total�energy�
consumption�(approximately�1/3rd�in�each�scenario),�the�energy�savings�from�an�Alternative�
Transportation�scenario�should�be�calculated.�
�
Consistency�with�Energy�Conservation�Policies�(4.12�25)�
�
The�DEIR�argues�that�the�Planned�scenario�would�result�in�less�total�energy�consumption�compared�to�
the�No�Build�and�Programmed�scenarios,�thus�would�not�use�energy�in�a�wasteful�manner.��However,�
energy�consumption�is�very�similar�in�all�three�scenarios,�differing�by�only�a�few�percentages.��
Furthermore,�if�the�travel�model�was�run�to�equilibrium,�there�likely�would�be�a�change�in�VMT,�thus�the�
current�energy�consumption�estimates�are�likely�incorrect.���
�
ALTERNATIVES��
FINDING:�Draft�EIR�does�not�include�an�alternative�that�would�mitigate�the�potential�impacts�of�the�
item�outlined�above�
�
The�DEIR�should�consider�a�fourth�project�alternative,�an�Alternative�Transportation�Scenario�that�
prioritizes�and�more�robustly�funds�alternative�transportation�projects.��This�alternative�would�help�us�
to�use�our�existing�transportation�infrastructure�more�efficiently�and�would�reduce�energy�use�and�
greenhouse�gas�emissions�while�also�solving�our�transportation�problems�in�the�lowest�cost�manner.��
This�scenario�would�also�plan�for�changes�in�transportation�modes�and�habits�that�may�occur�in�the�case�
of�high�fuel�prices�and�a�carbon�constrained�state.���
�
For�example,�SBCAG’s�Traffic�Solutions�division�(which�carries�out�Transportation�Demand�Management�
activities)�receives�less�than�1%�of�the�funding�in�the�RTP.��Traffic�Solutions’�budget�could�be�increased�
dramatically�(2�to�10�times�the�current�funding�amount).��They�are�likely�a�large�part�of�the�reason�that�
drive�alone�commuting�has�dropped�from�80%�to�71%�between�2002�and�2007.��During�this�time�bus�
and�vanpool�riding�doubled�(much�of�this�on�the�new�long�distance�commuter�buses,�which�drastically�
reduce�energy�used�per�rider),�ridesharing�increased�by�40%�and�telecommuting�more�than�doubled.10�
�
This�alternative�should�include�a�baseline�scenario,�that�considers�fuel�prices�at�the�$130/barrel�of�oil�
level�that�are�projected�as�baseline�by�the�Energy�Information�Administration�in�2030.��The�scenario�
would�consider�trends�in�alternative�transportation�in�the�past�decade�and�consider�mode�changes�and�
alternative�transportation�funding�needs�accordingly.�
�
The�alternative�should�also�include�a�high�fuel�price�scenario,�using�the�high�case�from�the�EIA�of�
$200/barrel�oil�prices.��This�scenario�should�also�consider�carbon�taxes�on�fossil�fuels�that�may�also�drive�

������������������������������������������������������������
10�SBCAG’s�2002�and�2007�Commute�Profile�Survey,�available�at�http://www.sbcag.org/publications.html�
�
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up�the�cost�of�oil.��Under�this�scenario,�the�model�should�address�how�mode�choices�will�affect�
transportation�patterns�and�how�the�RTP�will�fund�alternative�transportation�projects�accordingly.�
�

Conclusion�
�
We�appreciate�that�SBCAG�has�taken�a�more�detailed�look�at�energy�usage�and�induced�traffic�in�the�
2008�RTP�DEIR.��As�transportation�energy�consumes�approximately�48%�of�the�total�energy�used�in�
Santa�Barbara�County,�the�2008�RTP�has�a�significant�impact�on�the�ways�we�use�energy�and�
transportation�systems.���
�
The�2008�RTP�DEIR�is�still�incomplete.���
�

� The�DEIR�doesn’t�identify�the�significant�energy�impact�of�a�53%�increase�in�VMT,�a�43%�increase�
in�vehicle�fuel�consumption,�and�a�50%�increase�in�greenhouse�gases�by�2030�(15%�increase�per�
capita).��By�using�the�No�Build�2030�scenario�as�a�baseline,�the�DEIR�violates�CEQA�and�ignores�
recent�comments�from�the�Attorney�General�

� The�DEIR�inadequately�describes�fuel�supply,�consumption�and�use�patterns�

� The�DEIR�doesn’t�include�discussion�of�energy�consumption�of�different�modes�of�transportation�

� The�DEIR�uses�outdated�data�and�incorrect�modeling�for�much�of�its�analysis,�which�causes�the�
alternatives�scenarios�analysis�to�be�faulty�

� The�DEIR�doesn’t�capture�recent�transportation�mode�shifts�since�2002�

� The�DEIR�doesn’t�address�the�critical�effect�of�how�higher�fuel�prices�change�transportation�
mode�choices,�and�how�our�transportation�system�would�adapt�to�this�scenario.��Higher�fuel�
prices�are�predicted�by�the�main�Federal�energy�forecasting�agencies�and�industry�analysts.�

� The�DEIR�fails�to�include�an�alternative�that�prioritizes�alternative�transportation�in�the�case�of�
rising�fuel�prices�and�greenhouse�gas�emission�restrictions.�

We�request�that�the�DEIR�be�expanded�to�address�these�issues.��The�DEIR�should�also�include�an�analysis�
and�modeling�of�a�scenario�to�reduce�energy�use,�VMT,�and�greenhouse�gases.��The�adaptive�
management�strategy�of�an�Alternative�Transportation�scenario�should�also�be�considered.�
�
�
Sincerely,�

� � � � �
�
�
Dave�Davis� � � � � ����Michael�Chiacos�
Executive�Director� � � � ���Transportation�Specialist�
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Letter O.5 
 
COMMENTER: Dave Davis, Executive Director, and Michael Chiacos, Transportation 

Specialist, Community Environmental Council  
 
DATE:   September 1, 2009 
 
 
Response O.5-1 
 
The commenter’s summary of the environmental review history of the project is noted.  The 
commenter correctly notes that the only aspects of the 2008 RTP EIR that the court found 
inadequate were the “energy setting and energy impact analysis” and the traffic impact analysis 
“to a limited extent with respect to the EIR’s failure to discuss or refute ‘induced traffic’….” 
 
Response O.5-2 
 
The commenter states that, although the Draft Amended EIR is substantially improved over the 
former version, the 15% increase in per capita energy consumption demonstrates that SBCAG’s 
projected increase is the worst in the state out of similar planning agencies and constitutes a 
significant unaddressed energy impact.   The commenter does not cite to the ARB data that the 
commenter claims to reference.  SBCAG assumes that the commenter is referencing the June 3, 
2009 RTAC PowerPoint presentation, which suggested that SBCAG projected a 15% per capita 
increase in GHG emissions not energy consumption.  Moreover, because the data included in 
the RTAC presentation was not comparable between MPOs, it is incorrect to suggest that the 
presentation establishes that SBCAG is projecting the worst per capita increase in the state.   
Please see Response O.2-3 and Master Response 3 for a more detailed discussion. Although 
energy use and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions were not expressed in per capita terms in the 
Draft Amended EIR, the information to determine per capita impacts were presented therein.  
As noted in Master Response 3, implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce per capita 
GHG emissions as compared to the 2030 No Build scenario.  This is therefore not a new, 
“unaddressed” impact, as suggested by the commenter.  Section 4.12, Energy, as amended, 
demonstrates that implementation of the proposed RTP would not generate any significant 
impacts related to energy and would, in fact, reduce energy consumption as compared to the no 
project condition.   
 
Response O.5-3 
 
The commenter suggests that the amended EIR identifies significant energy impacts and 
recommends consideration of a new alternative to address the possibility of a high fuel prices 
and a carbon-constrained state.  The commenter also notes that the court determined additional 
alternatives “may only be warranted should additional analysis identify potentially significant 
energy impacts.”As discussed in the Amended EIR, the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan 
would not result in significant impacts related to energy.  Please refer to Response O.5-3.  
Accordingly, evaluation of an alternative aimed at reducing energy-related impacts is not 
warranted.  Please also refer to Master Response 1 for a more detailed discussion regarding 
why CEQA does not require consideration of an alternative designed to address a potential 
future high fuel price and carbon-constrained state.   
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Response O.5-4 
 
The commenter suggests SBCAG’s model should have been run using the 2007 Regional 
Growth Forecast (RGF) rather than the 2002 RGF.  The use of the 2002 RGF in the 2008 RTP EIR 
is simply a timing issue.  SBCAG’s travel demand model, which is SBCAG’s primary tool for 
estimating VMT, must be updated to account for the socioeconomic forecasts in the RGF.  The 
model update that corresponds to the 2007 Commuter Profile is scheduled for completion by 
the end of this year. 

 
The commenter also suggests the trend over the past five to seven years of decreasing increases 
in VMT and increases in transit ridership should be accounted for in the analysis.  SBCAG 
reviewed and considered the 2007 RGF developing the 2008 RTP.  While these recent trends are 
encouraging, it may be too early to assume these trend patterns out into the future.  For 
example, the chart below shows average daily VMT for Santa Barbara County from 1980 to 
2005; as shown, there have been similar “leveling off” trends in the past, such as the early 1990s. 
 Therefore, SBCAG has determined that the 2007 RGF does not warrant or require any changes 
to the proposed RTP. 

 

 
Source: Highway Performance Monitoring System – Public Road Data, Caltrans, 1980-2004 

 
The commenter also suggests there is no analysis of how different mode choice affects energy 
consumption.  The SBCAG model—the tool that provides VMT forecasts—accounts for mode 
choice.  It is a 4-step trip-based model and mode choice is one of the 4 steps.  The model 
employs a multi-layer logit mode choice model (an industry standard for assessing mode 
choice) to analyze and predict choices of travel mode.  The VMT outputs from the model, which 
account for shifts in mode choice, are the primary inputs for calculating energy consumption.   
 
The commenter also suggests the analysis does not address recent state laws and policies that 
require a reduction in energy usage and greenhouse gas pollution.  If commenter is referring to 
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California Senate Bill 375 (SB 375): Redesigning Communities to Reduce Greenhouse Gases, 
SBCAG is already preparing to address SB 375, as explained on p. 4.12-26 of the Draft EIR 
Amendment; however the legislation does not apply to the proposed RTP.  Please refer also to 
response I.4-30. 
 
Response O.5-5 
 
The commenter points out that the Draft Amended EIR uses the 2002 Commuter Profile Survey 
rather than the 2007 Commuter Profile.  SBCAG cites the 2002 Commuter Profile on p. 4.12-2 of 
the Draft Amendment to the EIR only as it is cited in the Community Environmental Council’s 
2007 report A New Energy Direction: Bold Local Solutions to a Global Problem: A Blueprint for Santa 
Barbara County.  Additionally, SBCAG reviewed and considered the 2007 Commuter Profile in 
developing the 2008 RTP.  While these recent trends are encouraging, it may be too early to 
assume these trend patterns out into the future.  Therefore, SBCAG has determined that the 
2007 RGF does not warrant or require any changes to the proposed RTP.  Please also refer to 
Response O.5-4. 
 
The commenter also suggests expanding the budget for SBCAG’s Traffic Solutions division.  
SBCAG allocates funds to a variety of programs and projects, where needed, per funding 
restrictions (e.g., the California Constitution prohibits gas taxes from being used for transit 
maintenance and operations).  Traffic Solutions of SBCAG has a significant role in 
transportation demand management (TDM) for the congestion on the south coast Highway 101 
corridor, and its ongoing work with local businesses is documented in a recently completed 
report on flexwork.  SBCAG agrees that the efforts of the Traffic Solutions staff at SBCAG have 
been instrumental in some of the recent increases in transit ridership rates and decreases in 
VMT.  However, the commenter may be underestimating the advocacy for alternative 
transportation at other local agencies.  Approximately 31% of RTP funds are dedicated to 
alternative transportation (transit, bike, pedestrian, and rail in addition to TDM) projects at a 
variety of agencies, including maintenance of existing alternative transportation systems.  While 
a significant portion of these funds are for continuation of existing transit operations, additional 
new buses to respond to new transit demand are also an important component of this funding.  
In addition, Measure A provides for continued funding for Transportation Demand 
Management.  
 
Response O.5-6 
 
The commenter claims that throughout the Draft Amended EIR energy analysis, there is a lack 
of discussion of more efficient alternative transportation modes.  Please refer to Response V.1-1 
for a discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.  Transit projects 
are included in this list.  The commenter suggests transportation alternatives use much less 
energy than SOV commuting, and transit can be an energy-efficient form of transportation, but 
only if it is actually used.  The transit projects included in the RTP are generally those that have 
been determined to be most viable in terms of use and, therefore, would have the greatest 
benefits with respect to the efficiency of the countywide transportation system.     
 
The commenter additionally requests consideration of a fourth alternative.  Please refer to 
Master Response 1.  As noted therein, additional alternatives analysis to avoid or lessen the 
environmental effects of the project is not required.  
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Response O.5-7 
 
The commenter suggests there is no discussion of lower carbon fuels; however, there is a 
discussion of alternative fuels on pages 4.12-5 through 4.12-8 in Section 4.12, Energy.  The 
commenter also suggests that the 2008 RTP include infrastructure for compressed natural gas 
(CNG), biodiesel, electric charging, and other alternative fuels.  Please refer to Response O.1-6.  
As noted therein, reducing energy use and encouraging alternative transportation are two of 
several (sometimes competing) goals the RTP must balance.  Also, please refer to Response V.1-
1 for a discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.     
 
The RTP includes a discussion of alternative fuels in Chapter 2 and the Amended EIR includes a 
discussion of alternative fuels in Section 4.12.1(a).  The RTP includes the following alternative 
fuel projects: 
 

 MTD-2 
 MTD-PL-8 
 MTD-PL -9 
 MTD-PL -23  
 MTD-PL-24 
 MTD-PL-27 

SBCAG is not an operator, but supports local agencies interested in pursuing alternative fuel 
projects, whether they relate to vehicles or infrastructure.  SBCAG has provided and will 
continue to provide funding for such projects as agencies are willing to undertake them.   
 
Response O.5-8 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of a high fuel price alternative.  Please refer to 
Master Response 1 and Response O.1-4.   
 
Response O.5-9 
 
Please refer to Response O.5-4 and Master Response 1.  Also note that, in actuality, gasoline 
consumption is a model output as opposed to a model input.  Model inputs are “used” in 
modeling, whereas outputs are products of modeling.  SBCAG’s travel demand model 
estimates VMT based on population, household, employment, and other demographic data; 
information about traffic generators such as tourist attractions; traffic counts from local 
jurisdictions; etc.  (See Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.) 
 The VMT output of the SBCAG travel model serves as an input into another model, the 
EMission FACtors (EMFAC) model, to estimate gasoline consumption. 
  
Response O.5-10 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  As noted therein, increases in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and fuel consumption are due to underlying population and 
economic growth separate from the proposed RTP.   
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Response O.5-11 
 
The commenter states that the DEIR makes no mention of SB 375.  The Draft Amendment to the 
EIR discusses SB 375 on page 4.12-26 in Section 4.12, Energy.  Although SBCAG views SB 375 as 
important legislation and has already begun preparing to address it in the next RTP, SBCAG 
does not believe an extensive description of the work being done for the next RTP is appropriate 
for inclusion in the proposed RTP.  Please also refer to responses O.5-4 and I.4-30.  
 
Response O.5-12 
 
The commenter notes that the DEIR states that SBCAG is “currently examining the modeling 
tools to better quantify the relationship between land use and transportation,” and requests 
additional explanation of the current analysis.  Please refer to Response I.4-30.   
 
Please refer also to Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
 
Response O.5-13 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of a new alternative.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 
 
Response O.5-14 
 
The commenter accurately notes that the proposed project (Planned scenario) would result in 
fewer greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions than the future no project scenarios:  No Build and 
Programmed.  The comment is noted.  Please also refer to Master Response 3.   
 
The commenter also asserts that SBCAG is projecting the highest increase in per capita 
greenhouse gas emissions in the entire state.  The commenter is incorrect.  Please also refer to 
Master Response 3 and Response O.2-3 for a discussion of per capita greenhouse gas emissions 
and comparison to other Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs).  
 
Response O.5-15 
 
The commenter recommends using a different baseline for analysis of energy use and 
emissions.  Please refer to Master Response 2.  
 
Response O.5-16 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of a high fuel price alternative.  Please refer to 
Master Response 1, Response O.1-4, and Response O.5-4.   
 
Response O.5-17 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the proposed 2008 RTP makes little effort to reduce 
petroleum dependency.  Please refer to Response O.1-6.  As noted therein, reducing energy use 
and encouraging alternative transportation are two of several (sometimes competing) goals the 
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RTP must balance.  Also, please refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative 
transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.     
 
As described in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Amended EIR, the proposed RTP would reduce 
future energy use as compared to future no project conditions.   
 
The commenter also suggests the analysis does not review what fuel prices or supply may be in 
the future.  According to the June 30, 2009 Santa Barbara Superior Court ruling, “…a local 
agency cannot be expected to analyze or predict the politically charged realities of global crude 
oil production and supply. Additionally…all such fuels are processed and trucked into the 
region, and absent a global or hemispheric crisis, their supply is dictated by ordinary market 
principles of supply and demand.” 
 
Response O.5-18 
 
The commenter cites projections from the Energy Information Administration (EIA) that energy 
costs will increase, which the EIA ties to the ending of the current economic recession.  It would 
be speculative to assume an end to the current economic recession in a definitive timeframe.  
Please refer to Response O.5-17 and Master Response 1.  
 
The commenter’s discussion of peak oil is noted.  However, use of petroleum reserves is 
influenced by numerous, global conditions that are outside the scope of this EIR.  
 
Response O.5-19 
 
The commenter asserts that the proposed RTP has significant adverse environmental impacts 
relating to VMT, fuel consumption, and GHG emissions.  The significant adverse impacts listed 
by the commenter are not attributable to the proposed RTP.  Please refer to Master Response 2.  
The 2008 RTP EIR describes the existing environment in the setting section of each 
environmental impact section.  However, for the purposes of determining the VMT, fuel 
consumption, and GHG emissions impacts of the proposed RTP, comparison of the proposed 
RTP to existing conditions would erroneously attribute background population and economic 
growth and associated local land use decisions to the RTP, which is specifically intended to 
address the transportation and circulation needs created by growth and land use changes. 
 
AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32:  The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) requires the 
California Air Resources Board to establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for the year 2020, 
based on 1990 levels of GHG emissions.  SB 375 (Senate Bill 375:  Redesigning Communities to 
Reduce Greenhouse Gases) is a tool that implements AB 32, by aiming to reduce GHG 
emissions through sustainable planning strategies intended to reduce VMT.  SB 375 does not yet 
apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP 
update. 
 
Response O.5-20 
 
The commenter references and summarizes the comment letter submitted by Robert A. 
Johnston, Professor Emeritus at the University of California at Davis (September 4, 2009).  
Please refer to Letter I.3 and associated responses I.3-1 through I.3-12.  The commenter 
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additionally states that SBCAG did not run its model to equilibrium.  The commenter is 
misinformed; the SBCAG model was designed, developed, and set to run to equilibrium with 
convergence criteria (relative gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations, whichever comes first.  Refer also 
to Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
 
The commenter states that the analysis relies on short-term data analysis and does not analyze 
the possibility that, long-term, “freeway construction leads to land use changes such as people 
moving farther away.”   
 
Current socio-economic conditions on the South Coast create extreme economic pressure for 
employees to relocate to Ventura County (or north Santa Barbara County).  It is estimated that 
there are 15,500 daily trips between Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties and that 60 to 70% of 
the vehicles on U.S. 101 at the Ventura/Santa Barbara County line during peak hours are 
traveling between their homes and places of work.  In addition, the 2002 Regional Growth 
Forecast estimates that the number of jobs available on the South Coast will increase by 
approximately 47,000 from 2000 to 2030.  There is little to no evidence, however, to suggest that 
housing and rental prices on the South Coast will decline enough to facilitate major shifts of 
employees back to live on the South Coast.  This jobs-housing imbalance, as well as local 
tourism attractions on the South Coast, create a significantly higher “daytime” population on 
the South Coast and put a strain on transportation facilities such as U.S. 101. 
 
The RTP addresses this reality.  In 2006, after a two-year study and public outreach process 
called 101 In Motion, the SBCAG board, along with local South Coast agencies, transit 
operators, and stakeholder groups, chose to implement a package of corridor improvements 
including high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, commuter-friendly rail service, additional 
transit service, and enhanced TDM programs (which provide additional funding for Traffic 
Solutions to work closely with large South Coast employers to assist their employees in making 
their commute to work easier).  The study also looked at alternative land use development 
scenarios to determine the influence different types of land use patterns have on travel demand. 
On the whole, this package of projects discourages single-occupant vehicle (SOV) trips, thus 
limiting vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  The full benefits of this collaborative work effort are 
included in the RTP.  

 
South Coast employees do and probably will continue to live in Ventura County, not because of 
an additional lane on U.S. 101, but because of housing costs and population growth.  It is the 
opinion of SBCAG that the additional freeway lane, rail service, transit service, and TDM 
programs included in the RTP address the effects of this jobs-housing imbalance on the South 
Coast transportation network to the fullest extent, while devoting a significant amount of 
funding to further encouraging ridesharing, transit use, and employer use of TDM programs. 
 
Response O.5-21 
 
The commenter expresses the opinion that future gas price increases will lead to public service 
impacts on transit agencies.  As stated in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, it is 
speculative to assume that fuel prices will continue to rise into the future, because fuel prices 
are influenced by the global market.  Moreover, SBCAG does not control fuel prices and, 
consequently, could not ensure implementation of such an alternative.   
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It should also be noted that updating the RTP is an ongoing process. The update of the 2008 
RTP began in 2006.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over 
the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation including those relating to fuel prices, land use policies, and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions.  New legislation on these issues and recent increases in fuel costs, if they continue, 
may shift transportation patterns.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP and 
will monitor the effect of changes in fuel prices and look to identify significant trends.  SBCAG 
will update the next RTP as necessary including, to the extent appropriate, consideration of 
additional feasible alternatives, if it is apparent that longer term changes to mode choice trends 
have occurred.  The current RTP is sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes 
in conditions and changes in expectations for the future.   
 
Also, please refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response O.5-22 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  The increases in VMT, fuel consumption, and greenhouse 
gases referenced by the commenter are attributable to underlying population and economic 
growth associated with local land use decisions that would occur with or without the proposed 
RTP.  Comparison of the proposed project to existing conditions would erroneously attribute 
this background growth to the RTP, which is specifically intended to address the transportation 
and circulation needs created by growth and associated local land use decisions.  Please also 
refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of the alternatives included in the 2008 RTP EIR. 
 
Response O.5-23 
 
The commenter suggests consideration of a fourth scenario that further promotes alternative 
modes of transportation.  Please refer to Master Response 1.  It should also be noted that 
increases in VMT into the future will be the result of underlying population and economic 
growth associated with local land use decisions, and not the proposed 2008 RTP.  Please refer to 
Master Response 2.   
 
Response O.5-24 
 
The commenter states that energy consumption is relatively similar in all three scenarios 
analyzed. In percentage terms, the difference in energy consumption between the proposed 
RTP and the future no project alternatives may seem minor.  However, the difference between 
the No Build scenario and the proposed RTP (i.e. 3.5%) and the Programmed scenario and the 
proposed RTP (i.e. 5.9%) represents a reduction in energy consumption equal to billions of 
British thermal units (BTUs).  SBCAG finds this reduction in energy consumption to be 
substantial. 
 
The commenter also suggests that the current energy consumption estimates in the EIR are 
likely incorrect because the travel model was not run to equilibrium.  The commenter is 
misinformed; the travel model was run to equilibrium.  Please refer to Response O.5-20. 
 
Please refer also to Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
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Response O.5-25 
 
The commenter suggests a fourth project alternative that prioritizes and more robustly funds 
alternative transportation projects and includes a baseline fuel price and a high fuel price 
scenario.  Please refer to Master Response 1.  Also, please refer to Response V.1-1 for a 
discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.     
 
The commenter also recommends increasing Traffic Solutions’ budget.  Please refer to Response 
O.5-5.  
 
Response O.5-26 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.   
 
Response O.5-27 
 
Please refer to Response O.5-4. 
 
Response O.5-28 
 
The commenter suggests that the Draft Amended EIR does not include a discussion of energy 
consumption of different modes of transportation.  Please refer to Table 4.12-5 in Section 4.12, 
Energy. As shown therein, the indirect energy consumption factors used in the energy analysis 
account for a variety of transportation modes, including passenger vehicles, transit buses, and 
rail.  Also, please refer to responses O.5-4 and O.5-7. 
 
Response O.5-29 
 
Please refer to responses O.5-4, O.5-5, and O.5-20. 
 
Response O.5-30 
 
Please refer to Response O.5-21. 
 
Response O.5-31 
 
Please refer to Response O.5-28.    Please also refer to Master Response 1.   
 
Response O.5-32 
 
Please refer to responses O.5-2 through O.5-31.  Please also refer to Master Response 1.   
 
 
 
 



P.O. Box 2495 
Santa Barbara, CA 93120 

805.875.3562 
www.coast-santabarbara.org 

�
Comments to SBCAG Regarding the Draft EIR Amendments for the 2008 RTP 

To: Mr. Jim Kemp, Executive Director 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
260 North San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, California 93110 

September 4, 2009 

Dear Mr. Kemp 

SBCAG’s Draft EIR Amendment deals with two main issues: (a) consideration of induced travel, and (b) 
consideration of energy impacts and energy conservation.  My comments deal with both of those issues. 

Modeling of induced travel: COAST believes that this is the less critical of the two topics in the EIR 
Amendment, but still worth addressing.  I have been a consultant in travel demand modeling for over 25 
years, and have carried out modeling work for all four major MPOs in California (Los Angeles, San 
Diego, Bay Area and Sacramento), as well as for many other regional, state and national government 
agencies in the US and Europe, so I feel well qualified to comment on this topic. 

In a nutshell, the EIR amendment asserts that (a) there is no standard accepted methodology for modeling 
the extent of induced (or suppressed) travel, and (b) that the SBCAG travel demand model already 
accounts for a great deal of what can be considered “induced travel” due to increased highway capacity.   

I believe that the EIR Amendment is correct in stating that a relatively minor fraction of the new demand 
(in terms of vehicle-miles traveled, or VMT) induced by a expanding highway capacity is likely to be in 
the form of completely new trips—most will be in the form of changes in the mode, destination or route 
used for trips that would be made anyway. In theory, the EIR Amendment is also correct in stating that 
the SBCAG travel demand model is capable of reflecting those other changes in travel demand,  because 
it includes a trip distribution model (some people will shift their trip to a more distant destination), a 
mode choice model (some people will switch from bus to car), and route assignment (some people will 
use the expanded road instead of an alternative route).   

As applied in practice, however, there are a number of reasons why the SBCAG models may not 
adequately reflect the types of induced or suppressed travel listed above. The SBCAG “no build” scenario 
predicts more than a 50% regional increase in VMT in 2030, to be squeezed onto a road network that is 
already quite congested in 2009. This level of demand increase would likely mean stop-and-go conditions 
on many regional roads for many hours of each day, often extending to outside of typical peak hours. 
When running a travel model, the predicted travel demand and the predicted of traffic congestion 
resulting from those predicted trips need to be iterated with one another until they are internally 
consistent.  Experience has shown that when very severe traffic congestion is predicted, the forecast 
results can be quite unstable between one iteration and the next. If the model has not been run through 
enough iterations to reach a stable forecast, then the predicted travel demand for the EIR alternatives, and 
the “no build” scenario in particular, may be unrealistic, and that in turn could lead to unrealistic results 
with respect to the amount of induced or suppressed demand reflected between different scenarios. 
COAST recommends that SBCAG provide additional information regarding the methods used to 

Letter O.6

O.6.1

O.6-2 & 
O.6-3



achieve and test the stability of its RTP forecasts across iterations, and also provide a discussion as 
to the realism of its forecasts for the 2030 no-build scenario, in terms of the predicted congestion 
levels as compared to today’s congestion levels, and how that in turn is reflected in measures such 
as average trip lengths and modal shares. A summary of such results as compared to similar forecasts 
produced by other California MPO’s would be very useful.

Energy and emissions impacts:  COAST feels that this is the most critical issue dealt with in the EIR 
Amendment, and, on this subject, we agree with the findings of Dr. Robert Johnston of UC Davis in his 
separate letter also submitted to SBCAG. 

It is clear that SBCAG will need to provide new travel infrastructure and options to deal with population 
growth and (probable) economic growth.  The key question is how those options can be planned and 
implemented in a way that is as energy-efficient and environmentally benign as possible.  We at COAST 
agree with other local advocacy groups that SBCAG has not done an adequate job of addressing this 
question in the EIR or the EIR Amendment. COAST strongly recommends adding a fourth scenario
that includes less investment in road capacity expansion, and replaces it with additional investment in: 

� transit options (both bus and rail);  
� bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure improvements;  
� travel demand management (TDM) programs such as those offered by Traffic Solutions;  
� incentives for the purchase and use of smaller, alternative fuel vehicles; 
� incentives for efficient land use changes focusing on mixed use and infill development;  
� incentives for reducing parking supply requirements and/or raising parking prices; and  
� incentives for large employers to subsidize nearby employee housing.  

Not only could such policies be much more beneficial in environmental terms, but, compared to road 
building, they are more adjustable over time, and thus carry less risk in times where economic trends and 
fuel prices are volatile and unpredictable.  

In summary, a regional transportation plan that substantially increases per capita greenhouse gas 
emissions seems unconscionable, if not unlawful under the requirements of AB32 and SB375. COAST 
feels strongly that a more ambitious attempt on the part of SBCAG to reduce environmental impacts is 
needed.  Both the California Air Resources Board and the SB County Grand Jury have identified SBCAG 
as one of the most lackluster MPO’s in California in meeting its responsibilities to protect our future 
environment.  In a region such as Santa Barbara, many voters expect our elected leaders and public 
agencies to be at the forefront of these efforts, not following reluctantly behind. 

Sincerely,     

Mark Bradley, COAST Board of Directors  

O.6-2 & 
O.6-3

O.6-4

O.6-5
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Letter O.6 
 
COMMENTER: Mark Bradley, Board of Directors, Coalition for Sustainable 

Transportation (COAST)  
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
 
Response O.6-1 
 
The commenter summarizes the Draft Amended EIR analysis and notes Mark Bradley’s 
(COAST Board of Directors) qualifications for commenting on the document.  The comment is 
noted.  Please refer also to Response O.6-2 & O.6-3 below. 
 
Response O.6-2 & 3 
 
The commenter states that the SBCAG model may not adequately reflect induced travel due to 
the difficulty in reaching a stable forecast and the need for more model iterations when severe 
traffic congestion is predicted.  The commenter states an opinion that since the road network is 
already quite congested in 2009, the network would face severe congestion under the No Build 
scenario, which predicts a 50% increase in VMT with no roadway improvements.  Therefore, 
the commenter recommends that SBCAG provide additional information regarding the 
methods used to achieve and test the stability of its RTP forecasts across iterations, and also 
provide a discussion as to the realism of its forecasts for the 2030 No Build scenario, in terms of 
the predicted congestion levels as compared to today’s congestion levels, and how that in turn 
is reflected in measures such as average trip lengths and modal shares.   
 
Convergence is a term to describe the traffic assignment results that close to true equilibrium, 
an optimal condition whereby no traveler will gain from changing travel paths once the system 
is in equilibrium. The SBCAG model was designed, developed and set to run to equilibrium 
with convergence criteria (relative gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations whichever comes first.  This 
convergence criterion exceeds most recommended criterion of 0.01.       
 
According to Jim Lam, Director of Model Development and Application, Caliper Corporation, 
SBCAG’s model development consultant, “Convergence is a measure of the difference in link 
volume flows between each assignment iteration.  The more similar the link volume flows are, 
the smaller the gap, and the better the convergence.  Research has indicated the tighter the gap 
convergence, e.g. 0.0001 vs. 0.001, the fewer feedback iterations are required.  Since the SBCAG 
model network is relatively small in size, convergence can usually be achieved within 50 
iterations” (personal email communication, September 8, 2009).  
 
Model stability is generally thought of in terms of model feedback stability. The SBCAG model 
uses the method of multiple successive averages, or the MSA method, to calculate and feedback 
congested costs back to trip distribution.  Model stability occurs through successive feedback 
iterations so that there would be minimal to no changes in the resulting distribution, mode 
choice, and assignment results.  In this condition the model is considered stabilized.   
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The current SBCAG model utilizes three loops of feedback, and various tests of travel time cost 
differences.  Given the relative small network size, it was determined that model stability 
occurred after three or so feedback loops.  This procedure is applied to all model scenario runs 
including the 2000 base year, and the 2030 No-Build, Programmed and Planned runs.  
 
The SBCAG model was developed and validated in 2004 by SBCAG’s model development 
consultant, Caliper Corporation, one of the two largest travel demand model software 
developers in the U.S. with approximately 70% of the market share.  The SBCAG model was re-
calibrated in 2007 with enhanced modeling capabilities for the 101 In-Motion Study.   
 
As part of the recalibration of the model, staff tested the model with five feedback loops.  The 
results were almost identical but the model runs take considerably more time.  The identical 
results mean that there are minimal changes in link volume flows and trip tables, and, 
consequently, VMT.  In summary, SBCAG believes that the model, with the current 
combinations of relative gap criteria, iterations, and feedback loops, achieves reasonable 
equilibrium and stability, and accurately predicts congestion under the No Build scenario 
(pages 4.12-17 and 4.12-18 of the Amended EIR show that the 2030 No Build scenario has the 
lowest countywide average vehicle speed and the most congested conditions on South Coast 
Highway 101).   
 
Refer also to Appendix I, which provides more information regarding model iterations and the 
stability of SBCAG’s travel demand model.  As explained in Appendix I, the model has the 
capability to model mode choice.   
  
The commenter additionally requests a summary of such results as compared to similar 
forecasts produced by other California MPOs.   SBCAG declines as there is considerable 
variation in the size and characteristics of MPOs throughout California.  As stated in Master 
Response 3, for this reason, comparisons using MPO data should be used with great caution.  
This is evident in the information prepared as part of the MPO survey for the Regional Targets 
Advisory Committee (RTAC), as discussed in Master Response 3.   
 
Response O.6-4 
 
The commenter references a comment letter prepared by Dr. Robert Johnston of UC Davis.  
Please refer to Letter I.3 and associated responses I.3-1 through I.3-12. 
 
Response O.6-5 
 
The commenter recommends adding a fourth alternative to the analysis.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1.  Also, please refer to Response O.1-6 for a discussion of prioritizing projects that 
reduce energy use and encourage alternative transportation and Response V.1-1 for a discussion 
of alternative transportation projects included in the proposed RTP.   
 
It should also be noted that local land use decisions are controlled by local agencies.  SBCAG 
uses existing local general plans as the basis for estimating the potential for future growth.  The 
adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions.  The SBCAG forecasts and 
land use assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans regarding residential and 
commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  See for example the residential and 
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commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG inventoried for the preparation of the Regional 
Growth Forecast adopted in 2002.  In summary, according to the SBCAG survey, in 2000 local 
agency land use plans could theoretically accommodate an additional 33,000 housing units and 
29 million square feet of commercial One of the fundamental purposes of the RTP is to meet 
countywide transportation needs generated by local land use decisions and regional growth.  
Similarly, regulations related to parking prices and subsidized housing are outside the purview 
of SBCAG and the 2008 RTP. 
 
Response O.6-6 
 
The commenter states an opinion that a regional transportation plan that increases per capita 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions seems unconscionable, if not unlawful under the 
requirements of AB 32 and SB 375.  Please refer to Master Response 3.  Note that SB 375 is the 
tool that implements AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006) by aiming to reduce GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 does not yet apply 
to the RTP, but SBCAG is already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update.     
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Letter O.7 
 
COMMENTER: KK Holland, Project Coordinator, Alliance for Sustainable and Equitable 

Regional Transit (ASERT)  
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
 
Response O.7-1 
 
The commenter urges consideration of a fourth alternative that promotes alternative 
transportation and more dense land use planning, and provides incentives for both employers 
and more efficient vehicles.  Please refer to Master Response 1.   
 
It should also be noted that land use decisions are controlled by local agencies.  SBCAG uses 
existing local general plans as the basis for estimating the potential for future growth.  The 
adopted local plans constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions.  The SBCAG forecasts and 
land use assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans regarding residential and 
commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  One of the fundamental purposes of the 
RTP is to meet countywide transportation needs generated by local land use decisions and 
regional growth.  See for example the residential and commercial buildout capacities that 
SBCAG inventoried for the preparation of the Regional Growth Forecast adopted in 2002.  In 
summary, according to the SBCAG survey, in 2000 local agency land use plans could 
theoretically accommodate an additional 33,000 housing units and 29 million square feet of 
commercial, retail and industrial development.   
 
Response O.7-2 
 
The commenter recommends using different baseline for analysis, and suggests that the RTP 
does not do enough to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  Please refer to Master 
Responses 2 and 3, and Response to V.1-1, which discusses alternative transportation projects 
included in the proposed RTP.   
 
Response O.7-3 
 
The commenter states an opinion that higher gas prices are a likely future scenario.  As stated in 
Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, it is speculative to assume that fuel prices will 
continue to rise into the future, because fuel prices are influenced by the global market.  
Moreover, SBCAG does not control fuel prices and, consequently, could not ensure 
implementation of such an alternative.   
 
It should also be noted that updating the RTP is an ongoing process. The update of the 2008 
RTP began in 2006.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over 
the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation including those relating to fuel prices, land use policies, and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions.  New legislation on these issues and recent increases in fuel costs, if they continue, 
may shift transportation patterns.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP and 
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will monitor the effect of changes in fuel prices and look to identify significant trends.  SBCAG 
will update the next RTP as necessary including, to the extent appropriate, consideration of 
additional feasible alternatives, if it is apparent that longer term changes to mode choice trends 
have occurred.  The current RTP is sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes 
in conditions and changes in expectations for the future.   
 
The commenter also expresses concern that some of the numbers used in modeling, such as 
those related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and gasoline consumption, are outdated.  In 
actuality, both VMT and gasoline consumption are model outputs as opposed to model inputs.  
Model inputs are “used” in modeling, whereas outputs are products of modeling.  SBCAG’s 
travel demand model estimates VMT based on population, household, employment, and other 
demographic data; information about traffic generators such as tourist attractions; traffic counts 
from local jurisdictions; etc.  See Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel 
demand model.  The VMT output of the SBCAG travel model serves as input into another 
model, the EMission FACtors (EMFAC) model, to estimate air quality emissions and gasoline 
consumption.  
  
Response O.7-4 
 
The commenter expresses a desire for the 2008 RTP to include more alternative transportation.  
Reducing energy use and encouraging alternative transportation are two of several (sometimes 
competing) goals the RTP must balance.  Please refer to Response V.1-1. 
 
The RTP’s Policy Element, which makes up the foundation of the RTP, is developed from the 
planning factors of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), public input, and the vision of SBCAG’s local and state 
partners.  SBCAG’s planning process must provide for consideration of projects and strategies 
that address the entire range of SAFETEA-LU planning factors—supporting economic vitality, 
increasing safety and security for both motorized and non-motorized users, increasing 
accessibility and mobility of both people and freight, protecting the environment, enhancing the 
connectivity of the transportation system, and preserving the existing transportation system.  
The RTP incorporates all modes of transportation, including alternative transportation, at both 
the policy level and the project level.   
 
Response O.7-5 
 
The commenter expresses a desire for the 2008 RTP to include an additional alternative scenario 
that leverages transportation alternatives.  Please refer to Master Response 1.  Also, please refer 
to Response O.7-4. 
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Letter O.8 
 
COMMENTER: Deborah Brasket, Executive Director, Santa Barbara County Action 

Network (SB CAN)  
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
Response O.8-1 
 
The commenter summarizes the goals of SB CAN and claims that the 2008 RTP is a step 
backwards.  As noted in the Introduction, detailed responses are not provided to comments on 
the merits of the proposed project.  The comment is noted.  Refer also to Response V.1-1 for a 
discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP. 
 
Response O.8-2 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Amended EIR relies on outdated information that 
does not take into account current changes in transportation patterns, the latest studies 
regarding peaking oil, nor a discussion of new carbon fuel standards.  The commenter does not 
provide reference to updated data or studies.   
 
Updating the RTP is an ongoing process; the update of the 2008 RTP began in 2006.  Although 
SBCAG attempts to keep every number and every reference in the document up to date, it is 
possible that some updated information became available after the RTP was drafted.  However, 
SBCAG believes that the RTP generally reflects current conditions and reasonably expected 
future conditions.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over 
the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP.  The current RTP is 
sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes in current conditions and changes 
in expectations for the future. 
 
Also, please refer to Master Response 3.  Note that SB 375 is the tool that implements AB 32 
(Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) by aiming to reduce 
GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 does not yet apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is 
already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update. 
 
Response O.8-3 
 
The commenter points out that the Draft Amended EIR uses the 2002 Commuter Profile Survey 
rather than the 2007 Commuter Profile.  Refer to Response O.5-5. 
 
Response O.8-4 
 
Please refer to Master Response 3 and Response O.2-3.  
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The RTP includes a discussion of alternative fuels in Chapter 2 and the Amended EIR includes a 
discussion of alternative fuels in Section 4.12.1(a).  The RTP includes the following alternative 
fuel projects: 
 

 MTD-2 
 MTD-PL-8 
 MTD-PL -9 
 MTD-PL -23  
 MTD-PL-24 
 MTD-PL-27 

SBCAG is not an operator, but supports local agencies interested in pursuing alternative fuel 
projects, whether they relate to vehicles or infrastructure.  SBCAG has provided and will 
continue to provide funding for such projects as agencies are willing to undertake them.   
 
The RTP incorporates all modes of transportation, including alternative transportation, at both 
the policy level and the project level.  The Amended EIR assesses impacts of the 2008 RTP as 
proposed.  
 
As stated in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, it is speculative to assume that fuel 
prices will continue to rise into the future, because fuel prices are influenced by the global 
market.  Moreover, SBCAG does not control fuel prices and, consequently, could not ensure 
implementation of such an alternative.   
 
It should also be noted that updating the RTP is an ongoing process.  The update of the 2008 
RTP began in 2006.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over 
the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation including those relating to fuel prices, land use policies, and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions.  New legislation on these issues and recent increases in fuel costs, if they continue, 
may shift transportation patterns.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP and 
will monitor the effect of changes in fuel prices and look to identify significant trends.  SBCAG 
will update the next RTP as necessary including, to the extent appropriate, consideration of 
additional feasible alternatives, if it is apparent that longer term changes to mode choice trends 
have occurred.  The proposed RTP is sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect 
changes in conditions and changes in expectations for the future.   
 
Response O.8-5 
 
The commenter requests consideration of a fourth alternative that prioritizes alternative modes 
of transit.  Please refer to Master Response 1 and Response O.7-4. 
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Letter I.1 
 
COMMENTER: Linda Byrd, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   July 22, 2009 
 
Response I.1-1 
 
The commenter makes several suggestions regarding Santa Barbara Metropolitan Transit 
District (MTD), Clean Air Express, and Wine Country Express schedules, routes, and 
connectivity. 
 
Comments regarding specific transit service schedules and stops are more appropriately 
addressed as part of SBCAG’s annual Transit Needs Assessment, or by the transit providers 
themselves.  SBCAG will forward these comments to the appropriate transit providers, and will 
include them in the 2010 Transit Needs Assessment. 
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Letter I.2 
 
COMMENTER: Julie Kahrnoff and Joseph Tanzer, Private Citizens 
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
Response I.2-1 
 
The commenters’ summary of the Draft Amended EIR is noted.  Please refer to responses I.2-2 
through I.2-20 and Master Response 1 regarding the alternatives considered in the 2008 RTP 
EIR.  
 
Response I.2-2 
 
Local land use decisions are controlled by local agencies.  SBCAG uses existing local general 
plans as the basis for estimating the potential for future growth.  The adopted local plans 
constitute SBCAG’s future land use assumptions. See for example the residential and 
commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG inventoried for the preparation of the Regional 
Growth Forecast adopted in 2002.  In summary according to the SBCAG survey, in 2000 local 
agency land use plans could theoretically accommodate an additional 33,000 housing units and 
29 million square feet of commercial, retail and industrial development.  The SBCAG forecasts 
and land use assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans regarding residential and 
commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  Rather, one of the fundamental purposes 
of the RTP is to meet countywide transportation needs generated by local land use decisions 
and regional economic and population growth.  Please refer to Master Response 2.   
 
Response I.2-3 
 
The commenters suggest that improvements to CAFE standards will enable people to spend 
less money on gas, which will in turn cause people to drive more.  As noted in Section 4.1.3 of 
the Amended EIR, the theory behind induced travel is that increased highway capacity (i.e., a 
new or widened roadway) reduces the “cost” of travel (i.e., travel time), thereby increasing the 
demand for travel.  The commenter additionally states that because the proposed RTP (Planned 
scenario) would allow for less congestion on the freeway and for greater fuel efficiency, vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) should be greater than for the future no project scenarios (No Build and 
Programmed).  However, as noted in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel), based on the analysis of 
local trip diversion associated with case studies of past road and intersection improvement 
projects, a literature review, and analysis from the SBCAG travel model, this effect would be 
minor overall and impacts related to induced travel would not be significant.  The RTP is 
intended to improve transportation efficiency and thereby reduce VMT.  In addition, the 
proposed RTP contains additional alternative transportation and transportation demand 
management projects that reduce VMT. 
 
Response I.2-4 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  As noted therein, future population growth will 
cumulatively increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within the county with or without 
implementation of the transportation improvements identified in the 2008 RTP.  The 
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environmental impacts of the 2008 RTP are determined by comparing the 2008 RTP to future 
(2030) no project conditions, rather than to existing conditions.  Comparing the 2008 RTP to 
existing conditions would erroneously attribute background economic and population growth 
and local land use decisions, and associated environmental effects, to the proposed project.    
 
Response I.2-5 
 
The commenters reference an article by Carolyn Rodier, which concludes that induced travel 
should be represented in transportation and land use models.  As described in Section 4.1.3, 
Induced Travel, of the Draft Amended EIR, the complexities of the topic of induced travel have 
led to a variety of conclusions in the literature.  “Depending upon methodologies and data 
sources, analyses of induced travel provide differing results” (Strathman et al., 2000, p. 5).  The 
Induced Travel analysis presented in the Amended EIR, which is based on the analysis of local 
trip diversion associated with case studies of past road and intersection improvement projects, a 
literature review, and analysis from the SBCAG travel model, demonstrates that there would 
not be a significant impact on infrastructure, services or congestion relating to induced 
travel.  Refer also to Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
 
Response I.2-6 
 
Increased congestion between 1998 and 2009 appears to be the result of cumulative economic 
growth, population growth, local land use decisions, and an associated increase in vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), and is not attributed to an interchange improvement project completed in 1997. 
 Please refer to Section 4.1.3(c) of the Draft Amended EIR for a complete discussion of the 1997 
interchange improvements in question. 
 
Response I.2-7 
 
The commenters question why (and if) mode choice can be factored into the travel demand 
model, but induced travel cannot, as they are both highly related to traveler behavior.  Mode 
choice is a behavior that is observable and measurable – transit ridership can be measured and 
compared to motor vehicle use, for example.  In contrast, induced travel is a more complicated 
traveler behavior that cannot be easily observed or measured.  As stated in Section 4.13, Induced 
Travel, of the Amended EIR, FHWA notes that “the relationship between increases in highway 
capacity and traffic is very complex, involving various travel behavior responses, residential 
and business location decisions, and changes in regional population and economic growth.” 
Schiffer et al. (2003, p. 5) reach similar conclusions:  “[t]he statistical relationship between road 
supply and traffic is not the result of a simple, one-way, causal link” and it is “[d]ifficult to 
disentangle the many contributors to increased travel.” 
 
For an area of its size, population, and transportation network, etc., SBCAG is in conformance 
with, and often exceeds, federal and state performance standards for travel demand modeling.  
SBCAG’s travel demand model has been reviewed by FHWA as part of a triennial federal 
review process that is required of all metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs).13  FHWA 
and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) determined that SBCAG’s planning process, 
including the travel model, is in accordance with federal guidelines.  The two federal agencies 

                                                 
13 As the designated MPO, SBCAG is responsible for all transportation planning and programming activities required 
under federal law. 
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also provided recommendations for long-term model improvement, which SBCAG is following. 
 SBCAG’s travel demand model is also consistent with state guidelines for regional 
transportation planning agencies (RTPAs)14 established by the California Transportation 
Commission, the agency that prepares the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines. 
 
SBCAG is updating the travel model to account for the newer growth forecast that SBCAG 
adopted in 2007.   
 
Response I.2-8 
 
The commenters suggest that a greater capacity for vehicles on the freeway may allow vehicles 
to travel at faster, potentially less efficient, speeds.  A discussion of the effect of speed on fuel 
efficiency is provided in Section 4.12.2(a) of the Amended EIR.  As described therein, although 
vehicle speed is not considered in Caltrans’ Input-Output methodology used to evaluate energy 
consumption, it is known that vehicle travel at speeds different from the most fuel-efficient 
speed can lead to dramatic increases in fuel consumption.  Most automobiles achieve optimal 
fuel economy at a speed of approximately 50 to 55 miles per hour.  In the year 2030, the 
countywide average speeds for the No Build, Programmed, and Planned scenarios are 
estimated at 41.5, 43.0, and 45.7 miles per hour, respectively.  Therefore, the proposed RTP 
would result in improved energy efficiency related to vehicle speeds as compared to other 
future scenarios. 
 
Average vehicle speeds are fully accounted for in the SBCAG travel model and the EMFAC air 
quality emissions model accounts for running emissions by various vehicle speeds.  The SBCAG 
travel model determines the average vehicle speeds for each road in the county.  This data is 
then incorporated into the EMFAC air quality using a speed fraction distribution of VMT and 
vehicle trips into 24 1-hour time periods.  To compute running emissions, each time period’s 
VMT total is stratified into 13 speed classes (between 0-65 mph in 5 mph increments) by vehicle 
classification.  The quantitative VMT by speed class distributions can be found in the RTP EIR 
in Appendix B, pages 17-19.  In addition, the air quality analysis accounts for running, starting, 
and resting emissions.  The quantitative emissions numbers can be found in the RTP EIR in 
Appendix B, pages 29-31. 
  
Response I.2-9 
 
The commenters cite data showing that automobile emissions increase at speeds above 60 miles 
per hour.  The comment is noted.  However, as noted previously, implementation of the 
proposed RTP would reduce emissions as compared to the no project condition. 
 
Response I.2-10 
 
The commenters suggest analyzing freeway expansion projects separate from the rest of the 
projects included in the 2008 RTP.  CEQA mandates that environmental considerations do not 
become submerged by separating a large project into many little ones — each with a minimal 
potential impact on the environment — which cumulatively may have significant impacts.  This 
problem is often referred to as “segmenting” or “piecemealing.”  The Draft Amended EIR 

                                                 
14 As the designated RTPA, SBCAG is responsible for the multi-modal transportation planning, programming, and 
fund allocation required by state statutes. 
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comprehensively analyzes all components of the proposed project, and therefore evaluates the 
full magnitude of the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts associated with the 2008 RTP. 
 Furthermore, it should be noted that the 2008 RTP EIR is a programmatic EIR.  Its purpose is to 
consider the potential environmental impacts of the proposed RTP at the program level.  If and 
when projects included in the proposed RTP are carried forward, the project level analysis 
sought by the commenter will be conducted as part of the CEQA review required for individual 
projects. 
 
Also, please refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative transportation projects 
included in the 2008 RTP.     
 
Response I.2-11 
 
The commenters state an opinion that mitigation measures for the energy impacts of the project 
should be applied at all times.  As described in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, 
the energy impacts of the proposed RTP would be less than significant.  Therefore, the 
recommended mitigation measures are not necessary to reduce an identified impact to below a 
level of significance.  It should also be noted that because the EIR is programmatic, it is difficult 
to determine which measures would be feasible for individual projects.  Feasibility 
determinations will be made on a case-by-case basis as projects move through the approval 
process. 
 
Response I.2-12 
 
The literature review in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel) accurately references and cites sources of 
information, in contrast to the commenters’ suggestion.   
 
Response I.2-13 
 
The commenters disagree with SBCAG’s citations of Robert Cervero’s study, noting that 
“Roberto Cervaro’s study on road expansion, urban growth, and induced travel came to the 
conclusion, ‘as with past research evidence of induced travel, induced growth, and induced 
investment was uncovered...While the magnitude of induced growth effects found in this study 
is generally consistent with that of previous research the magnitude of induced travel effects is 
less.’”  SBCAG disputes neither that Cervero reaches this conclusion nor the conclusion itself.  
Cervero found that while induced travel may occur, it is generally less significant than past 
research has claimed.  On page 17 of his study, in the Short-Run Model Summary, he writes 
“Based on California experiences along 24 freeway corridors over the 1980 to 1994 period, a 
near-term ‘induced travel’ elasticity of 0.24 was estimated.  In that some of this travel increase 
represents route diversions15, the ‘induced demand’ elasticity of newly produced VMT is likely 
even smaller.”  In his Longer-Term Model Summary on page 24, he writes “Elasticity estimates of 
induced travel were lower than what was found in most previous studies, including those 
focused on California freeways.”  In his study of long-term induced travel, Cervero 
incorporated the effects of “induced growth”—land use and development changes spurred by 

                                                 
15 Cervero does differentiate between what SBCAG defines as induced travel and “all changes in trip-making that are 
unleashed when a road is improved, not only in terms of newly added traffic but also in terms of diverted trips from 
other routes” (Cervero, 2001, p. 9), but notes that in his study “there is no way to know from reported VMT data how 
much is diverted” (Cervero, 2001, p. 10). 
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increased freeway capacity.  He found that “traffic generated by new residential and 
commercial-industrial-institutional development accounted for some of the VMT gains, [but] 
the influences of behavioral shifts (e.g., latent trips, modal changes, route diversions) are nearly 
four times as strong as those of structural changes (e.g., land-use shifts)” (Cervero, 2001, p. 22).  
Although he finds that development activity may eventually respond to the addition of lane 
miles, and VMT may eventually respond to development activity, “more research is needed in 
different settings and at different resolutions of analysis to further refine our understanding of 
the co-dependencies between road investments, land-use shifts, and induced travel” (Cervero, 
2001, p. 24). 
 
The commenters question the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) position on induced 
travel.  SBCAG cited a variety of statements and opinions on induced travel, which also 
illustrates the challenge in examining this issue; however, SBCAG’s planning process is 
overseen by federal agencies FHWA and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), so the FHWA is 
an important source of policy and opinion.  Their position is clearly outlined on the FHWA 
website: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/itfaq.htm.   
 
The commenters also state, “For the reasons stated above, SBCAG cannot rely on FHWA’s 
position to provide an excuse for not being able to come up with a 4-step travel demand model 
[emphasis added]. Therefore, utilizing the documentation in the modeling process results in 
incomplete findings that make SBCAG’s estimates on VMT inaccurate.”  The commenter is 
misinformed; SBCAG has developed, updated, and employed a 4-step travel demand model as 
an important tool for transportation planning for over 15 years.  SBCAG’s current travel 
demand model software, TransCad, is also used by many other MPOs in California and across 
the nation. 
 
Response I.2-14 
 
The commenter suggests a new alternative.  Please refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response I.2-15 
 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response I.2-16 
 
The commenters’ statements regarding global climate change (GCC) and the potential impacts 
of GCC on Santa Barbara County are noted.  Refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of 
alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.   
 
It should also be noted that the proposed RTP will result in a less-than-significant impact with 
respect to GHG emissions.  Moreover, as discussed in the Amended EIR, the court upheld the 
adequacy of the 2008 RTP EIR in all respects challenged with the exception of the EIR’s 
discussion of “induced travel” and the energy setting and energy impact analysis.  Therefore, 
the court determined that the GHG analysis included in the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 
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Response I.2-17 
 
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 2.   
 
Response I.2-18 
 
Please refer to Impact E-1 in Section 4.12, Energy, and Response I.2-10 above. 
 
Response I.2-19 
 
Please refer to Response I.2-16. 
 
Response I.2-20 
 
Please refer to Master Response 1.
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Letter I.3 
 
COMMENTER: Robert A. Johnston, Professor Emeritus, University of California at Davis 
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
Response I.3-1 
 
The commenter’s statement of qualifications is noted. 
 
Response I.3-2 
 
The commenter provides a chart showing per capita greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions across all 
metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs).  Please refer to Master Response 3 and Response 
I.4-6.  
 
The proposed RTP will result in a less than significant impact with respect to GHG emissions.  
As discussed in the Amended EIR, the court upheld the adequacy of the 2008 RTP EIR in all 
respects challenged with the exception of the EIR’s discussion of “induced travel” and the 
energy setting and energy impact analysis.  Therefore, the court determined that the GHG 
analysis included in the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 
 
Response I.3-3 
 
The commenter claims that projected per capita increases in energy consumption constitute a 
new significant energy impact.  Please refer to Master Response 3 and Response I.4-6.  Note that 
SB 375 is the tool that implements AB 32 (Assembly Bill 32: The California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006) by aiming to reduce GHG emissions from light duty vehicles.  SB 375 
does not yet apply to the RTP, but SBCAG is already positioning itself to address SB 375 in the 
next RTP update. 
 
Response I.3-4 
 
The commenter’s summary of the EIR prepared for the Sacramento Area Council of 
Government (SACOG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is noted.  Also, please refer to 
Master Response 3 for a discussion of comparison to other Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs).  The commenter also states that the SACOG RTP EIR supports the 
conclusion that “MPOS and RTPAs have an obligation to evaluate GHGs.” SBCAG agrees with 
this conclusion.  The 2008 RTP EIR evaluates the potential GHG emission impacts of SBCAG’s 
2008 RTP.  The proposed RTP will result in a less than significant impact with respect to GHG 
emissions.  As discussed in the Amended EIR, the court upheld the adequacy of the 2008 RTP 
EIR in all respects challenged with the exception of the EIR’s discussion of “induced travel” and 
the energy setting and energy impact analysis.  Therefore, the court determined that the GHG 
analysis included in the EIR complies fully with CEQA. 
 
Response I.3-5 
 
The commenter’s discussion of Federal law is noted. 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP Amended EIR 
Responses to Comments  
 
 

  SBCAG 
  96 

Response I.3-6 
 
The commenter states a belief that the literature review on induced travel is biased.  The 
literature review does not cite every source; doing so would be infeasible.  However, the review 
shows that although some researchers find evidence of certain and significant induced travel, 
many others do not.  The fact that SBCAG has reached conclusions that are inconsistent with 
those of commenter does not demonstrate a bias.  At most, SBCAG believes these differences 
represent a disagreement between experts.   
 
The commenter also states that “actual agency practice all over the U.S. is that induced travel 
must be represented in the modeling.”  Staff does not agree with this characterization.  Some 
large MPOs across the country may have the capability to model induced travel in general 
terms, but staff has not come across MPO documentation that explicitly addresses induced 
travel by definition and the specific model capability to model it.   Staff also has not come across 
documents that explicitly indicate that induced travel “must be represented” in the modeling.  
As indicated in the EIR Amendment, induced travel is highly related to travel behavior and 
modeling travel behavior has been an ongoing research topic in the modeling community and 
in academia.  Current Caltrans Traveling Forecasting Guidelines place induced travel in the 
“Interface between land use and transportation” category, which is a major part of the SB 375 
requirements that SBCAG is currently addressing for inclusion in the next RTP.    
 
Response I.3-7 
  
The commenter notes that the USEPA/USDOT Air Quality Conformity rule requires that MPOs 
in nonattainment regions run their travel models to equilibrium and that the CTC Addendum 
to the 2007 RTP Guidelines recommends that MPOs in regions such as SBCAG’s run their travel 
models to equilibrium.  Although the Air Quality Conformity rule does not now apply to 
SBCAG, and the CTC Addendum is not mandatory, SBCAG runs its model to equilibrium.  The 
SBCAG model was designed, developed, and set to run to equilibrium with convergence 
criteria (relative gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations, whichever comes first.  Please refer also to 
Appendix I for more information about the model.  Also, as recently as 2004, the SBCAG region 
was in nonattainment for federal air quality standards and was subject to air quality conformity 
requirements; therefore, the SBCAG travel model was subject to considerable ongoing scrutiny 
and was sanctioned for use in air quality conformity assessments for the Transportation 
Improvement Program and the Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Response I.3-8 
 
As noted by commenter, SBCAG runs its model through all relevant model steps.  In addition, 
the SBCAG model was designed, developed, and set to run to equilibrium with convergence 
criteria (relative gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations, whichever comes first.  In 2007 as part of the 
101 In Motion Study, high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane and transportation demand 
management (TDM) modeling assessment capabilities were added.  Please refer to Appendix I 
for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
 
The commenter states he would expect the model to show higher VMT for the alternative with 
more lane-miles, citing experience with travel models in the Sacramento region.  SBCAG cannot 
speak to the circumstances in the Sacramento region.  However, as explained in Section 4.1.3 



2008 Santa Barbara County RTP Amended EIR 
Responses to Comments  
 
 

  SBCAG 
  97 

(Induced Travel), SBCAG expects that additional lane-miles, such as the HOV lanes on US 101, 
may divert traffic onto US 101, but will not significantly increase VMT.  In addition, in Santa 
Barbara County, the scenario with the most lane-miles (the proposed RTP) is also the scenario 
with the most alternative transportation projects.  The US 101 corridor improvements, for 
example, include the addition of an HOV lane (diverting people from single-occupant vehicles 
(SOVs) to carpools in order to use the lane during peak periods) as well as the 101 In Motion 
Alternative Consensus Transportation Package Measures including commuter-friendly rail 
service, additional transit service (including enhanced express bus service), and enhanced TDM 
programs (e.g., telecommuting, flexible work schedules, etc.).  On the whole, the combination of 
these strategies included in the proposed RTP (the Plan scenario) discourages SOV trips, thus 
reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  This reduction is seen in the forecast VMT totals for 
each scenario: 15,506,795 under 2030 No Build, 15,883,445 under 2030 Program, and 14,948,776 
under 2030 Plan (proposed RTP with the HOV lane and the In Motion Alternative Consensus 
Transportation Package Measures).   
 
Response I.3-9 
 
The commenter states that he is unclear on whether or not SBCAG’s model was run correctly.  
SBCAG’s model was run correctly, to equilibrium with convergence criteria; see Response I.3-8 
and Appendix I. 
 
The commenter states that a 4-step travel model run correctly can represent trip length changes 
due to changes in congestion.  The commenter is correct.  SBCAG’s model is a 4-step travel 
model and it can represent trip length changes due to trip diversions caused by changes in 
congestion.  
 
The commenter believes that if a model can represent trip length changes due to changes in 
congestion, it can explicitly model induced travel.  The commenter is incorrect.  Minor trip 
length changes due to trip diversions are not induced travel.  Trip length changes as a result of 
new destinations (e.g., if a traveler were to choose a restaurant farther from home as a result of 
increased roadway capacity) cannot be captured by the model; the model cannot quantify such 
behavioral traveler decisions.  As explained on page 4.1-33 of the Amended EIR, most current 
travel models can account for some, but not all, of the potential traveler responses (e.g., mode 
choice, change of schedule, new trips, etc.) to increases in roadway capacity.  
    
Response I.3-10 
 
The commenter suggests the local examples provided in Section 4.1.3(c) (Evidence from Local 
Data) are not relevant.  SBCAG agrees that the current U.S. 101 widening project is not the same 
as the 1988 widening or the 1997 interchange improvements.  However, examples from the local 
area, on the same freeway, with similar traffic volumes, segment length, urban form, and 
socioeconomic and commuting characteristics as the current project, make for a compelling 
case.  Moreover, the local data accounts for just one of the several methods used by SBCAG to 
analyze induced travel.  See Section 4.1.3(a)-(c) from the Draft Amended EIR. 
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Response I.3-11 
 
The commenter suggests the elasticity calculation on page 4.1-33 is incorrect and should only 
include freeways and major arterials.  SBCAG recognizes the commenter’s point.  The 
commenter is pointing out that, for example, the additional lane-miles created by a widening 
project on a small segment of a freeway or a major arterial would account for only a small 
percentage of all the lane-miles on all types of roads in the entire county, suggesting a small 
potential increase in VMT.  The additional lane-miles would, however, account for a larger 
percentage of all the freeway and major arterial lane-miles in the county, suggesting a larger 
potential increase in VMT.  Table 4.1-12 in Section 4.1.3 (Induced Travel) and the preceding 
paragraph on page 4.1-33 have therefore been revised accordingly:  
 

The RTP will increase lane-miles by such a small amount (refer to Table 4.1-12) that even 
with a high elasticity, VMT would only increase by a small amount. The RTP’s 2030 
Planned scenario (which assumes full implementation of the proposed U.S. 101 
improvements) will increase lane miles by only 3.0 3.5%. Even assuming elasticity from the 
top end of the spectrum (1.0), VMT would only increase by 3.0 3.5%.     

 

Table 4.1-12  Lane-Miles in Santa Barbara County 

 
2000 Base Case 2030 No Build 2030 Programmed 2030 Planned 

CBD 79 79 79 79 

Urban 1,584 1,584 1,633 1,684 

Rural 1,879 1,879 1,872 1,885 

Sum 3,541 3,541 3,584 3,648 

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

% Change from 2000 - 0.0% 1.2 2.4% 3.0 3.5% 

CBD: Central Business District 
These figures include only the lane-miles on the SBCAG model network. 
These figures include the following roadway classes: freeways, major arterials. 

 

 
Response I.3-12 

 
The commenter states that SBCAG is almost the only RTPA/MPO to not have a working urban 
growth model to use in the SB 375 planning process.  SBCAG concurs that SBCAG does not 
have a land use model, but SBCAG has been involved in addressing the issue of integrating 
transportation and land use modeling for some time, and will be prepared to address SB 375.   
 
The commenter states that SBCAG seems to have fallen behind common practice in both travel 
modeling and land use modeling.  SBCAG disagrees with this statement.  The SBCAG travel 
demand model is one of the more advanced travel demand models among small- and mid-
sized MPOs in California.  The SBCAG model was developed by Caliper Corporation, one of 
the two largest travel demand model software development companies in the U.S. with 
approximately 70% of the market share.  The model was developed not only according to, but 
also exceeds federal and state guidance.  The model has the capability to model high-occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lanes, transit, bike and walk, TDM, and commuter rail.  The assignment model is 
a multi-class assignment which assigns vehicle trips onto general purpose lanes and HOV lanes 
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separately.  The SBCAG model was designed and set to run to equilibrium with convergence 
criteria (relative gap) set at 0.001 or 50 iterations, whichever comes first, and with capacity to 
further tighten the convergent criteria if necessary.  In terms of land use modeling, as explained 
above, SBCAG, like most small- to mid-sized MPOs, is in the process of actively developing a 
flexible land use model to address SB 375. 
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Letter I.4 
 
COMMENTER: Eugene S. Wilson, Attorney at Law 
 
DATE:   September 4, 2009 
 
Response I.4-1 
 
The commenter claims that the Draft Amended EIR fails to meet the requirements of CEQA.  
The commenter does not say which requirements he believes have not been met.  The comment 
is noted.  However, SBCAG believes that the 2008 RTP EIR, including the Draft Amendment to 
the EIR, fully complies with CEQA.   
 
Response I.4-2 
 
The commenter asserts that substantial negative impacts on energy will result from 
accommodating future transportation needs in the region primarily through increased 
infrastructure for single occupancy vehicles reliant on petroleum-based fuels.  The commenter 
claims that the Draft Amended EIR fails to consider impacts related to energy.  Please refer to 
Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR.  Please also refer to Response V.1-1 for a 
discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.  The commenter’s 
policy views are noted.  The Draft Amended EIR fully evaluates the RTP’s potential energy 
impacts.  The Draft Amended EIR demonstrates that the proposed RTP would result in less 
than significant energy impacts.   
 
Moreover, SBCAG disagrees with the commenter’s conclusion that the RTP accommodated 
future transportation needs in the region primarily through increased infrastructure for single 
occupancy vehicles reliant on petroleum-based fuels.  Approximately 31% of RTP funds are 
dedicated to alternative transportation (transit, bike, pedestrian, and rail in addition to TDM) 
projects at a variety of agencies, including maintenance of existing alternative transportation 
systems.  Additionally, the U.S. 101 corridor improvements include not only the addition of 
high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, but also commuter-friendly rail service, additional transit 
service, and enhanced transportation demand management (TDM) programs.  On the whole, 
this package of projects discourages single-occupant vehicle (SOV) trips, thus limiting vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT). 
 
Response I.4-3 
 
Section 4.12, Energy, in the Draft Amended EIR is intended to comprehensively address the 
energy impacts of the project.  This replacement Energy section was prepared to satisfy the 
Santa Barbara Superior Court’s June 30, 2009 direction regarding the Final EIR.   
 
In the lawsuit filed by the commenter relating to the proposed RTP, the commenter argued that 
SBCAG’s 2008 RTP EIR should have included an evaluation of energy consumption of the 
regional transportation system based on BTUs consumed daily.16  The commenter provided 

                                                 
16 See Sustainable Transportation Advocates of Santa Barbara’s Memorandum of Points and Authorities by Petitioner 
in Support of Petition for Writ of Mandate in Sustainable Transportation Advocates of Santa Barbara v. Santa Barbara 
County Association of Governments, Case Number 1303310, p. 8. 
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SBCAG and the court with a copy of Contra Costa County’s RTP EIR as evidence of the type of 
energy consumption analysis that it believed SBCAG should have conducted as part of its 2008 
RTP EIR.17  In the court’s ruling in the litigation, although the court stated that it “d[id] not 
deem… [the Contra Costa County RTP EIR] determinative of CEQA’s requirements for a 
programmatic EIR for an RTP[,]” the court took notice of the Contra Costa County RTP EIR’s 
“discussions of energy impacts, and its provision of scientific and factual data in support of its 
conclusions.”18  To address the commenter’s request and the court’s ruling, SBCAG developed 
the updated Energy Section – Section 4.12 in the Draft Amended EIR – to provide the types of 
data and methodology included in Contra Costa County’s RTP EIR as well as the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission’s Transportation 2035 Plan EIR. 
 
The methodology used in Section 4.12, Energy, in the Draft Amended EIR is not identical to that 
used in either the Contra Costa County RTP EIR or the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission’s Transportation 2035 Plan EIR because SBCAG refined the methodology and 
analysis to address differences between Contra Costa and San Francisco counties and Santa 
Barbara County.  By modeling the energy analysis in the Draft Amended EIR after the analyses 
produced for Contra Costa and San Francisco counties, SBCAG has ensured that the energy 
analysis in the Draft Amended EIR is as extensive and detailed as the energy analysis 
developed by these other agencies.  Additionally, SBCAG made every effort to ensure the 
discussion of energy impacts was written in simple and concise fashion so that the discussion is 
accessible to the general public.  Therefore, SBCAG disagrees with the commenter that the 
energy amendment has not been prepared in a manner that is meaningful and useful. 
 
Response I.4-4 
 
The commenter notes that the determination of whether a project may have a significant impact 
on energy calls for careful judgment on the part of the agency based on the available scientific 
and factual data.  Please refer to the analysis in Impact E-1 for a discussion of the scientific and 
factual data to support the conclusions presented in Section 4.12, Energy.  Please also refer to 
Response I.4-3. 
 
Response I.4-5 
 
The commenter’s statements regarding CEQA and Energy Guidelines promulgated by the 
California Natural Resources Agency are noted.  The comment does not address the content of 
the environmental analysis contained in the Draft Amended EIR. 
 
Response I.4-6 
 
The commenter suggests that the Draft Amended EIR fails to provide critical information on per 
capita energy consumption.  However, the commenter also notes that the Draft Amended EIR 
includes the data necessary to consider energy consumption in either total or per capita 
consumption.  The Draft Amended EIR discusses both direct and indirect energy consumption 
in terms of both total and per capita consumption.  Please refer to pages 4.12-20 through 4.12-25 
from the Energy Section in the Draft Amended EIR.  While the Draft Amended EIR discusses 
energy consumption in both total and per capita terms, SBCAG believes that total energy 
                                                 
17 Ibid. 
18 Santa Barbara Superior Court Ruling, June 30, 2009, pp. 7-8. 
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consumption data is more informative for the purposes of this programmatic EIR.  SBCAG 
believes that presenting the data as total emissions as opposed to per capita emissions aids in 
the evaluation of the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts as they relate to this global 
issue.  Accordingly, while per capita energy consumption is considered in the text of Section 
4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, the tables presented in the section present the data in 
terms of total emissions.  However, as illustrated in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended 
EIR, the proposed RTP would reduce both the overall energy consumption and per capita 
energy consumption when compared to the Programmed and No Build scenarios. 
 
It should also be noted that the chart provided by the commenter was a draft and has been 
updated.  Both the chart shown and the updated information can be found on the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) website: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/ 
meetings.htm.  The chart provided by the commenter was from the June 3, 2009 meeting of the 
Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC).  An updated chart, shown below, can be 
extracted from the August 18, 2009 RTAC meeting materials. 
 

CO2 Emissions by Passenger Vehicles per Day 
(Pounds per Person) 

  
Base Year RTP Horizon Year % Change 

Kern 24.2 27.1 12.3% 

SANDAG 26.2 26.6 1.6% 

Shasta 23.6 26.5 12.5% 

Merced 22.7 26.1 15.0% 

Madera  25.0 25.2 0.9% 

SACOG 24.9 23.0 -7.5% 

Tulare 21.9 23.0 5.1% 

SJCOG 23.5 22.9 -2.6% 

SBCAG 20.2 22.7 12.3% 

SCAG 21.7 21.9 0.7% 

MTC/ABAG 21.1 21.5 1.8% 

Fresno 20.0 21.4 7.2% 

StanCOG 18.0 18.5 3.1% 

Kings 18.8 18.1 -3.9% 

BCAG 15.3 15.5 1.1% 

AMBAG 3.0 3.1 1.3% 
 

The data presented in this PowerPoint presentation suggests that SBCAG is projecting the ninth 
highest actual per capita emissions.  The data also suggests that only seven MPOs are projecting 
lower actual per capita emissions.  While the ARB data may be useful to get an idea of how 
various MPOs are doing, the data should be used with great caution as the data submitted by 
MPOs is not fully standardized.  Please refer to Master Response 3 and Response O.2-3. 
 
Response I.4-7 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse (GHG) 
emissions are predicted to increase between 2000 and 2030 under any scenario.  This is 
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primarily due to economic growth, population growth, and local land use decisions.  
Implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce the magnitude of these increases as 
compared to the other future scenarios:  No Build and Programmed.   
 
Please also refer to Response O.2-1. 
 
Response I.4-8 
 
The commenter’s summary of public policy and supporting literature is noted. 
 
Response I.4-9 
 
The commenter notes that the energy analysis should be a cumulative impact analysis, and 
suggests that the Draft Amended EIR fails to meet the requirements of a cumulative analysis.  
As stated in Section 4.12.2(a) in the Draft Amended EIR, “the analysis demonstrates that the 
RTP itself does not make a contribution to the cumulative impact.  Rather, the RTP (the 
proposed project or 2030 Planned scenario) operates to reduce overall VMT and improve 
highway and intersection service levels compared to future no project conditions (2030 No 
Build and 2030 Programmed scenarios).”  This analysis complies fully with CEQA.  The CEQA 
Guidelines provide that an “EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the 
project evaluated in the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)(1)).  Refer also to Santa Monica 
Chamber of Commerce v. City of Santa Monica (2002) 101 Cal. App. 4th 786, 799:(“[j]ust as zero 
when added to any other sum results in no change to the final amount, so, too, when no 
environmental impacts cognizable under CEQA are added to the alleged environmental 
impacts of past[, present, and probable future] projects, there is no cumulative increased 
impact.”)   
 
However, in response to this comment, the following discussion is intended to reiterate the 
Amended EIR’s cumulative analysis, and has been added to the end of Section 4.12, Energy: 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts.  As outlined in Section 15130(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative impacts “should be guided by standards of 
practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which 
the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects 
which do not contribute to the cumulative impact.  The following elements are 
necessary to an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts: 
 

(1) Either: 
(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related 

or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside 
the control of the agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or 
related planning document, or in a prior environmental document 
which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative 
impact.”  

 
This cumulative energy analysis utilizes the summary of projections method outlined 
above, and uses projections from existing local general plans as the basis for 
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estimating the potential for future growth.  The adopted local plans constitute 
SBCAG’s future land use assumptions.  The SBCAG forecasts and land use 
assumptions are constrained by the local land use plans regarding residential and 
commercial buildout capacities and growth controls.  In accordance with this 
methodology, the residential and commercial buildout capacities that SBCAG 
inventoried for the preparation of the Regional Growth Forecast (RGF) adopted in 
2002 included an additional 33,000 housing units and 29 million square feet of 
commercial, retail and industrial development.     
 
The level of buildout anticipated under existing adopted general plans, as outlined 
above, when considered in combination with the proposed RTP, would have a 
significant cumulative energy impact.  However, the project’s contribution to this 
impact would not be cumulatively considerable [as defined in Section 21083(b)(2) of 
the CEQA Statute[1]].  As outlined in Impact E-1 above, implementation of the 
proposed RTP would reduce energy consumption as compared to the future no 
project condition.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to this impact is not 
cumulatively considerable. 

 
cd.  Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts.  Individual projects 

could create significant impacts to energy resources but would not necessarily do so… 
 

Please also refer to Master Response 2.   
 
Response I.4-10 
 
The commenter claims that a 15% increase in per capita GHG emissions should be considered a 
significant impact.  First, it should be noted that a more recent presentation by the California 
Air Resources Board demonstrates that SBCAG is projecting approximately 12% per capita 
increase (as opposed to 15%) in CO2 emissions from passenger vehicles between 2000 and 
2030.19  Moreover, pursuant to CEQA for an impact to be significant the impact must be the 
result of the proposed project. A significant impact cannot result from “impacts which do not 
result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.”20  The projected increase in GHG emissions 
is not the result of the proposed RTP, but rather is the result of cumulative environmental 
effects of local land use decisions, economic growth, and population growth.  As explained in 
Section 4.12, Energy, in the Draft Amended EIR, the RTP (the proposed project or 2030 Planned 
scenario) operates to reduce overall VMT and improve highway and intersection service levels 
compared to future no project conditions (2030 No Build and 2030 Programmed scenarios). 
 
Please refer also to Master Response 3.   
 
The commenter references the comment letter submitted by Robert A. Johnston, Professor 
Emeritus at the University of California at Davis (September 4, 2009).  Please refer to Letter I.3 
and associated responses I.3-1 through I.3-12. 

                                                 
[1] As defined by CEQA, “cumulatively considerable” means that “the incremental effects of an individual 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”   
19 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/meetings/060309/datapresentation.pdf. 
20 See, e.g., CEQA Guidelines, § 15130, subd. (a)(1). 
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Response I.4-11 
 
The commenter expresses disagreement with the baseline used in the energy analysis.  Please 
refer to Master Response 2. 
 
Response I.4-12 
 
The commenter summarizes the requirements for analyzing transportation energy efficiency.  
The commenter states that the EIR must contain facts and analysis to enable the public to 
understand and consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project.  SBCAG 
agrees with the commenter.  Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, utilized the 
thresholds noted in CEQA Guidelines Appendix F for the energy impact analysis.  The 
discussion demonstrates that the proposed RTP would not use energy in a wasteful manner.  
Please see Response I.4-3 for additional discussion regarding how SBCAG developed the 
energy analysis.   
 
Response I.4-13 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Draft Amended EIR fails to analyze the impact of the 
RTP on transportation energy efficiency.  The analysis in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft 
Amended EIR, demonstrates that the proposed RTP would reduce energy use compared to 
future conditions without the project. Because the project would improve future energy use 
conditions, SBCAG has determined that it would not use energy in a wasteful manner.  Also, 
please refer also to Master Response 2.   
 
Response I.4-14 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  
 
Response I.4-15 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Draft Amended EIR does not contain a discussion of 
efficient transportation alternatives.  Refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative 
transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.  These projects are part of the proposed RTP 
and were therefore included in the programmatic analysis of impacts associated with 
implementation of the RTP.  One of the primary goals of the RTP is to create an efficient 
countywide transportation system.  As noted in Section 4.12 of the Draft Amended EIR and in 
the above responses, the implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce energy 
consumption as compared to the future no project condition.  Therefore, SBCAG considers the 
project itself to be an efficient scenario. 
 
The commenter additionally suggests that energy analysis in the Draft Amended EIR is not 
based on facts or analysis.  Please refer to the analysis under Impact E-1 in Section 4.12, Energy, 
of the Draft Amended EIR.    Please also refer to Response I.4-3 for additional discussion 
regarding how SBCAG developed the energy analysis.   
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Response I.4-16 
 
The commenter notes that a tool for conserving transportation energy is public transit.  Please 
refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative transportation projects in the 2008 RTP, 
including transit.  As suggested by the commenter, transit can be an energy-efficient form of 
transportation, but only if it is actually used.  The transit projects included in the RTP are 
generally those that have been determined to be most viable in terms of use and, therefore, 
would have the greatest benefits with respect to the efficiency of the countywide transportation 
system. 
 
Response I.4-17 
 
The Appendices referenced by the commenter were received by SBCAG and have been 
included as a compact disc attachment to this Responses to Comments document.  The 
attachments do not contain additional comments specific to the Draft Amended EIR.  SBCAG 
has reviewed each of the documents.  The documents do not compel any changes to the 
conclusions in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR.  As explained in Section 4.12, the 
RTP itself does not make a contribution to the cumulative energy impact. Rather, the RTP (the 
proposed project or 2030 Planned scenario) operates to reduce overall VMT and improve 
highway and intersection service levels compared to future no project conditions (2030 
No Build and 2030 Programmed scenarios). 
 
Response I.4-18 
 
The commenter cites 49 U.S.C.A. Section 5301.  The comment is noted. 
 
Response I.4-19 
 
The commenter references a comment letter submitted by Todd Litman of the Victoria 
Transport Policy Institute.  Please refer to Letter O.4 and responses O.4-1 through O.4-8. 
 
Response I.4-20 
 
The commenter claims that the Draft Amended EIR fails to analyze transportation energy 
efficiency and that such a discussion is required by CEQA. The commenter provides no support 
for this statement.  Moreover, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the RTP considers the 
overall use of efficient transportation alternatives and, as a result, incorporates numerous 
alternative transportation projects.  Refer to Response V.1-1 for a discussion of alternative 
transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP.  Please also refer to responses I.4-13 and I.4-15. 
 
Response I.4-21 
 
The comment is noted.  Also, please refer to Section 4.12.1(a) (Energy Consumption and 
Sources) in the Draft Amended EIR for a discussion of energy sources and Impact E-1 in Section 
4.12, Energy, for analysis of potential increases in energy demand associated with the 2008 RTP. 
As discussed in Section 4.12, Energy, of the Draft Amended EIR, SBCAG utilized the thresholds 
noted in CEQA Guidelines Appendix F in developing the energy impact analysis.   
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Response I.4-22 
 
The commenter’s opinions regarding the limited supply of liquid fuels are noted.  Please refer 
to Section 4.12.1(b) (Energy and Fuel Efficiency) of the Draft Amended EIR for a discussion of 
gasoline demand and rising oil prices.  Also, please refer to Response O.7-3. 
 
It should also be noted that the RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking 
out over the next 20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 
20 years.  Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends 
and new legislation.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP.  The current RTP is 
sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes in current conditions and changes 
in expectations for the future. 
 
Response I.4-23 
 
The commenter notes that SBCAG projects a 43% increase in motor vehicle fuel consumption by 
2030.  Please refer to Master Response 2.  This increase is attributed to cumulative population 
and economic growth and associated local land use decisions, not implementation of the 
proposed RTP. 
 
Refer to Consistency with Energy Conservation Policies under Impact E-1 in Section 4.12, Energy, 
for analysis that supports the conclusion  that the proposed RTP would not place a significant 
demand on regional energy supply or require substantial additional capacity.  As noted in that 
discussion, implementation of the proposed RTP would reduce energy consumption as 
compared to the no project condition. 
 
Response I.4-24 
 
The commenter states the opinion that the energy setting section should include a discussion of 
the finite nature of petroleum resources.  Please refer to Response I.4-22. 
 
Response I.4-25 
 
The comment is noted.  However, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the proposed RTP 
does not “rely exclusively on cheap and abundant, petroleum-based, liquid-fuels to power… 
[Santa Barbara County’s] regional transportation system….”   Please refer to Response V.1-1 for 
a discussion of alternative transportation projects included in the 2008 RTP. 
 
Response I.4-26 
 
The commenter discusses historical patterns related to spikes in energy prices, and provides 
congressional findings regarding public transportation.  The comment is noted.  The proposed 
RTP does not conflict with the quoted congressional findings.  SBCAG developed the proposed 
RTP in an effort to provide efficient, economical, and convenient transportation in Santa 
Barbara County.  To this end the proposed RTP includes alternative transportation projects and 
programs.  Specifically, alternative transportation projects, including transit, rail, bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transportation demand management (TDM) projects, including maintenance of 
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existing alternative transportation systems, account for approximately 31% of project costs in 
the proposed RTP.   
 
Response I.4-27 
 
The commenter summarizes CEQA Guidelines provisions relating to economic and social effects, 
which may in some instances lead to physical impacts.  Although drafting an EIR necessarily 
involves some degree of forecasting, State CEQA Guidelines limit the requirement for 
forecasting to that which could be reasonably expected under the circumstances [§ 15144].  The 
sequence of events suggested by the commenter (that the RTP, which is dependent on an 
insufficient energy supply, will lead to economic stagnation in the region and thereby cause 
business closures and eventually lead to physical deterioration in the region) would not be 
reasonably expected under the circumstances.  This is primarily because the 2008 RTP reduces 
energy use compared to the No Build and Programmed scenarios, and would therefore limit the 
extent to which energy supplies are consumed.    This is also because the series of events 
suggested by the commenter would be the result of a variety of economic and social factors 
beyond the scope of the RTP.  The RTP’s overall plan or program goals (listed on page 3-1 in the 
RTP) include providing for a “multi-modal transportation system” and promoting “alternative 
forms of transportation to reduce traffic congestion and air pollution and provide adequate 
choices for transportation alternatives.”   
 
Response I.4-28 
 
The commenter notes that compact land use patterns would help conserve energy, and cites 
California Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) as a tool to require such planning.  The 2008 RTP is not a land 
use document.  Local general plans provide the basis for the land use assumptions in the RTP.  
The purpose of the RTP is to provide for a comprehensive transportation system of facilities and 
services that meets the public's need for the movement of people and goods.  It should also be 
noted that SBCAG lacks the authority to regulate land use patterns.  Also, please refer to 
Response I.4-30 below. 
 
Response I.4-29 
 
The commenter references a comment letter submitted by Professor Emeritus Robert Johnston.  
Please refer to Letter I.3 and responses I.3-1 through I.3-12. 
 
Response I.4-30 
 
The commenter is correct that SB 375 became effective on January 1, 2009.  However, SB 375 first 
requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to set regional targets for the purpose of 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions from passenger vehicles.  The targets apply to the regions in 
the State covered by the 18 metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), of which SBCAG is 
one.  ARB must set these targets by September 30, 2010.  “Once the targets are set, SB 375 
requires MPOs to integrate their region’s greenhouse gas emission reduction target for 
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automobiles and light-duty trucks into their next Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
development process.”21   
 
MPOs integrate the targets into their RTPs with the sustainable communities strategy (SCS).  SB 
375 requires “the regional transportation plan for regions of the state with a metropolitan 
planning organization to adopt a sustainable communities strategy, as part of its regional 
transportation plan, as specified, designed to achieve certain goals for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks in a region” (SB 375, Chapter 728, 
Legislative Counsel’s Digest).  The legislation states that “[p]rior to adopting a sustainable 
communities strategy, the metropolitan planning organization shall quantify the reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions projected to be achieved by the sustainable communities strategy and 
set forth the difference, if any, between the amount of that reduction and the target for the 
region established by the state board” [Government Code §65080(b)(2)(G)].  Therefore, RTPs 
adopted October 1, 2010, and later (after ARB releases targets) are subject to the requirements of 
SB 375.22 
 
Although the current RTP is not subject to SB 375, SBCAG understands the weight of the 
climate change issue and views SB 375 as important legislation.  SBCAG is already positioning 
itself to address SB 375 in the next RTP update.  SBCAG staff introduced its Technical Planning 
Advisory and Technical Transportation Advisory Committees to SB 375 in October and 
November 2008.  The SBCAG Board held a board workshop at its February 2009 board meeting 
to discuss the implementation of SB 375.  SBCAG staff has been monitoring the meetings of the 
SB 375 Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC); for example, in July, at the RTAC 
meeting in Los Angeles, SBCAG staff presented comments to RTAC. 
 
The commenter also references an agenda and staff report from the Joint Policy Committee of 
the San Luis Obispo County Association of Governments (SLOCOG).  This information from 
SLOCOG is similar to the presentation SBCAG staff gave to the SBCAG Board in February 2009. 
Like SBCAG, SLOCOG is preparing to address SB 375.  Figure 1 showed SLOCOG will adopt its 
next RTP in June 2010 (before it is subject to SB 375), and plans to adopt an SB 375 compliant 
RTP in 2012.   
 
Response I.4-31 
 
The listed Appendices were received by SBCAG and have been included as a compact disc 
attachment to this comments and responses document.  The attachments do not contain 
additional comments specific to the Draft Amended EIR. 

                                                 
21 Regional Targets Advisory Committee. September 9, 2009. Recommendations of the Regional Targets Advisory 
Committee (RTAC) Pursuant to Senate Bill 375: WORKING DRAFT REPORT. 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/report/090909/draftreport090909.pdf. 
22 California State Association of Counties (CSAC). SB 375 (Steinberg) Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from 
the Transportation Sector via Regional Transportation Plans: CSAC Analysis. 
http://www.csac.counties.org/images/users/1/SB%20375%20CSAC%20Fact%20Sheet%20-%20Oct21,08.pdf. 



PUBLIC HEARINGS

9. 2008 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP)

Receive staff presentation and public comments on Draft Amendment to Environmental 
 Impact Report of 2008 RTP  

 PUBLIC COMMENT

KK Holland, Alliance for Sustainable and Equitable Regional Transportation (ASERT), 
encouraged the board to look at alternative transportation.  Ms. Holland said the RTP 
needs to do a better job of taking sustainability seriously.  ASERT would like to see a 
more aggressive push for alternative thinking and alternative transportation. 

Dave Davis, Executive Director, Community Environmental Council (CEC), told the 
board it is great the Amendment increases the energy section, but said the plan, 
although good for today, needs to be rapidly adaptable to changing economic and 
environmental conditions.  Mr. Davis said per capita GHG emissions are increasing 15% 
while other RTPs show a decrease; he believes it’s a significant adverse impact that 
needs to be addressed and mitigated.  Mr. Davis requested an alternative that looks at 
energy costs in the future. 

Michael Chiacos, Transportation Specialist, Community Environmental Council (CEC), 
noted the Amended EIR is much improved, but told the board SBCAG’s modeling is 
overly aggressive in its business-as-usual projections, and there may be problems with 
how SBCAG ran the model.  Mr. Chiacos said local data is incomplete in that the report 
uses the 2002 Commuter Profile survey rather than the 2007 survey; the 2007 survey 
shows decreases in driving alone and increases in bus riding, vanpooling, carpooling, 
and telecommuting.  Mr. Chiacos requested that the RTP increase Traffic Solutions’ 
budget.  He said affordable alternative transportation is a moral imperative that also 
decreases energy use and GHG emissions.  Mr. Chiacos requested a fourth alternative 
in the EIR that considers how high fuel prices and state and federal greenhouse gas 
targets will change transportation patterns and that prioritizes alternative transportation. 

Board directed staff to address public comments, and bring back Final Amendment to 
the Environmental Impact Report of 2008 RTP to a future SBCAG board meeting for 
final approval. 

Letters V.1 - V.3

V.1-1

V.2-1

V.2-2

V.2-3

V.3-1

V.3-2

V.3-3
V.3-4

V.3-5
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Letter V.1 
 
COMMENTER: KK Holland, Alliance for Sustainable and Equitable Regional 

Transportation 
 
DATE:   August 20, 2009 
 
Response V.1-1 
 
The commenter encourages SBCAG to consider alternative transportation.  SBCAG’s RTP 
incorporates all modes of transportation, and “alternative” transportation is no exception.  This 
is evident both at the policy level and at the project level.   
 
At a policy level, the RTP’s overall plan or program goals (listed on page 3-1 in the RTP) include 
providing for a “multi-modal transportation system” and promoting “alternative forms of 
transportation to reduce traffic congestion and air pollution and provide adequate choices for 
transportation alternatives.”  The specific goals (on pages 3-2 through 3-7) address each of the 
transportation systems (roadway, bikeway, transit, rail, air, and pedestrian), as well as systems 
integration. 
 
At a project level, alternative transportation projects, including transit, rail, bicycle, pedestrian, 
and transportation demand management (TDM) projects, including maintenance of existing 
alternative transportation systems, account for approximately 31% of project costs in the RTP.  
Street and road maintenance, which is necessary for bicycles and buses as well as private 
automobiles, accounts for approximately 21% of project costs.  It is also helpful to understand 
that a single project often incorporates several modes, and many projects classified as highway 
or streets/roads projects could also be classified as bicycle/pedestrian projects.  Below are 
examples of such multi-model “highway” and “streets/roads” projects:   

 
 Highway Project CT-5: Interchange at Hollister Avenue on Hwy 101…add Class II bike 

lanes and sidewalks.   
 Streets/Roads Project Go-2: Modify Hollister Ave…improve pedestrian access. 
 Streets/Roads Project Gu-2: Street and sidewalk improvements along SR 1. 
 Streets/Roads Project SM-9: Cook & McClelland Intersection Enhancements.  Create Civic 

Center Entry Improvements (including public art, decorative concrete, landscaping to 
increase safe ped/bike use) 

 Streets/Roads Project SBC-3: Construction of new bridge on Tepusquet Rd.  The new bridge 
would consist of two 12 ft. traffic lanes and 5 ft. shoulders for Class II bike lanes. 

 Highway Project CT-PL-11: Widen SR 192 from Alamar Rd to Sycamore Cyn Rd.  
Construct Class II Bike lanes and sidewalks. 

 Highway Project B-PL-5: SR 246 Pedestrian Safety.  
 Streets/Roads Project SM-PL-5: Alvin Ave between Curryer St and Miller St - Modify to 

secondary arterial stands with Class II Bike lanes. 
 Highway Project Sol-PL-1: Highway 246/Alamo Pintado Rd. intersection 

improvements…Construct bicycle/pedestrian bridge at Alamo Pintado Creek to extend 
existing bikeway along Hwy 246 from Santa Ynez to Solvang.  Access for bicyclists 
across Alamo Pintado Creek.  Complete missing segment of regional bikeway system. 
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 Streets/Roads Project SBC-PL-1: Hollister Ave between San Antonio Rd and U.S. 101. 
Widen to 4 lanes with channelization and bike lanes.  Bike path completes missing 
segment in the regional system. 

 
The RTP values sustainability as one of several (sometimes competing) goals it must balance.  
The RTP’s Policy Element, which makes up the foundation of the RTP, is developed from the 
planning factors of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), public input, and the vision of SBCAG’s local and state 
partners.  SBCAG’s planning process must provide for consideration of projects and strategies 
that address the entire range of SAFETEA-LU planning factors—supporting economic vitality, 
increasing safety and security for both motorized and non-motorized users, increasing 
accessibility and mobility of both people and freight, protecting the environment, enhancing the 
connectivity of the transportation system, and preserving the existing transportation system.   
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Letter V.2 
 
COMMENTER: Dave Davis, Executive Director, Community Environmental Council 
 
DATE:   August 20, 2009 
 
Response V.2-1 
 
The commenter states that the RTP needs to be adaptable to changing conditions in the near 
future.  SBCAG agrees that energy and climate change are important issues.  SBCAG also agrees 
that the RTP is a good plan according to current conditions and reasonably expected future 
conditions.  The RTP plans for, and prepares to adapt to, the future by looking out over the next 
20+ years.  However, the RTP is updated every 4 to 5 years rather than every 20 years.  
Metropolitan planning is an ongoing process and SBCAG continually monitors trends and new 
legislation.  SBCAG has already begun preparing for the next RTP.  The current RTP is 
sufficiently adaptable, and the next RTP will reflect changes in current conditions and changes 
in expectations for the future.  

 
Response V.2-2 

 
The commenter notes that per capita GHG emissions are projected to increase 15% while other 
MPOs show a decrease.   Please refer to Master Response 3 and Response O.2-3. 

 
Response V.2-3 

 
The commenter requests a fourth alternative that considers changes in energy costs in the 
future.  Please refer to Master Response 1.   
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Letter V.3 
 
COMMENTER: Michael Chiacos, Transportation Specialist, Community Environmental 

Council 
 
DATE:   August 20, 2009 
 
Response V.3-1 
 
The commenter suggests that SBCAG’s modeling is overly aggressive in its “business-as-usual” 
projections. 
 
For an area of its size, population, and transportation network, etc., SBCAG is in conformance 
with, and often exceeds, federal and state performance standards for travel demand modeling.  
SBCAG’s travel demand model has been reviewed by FHWA as part of a triennial federal 
review process that is required of all metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs).23  FHWA 
and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) determined that SBCAG’s planning process, 
including the travel model, is in accordance with federal guidelines.  The two federal agencies 
also provided recommendations for long-term model improvement, which SBCAG is following. 
 SBCAG’s travel demand model is also consistent with state guidelines for regional 
transportation planning agencies (RTPAs)24 established by the California Transportation 
Commission, the agency that prepares the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines. 
 
SBCAG is updating the travel model to account for the newer growth forecast that SBCAG 
adopted in 2007.   
 
Also, please refer to Appendix I for more information about SBCAG’s travel demand model.   
 
Response V.3-2 

 
The commenter points out that the Draft Amended EIR uses the 2002 Commuter Profile Survey 
rather than the 2007 Commuter Profile.  Please refer to Response O.5-5.       
 
Response V.3-3 

 
The commenter recommends increasing Traffic Solutions’ budget.   Please refer to Response 
O.5-5.   
 
Response V.3-4 
 
The commenter describes a preference for affordable alternative transportation.  The RTP 
provides for all modes of transportation, including alternative transportation.  Alternative 
transportation projects, including transit, rail, bicycle, pedestrian, and transportation demand 
management (TDM) projects, including maintenance of existing alternative transportation 

                                                 
23 As the designated MPO, SBCAG is responsible for all transportation planning and programming activities required 
under federal law. 
24 As the designated RTPA, SBCAG is responsible for the multi-modal transportation planning, programming, and 
fund allocation required by state statutes. 
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systems, account for approximately 31% of project costs in the RTP.  Street and road 
maintenance, which is necessary for bicycles and buses as well as private automobiles, accounts 
for approximately 21% of project costs.  In addition, many projects classified as highway or 
streets/roads projects could also be classified as bicycle/pedestrian projects (also, please refer 
to Response V.1-1).   
 
Response V.3-5 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of a fourth alternative of a high fuel and high 
construction cost future and a carbon-constrained regulatory state.  Please refer to Master 
Response 1 and Response O.8-2. 
 


