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101 IN MOTION
DRAFT PLAN FOR IDENTIFYING 8-9 ALTERNATIVE PACKAGES

Introduction

Developing 8-9 Alternative Packages is the next step in the 101 In Motion
solution identification/ screening process.

The objective of the activities during this period is to provide opportunities for a
broad range of stakeholders to participate in the process of helping define the 8-9
alternative packages. The actual screening of the alternative packages will be a
subsequent step; this draft plan only discusses the approach to using a
community based bottom-up approach to identifying the 8-9 alternatives that will
be screened.

Outreach for this phase will begin by conducting roundtable (focus group)
discussions with representatives from the business community, neighborhood
organizations, large employers and property owners, environmental and other
non-profit interests, transportation interests, and government.  These roundtables
will help identify the 8-9 alternative packages.  A roundtable will also be held with
the Stakeholder Advisory Committee before going to the community as a Beta
test.

• Once the consultant team has integrated the feedback received through
these roundtable sessions, the outreach effort will then focus on
synthesizing the results through further broad based input from the
community. The results will then be taken to the Steering Committee for
selection of the 8-9 alternative packages to be put through the screening
process.

The remainder of this memo provides specifics on the approach to be used
during the roundtables, and lists the policy questions on which the Steering
Committees input is requested for guiding the roundtables.

This is a draft document, for discussion purposes, and is subject to change.

Developing the 8-9 Alternative Packages

To assist the technical team in developing the 8-9 alternative packages, outreach
during this phase will begin by engaging a select, diverse group of stakeholders
in a dialogue to identify major themes and elements of the packages.  This will
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occur during small focus group discussions – called roundtables – as well as with
the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC):

Community Roundtables – Community members will be brought together
during this phase, in focus group sessions, to help develop the themes
and each element of the 8-9 alternative packages.  Representatives from
various organizations and groups will be invited to participate in specific
roundtable sessions, with the objective of mixing the different interest
groups as much as possible.

Representatives will be invited from the following interest categories:

• Homeowner/Neighborhood Organizations
• Business Interests
• Environmental Groups/Non-Profits
• Transportation Interests

Each roundtable session will include approximately 20 participants to
allow for full participation from all involved.  Eight roundtables are
proposed to be scheduled in a two-day time period, at locations covering
the three project regions.  In addition the SAC will be convened to develop
their recommendations for the 8-9 alternative packages.

Process for Identifying the 8-9 Alternative Packages Using Roundtables

Read aheads will be provided to the participants in advance of the roundtables,
so that they are familiar with the project overall, and what they will be asked to do
at the roundtables. The list of the 33 potential solution ideas that will be used to
form the alternative packages will be part of these materials. The list of potential
solutions will include information for each relative to the rough order of magnitude
costs, approximate level of congestion relief expected, most significant adverse
impacts or other consequences, and whether they can be considered an “early
action” project. (See Table attached). The spreadsheet reflects very preliminary,
broad-brush estimates of capital costs based on aerial photos and available
reports, cost  and usage data from comparable projects, and rules of thumb.
These data while broad-brush are viewed as necessary to be provided to the
participants so that the mixing and matching of individual elements can be done
with an appreciation of the costs involved, congestion relief being provided, and
potential adverse consequences.  More detailed and refined estimates will be
prepared for each alternative prior to the screening evaluation.

At the roundtables, the participants will be reminded of the ground rules for
developing the alternatives including Policy guidelines established by the
Steering Committee and SBCAG Board.
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The group will be asked to pick themes that they want to use to guide the
development of the packages. Examples of possible themes that can be used
are:

§ Solution Emphasis (e.g.  maximize alternative modes, maximize
demand management techniques, maximize use of adding
capacity, or maximize operational and land use related
solutions)

§ Range of High to Low Cost  Solutions
§ Least Environmental Impact Solutions
§ Maximum Early Action Projects
§ Most Congestion Relief
§ Longest Lasting
§ Etc.

The majority of time will be spent choosing the 8-9 alternative solution packages.
This will involve a Delphi/ consensus building approach where the group will be
asked to ultimately fill out the cells in a large matrix that has the 8-9 “titles” or
themes that they picked for each of the packages across the top as column
headings and the four categories of solution options (capacity enhancement,
alternative modes, demand management, and operational management/ land
use) as the row headings.

The facilitator will help the group decide which solution options they want to place
in each cell to be consistent with the themes they established. In the end the
objective is to have a distinct range of alternative packages each of which meet
the projects objectives, without any of them being straw men.

The matrix will be on a cork board or magnetic board where 4 X 5 cards (with
each solution concept, their cost and degree of congestion relief provided) can
be moved around as the alternative packages are being defined.
At the end, the group will be given a final chance to discuss what they came up
with and to redefine the 8-9 packages they want to recommend to the Steering
Committee.

It is not expected that each of the groups will come up with the exact same set of
8-9 alternative packages, although based on past use of this approach on other
projects their should be more alternative packages that are similar between the
groups than those that are unique. A broad based approach to getting community
wide input will then be deployed to assist the SC in deciding on the final set of 8-
9 packages to be taken into the screening process.
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Policy Issues for the Steering Committee

To help the community participants in the roundtables define alternative solution
packages, they will need to be given guidelines of what is in bounds and out of
bounds. With this in mind we are asking the Steering Committee for concurrence
on the following and for any other policy direction that we should convey to the
roundtable participants:

§ A comprehensive range of alternatives packages should be developed
to ensure that requirements of NEPA are met.  One of the objectives of
the 101 in Motion project is to provide supporting documentation for
the federally required alternatives analysis that will be necessary for
the subsequent environmental review of the approved congestion relief
projects.

§ One or more of the packages can represent a partial solution option.
Due to cost, environmental or other constraints, it may be necessary to
consider alternative packages that are expected to only partially solve
the projected congestion problems.

§ Establish an overall cost cap for guiding the development of each
alternative package.  It would be appropriate to cap the cost of each
alternative package to ensure that they have a realistic chance of
being implemented.  The cap should be based on the amount of
revenues that can reasonably be expected to be available during the
next 30 years for transportation improvements in the County.

§ Any other policy direction that the Steering Committee wants conveyed
to the roundtable participants?



Improvement
Category General Subcategory Description

Estimated Unit
Capital Costs
(Rough Order of
Magnitude in
2004 $)

Estimated
Capital Cost
Total (Rough
Order of
Magnitude in
2004 $)

How much of the 2030
peak hour, peak
direction congestion
does this solve?
(Rough Estimate) What are the most significant adverse consequences?

Potential Early
Action Project?

1. Add one standard lane each direction  Widen pavement by 12' each side: County Line to Milpas (12.8 miles) $21 - 26 million / mile $270 - $335 million Up to 1900 phpdpce Loss of vegetation; noise ; some R/W acquisition No

2 Widen pavement by 12' each side: Milpas to Fairview (9.7 miles) $35 - 42 million / mile $335 - $410 million Included in above Loss of vegetation; noise; some R/W acquisition No

3. Add one inside shoulder lane each direction Eliminate inside shoulders/ pave and use as travel lanes: County Line to Milpas $18 -22 million / mile $230 - $280 million Up to 1900 phpdpce Loss of vegetation; noise ; reduced safety No

4 Eliminate inside shoulders/ pave and use as travel lanes: Milpas to Fairview $29 - 36 million / mile $285 - $345 million Included in above Loss of vegetation; noise ; reduced safety No

5. Add one reversible lane in median Eliminate median landscaping and add a reversible lane with only one intermediate access/egress point between
County Line and Milpas $20 - 25 million / mile $260 - $320 million Up to 1500 phpdpce Loss of median vegetation No

6. Add two  lanes each direction Milpas to County Line : Widen pavement by 24' each side $29 - 36 million / mile $375 - $460 million Up to 3800 phpdpce Major R/W acquisition; noise and visual impacts; loss of vegetation No

Interchange and Ramp Improvements 7. Add or drop ramps; improve to design
standards

Reconstruct Sheffield Drive interchange as standard diamond; lengthen and/or reconfigure other geometrically deficient
interchanges $40 - $60 million Up to 100 phpdpce

Not additive to adding a freeway lane since these already assume these ramp
improvements No

Arterial Gap Closures 8. Provide increased arterial connectivity Construct missing segments of Calle Real between Glen Annie and Las Carneros Roads, and between Patterson
Avenue and Turnpike Road

$20 - 30 million /
location $40 - $60 million

Up to 200 phpdpce W. of SR
154 Some R/W acquisition required No

Local and Express Bus Service 9. Enhance local and express bus service Double express bus service from Ventura County and North SB County/ increase connecting service to major work sites
$400,000 / bus $8 million Up to 250 phpdpce Additional subsidy Yes

Bus Use of Shoulder 10. Bus use of 101 shoulders in peak Milpas to County Line : Eliminate inside shoulders/ pave and use as bus only lane during peak hours $10 - 15 million / mile $129 - $192 million Up to 500 phpdpce In place of adding a general purpose lane.  Loss of vegetation No

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 11. Construct bus priority improvements to
provide BRT service HOV lanes on 101 w/BRT lanes on  selected arterials.

$1 - 3 milion / mile $10 - $30 million
Up to 200 phpdpce in addition to
added lane and HOV Impacts depend on which lane addition concept it is paired with. No

Commuter Rail
12. Construct improvements to provide
commuter service during peak periods along UP
right of way

Install passing sidings, purchase train-sets, and build stations to provide service from Oxnard to Goleta with
intermediate stops in Ventura, Carpinteria, and Santa Barbara (38.5 miles of which 20 miles are in SB County)

$3 - 5 million / mile

$116 - $193 million ($60
- $100 million in SB
County) Up to 500 phpdpce

Potential impacts to natural environment and/or community disruption; UP and
regulatory approvals required No

Light Rail Transit (LRT) 13. Construct improvements to operate LRT
within UP right-of-way

Construct new separate light rail track with passing sidings, electrify, purchase vehicles, and build stations to provide
service between Oxnard and Isla Vista with intermediate stops in Montalvo, Ventura, Seacliff, Carpinteria, Summerland,
Montecito, Santa Barbara, and Goleta $15 - 35 million / mile

$0.58 - $1.35 billion
($300 - $700 million in
SB County) Up to 1000 phpdpce

Potential impacts to natural environment and/or community disruption; UP and
regulatory approvals required No

Guided Busway 14. Use buses that can operate on busway
along UP ROW as well as on streets

Construct new separate single lane guided busway with passing sidings, install guidance equipment, and build stations
to provide service between Oxnard and Isla Vista with intermediate stops in Montalvo, Ventura, Seacliff, Carpinteria,
Summerland, Montecito, Santa Barbara, and Goleta $12 - 20 million / mile

$460 - $770 million
($240 - $400 million in
SB County) Up to 1000 phpdpce

Potential impacts to natural environment and/or community disruption; UP and
regulatory approvals required No

Monorail 15. Construct elevated monorail in median
and/or shoulders of 101 Fwy and/or UP ROW From Oxnard to UCSB with intermediate stops in Ventura, Carpinteria, Santa Barbara and Goleta

$50 - 100 million / mile

$1.93 - $3.85 billion
($1.0 - $2.0 billion in SB
County) Up to 1500 phpdpce

Potential impacts to natural environment and/or community disruption; UP
and/or Caltrans and other regulatory approvals required No

High-speed Ferries/Catamarans 16. Add ferry or catamaran service between
Santa Barbara and Ventura County From Oxnard to Goleta with intermediate stops in Ventura and Santa Barbara

$8-12 million / vessel;
$15,000 / parking space
+ $2 million for dock in
Goleta $22 - $30 million Up to 150 phpdpce

If unsubsidized would have to charge around $45 / round trip / day. Trip would
take 1 hour from Ventura to Santa Barbara. Does not include cost for creating a
harbor in Ventura, Carpinteria or Goleta. Yes

17. Eliminate on-street parking in congested
corridors Eliminate on-street parking during peak periods on Hollister Avenue and State Street NA Minimal

Up to 150 phpdpce West of Las
Positas Potential impacts to businesses Yes

18. Initiate controlled parking programs Limit the number of all-day parking spaces allowed in the Santa Barbara CBD and at major employment sites NA NA Up to 50 phpdpce Potential impacts to businesses Yes
19. Implement a parking surtax Add $2 per day tax for parking all-day in CBD NA NA Up to 60 phpdpce Potential impacts to businesses Yes

Marketing Strategies 20. Individualized Marketing Focus on personalized demand reduction and ridesharing options with longer distance commuters NA NA Up to 50 phpdpce Additional staffing needed Yes

Transit/Rideshare Pricing Strategies 21. Subsidize ridesharing and/or alternative
modes of transit Increase subsidy by 20%

NA NA Up to 70 phpdpce Increased cost of subsidy Yes

Work Schedule Adjustments 22. 4/40 or 9/80 work week schedules; Flextime Focus on major employers to achieve a 20% reduction in peak hour use of 101 freeway by their employees NA NA Up to 120 phpdpce Minimal adverse impacts Yes

Congestion Pricing
23. Use pricing incentives to re-distribute peak
period demand over a longer period of the day,
thereby reducing peak congestion

Charge vehicles for entering Santa Barbara CBD during morning peak hour
NA NA Up to 370 phpdpce Potential impacts to businesses Yes

POTENTIAL PRIMARY IMPROVEMENT CONCEPTS - ROUGH ORDER OF MAGNITUDE COSTS and

Demand
Management

Capacity
Enhancement

Alternative
Modes

Parking Management Strategies

Additional Freeway Lanes



Improvement
Category General Subcategory Description

Estimated Unit
Capital Costs
(Rough Order of
Magnitude in
2004 $)

Estimated
Capital Cost
Total (Rough
Order of
Magnitude in
2004 $)

How much of the 2030
peak hour, peak
direction congestion
does this solve?
(Rough Estimate) What are the most significant adverse consequences?

Potential Early
Action Project?

Lane Assignment
24. Make new lanes High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) lanes Match with any of the additional freeway lane options above $70,000 - 180,000/ mile $2 - $5 million

Up to 350 phpdpce in addition to
the lane addition Impacts depend on which lane addition concept it is paired with. No

25. Make new lanes High Occupancy Toll (HOT)
lanes Match with any of the additional freeway lane options above $180,000 - 370,000/

mile $5 - $10 million
Up to 150 phpdpce in addition to
the lane addition Impacts depend on which lane addition concept it is paired with. No

Auxiliary Lanes 26. Add auxiliary lanes to increase speed and
safety of on-ramp and off-ramp movements

Add auxiliary lanes between Hot Springs Road and Olive Mill Road, Olive Mill Road and San Ysidro Road, San Ysidro
Road and Sheffield Drive, Sheffield Drive and Evans Avenue, Carrillo Street and Mission Street, Mission Street and Las
Positas Road, and Las Positas Road and La Cumbre Road. $4 - 7 million/ location $56 - $98 million Up to 475 phpdpce

Not additive to adding a freeway lane. Loss of vegetation and some R/W
required Yes

Ramp Metering 27. Signalization of ramps to regulate entry of
traffic onto 101 Assume all ramps  in 27-mile corridor. Check for queuing ramifications/need for redesigns. $80,000 - 200,000/

location $4 - $9 million Up to 250 phpdpce 44 locations. Potential impacts to surface streets Yes
ITS Field Element Enhancements to Traffic Mgt
Ctr

28. Network surveillance; traveler
communication

Install loop detectors, surveillance cameras, smart call boxes,  variable message signs , radio communication, and tow
trucks in ready in the corridor, connected to the Caltrans traffic management center

$500,000 - 800,000/
mile $13 - $21 million Up to 200 phpdpce Visual impacts Yes

Dynamic Speed Limits 29. Vary speeds according to congestion Install loop detectors and surveillance cameras to measure traffic density and speed, and use variable message signs
and enforcement cameras to regulate speed approaching and thru bottleneck areas

$600,000 - 900,000/
mile $15 - $25 million Up to 250 phpdpce This is not additive to ramp metering. Visual impacts Yes

Goods Movement 30. Regulate hours of truck delivery Restrict truck deliveries in South Coast to non-peak traffic hours NA NA Up to 300 phpdpce Based on 2001 SBCAG Travel Trends Report Yes

Develop employment and residential centers in
close proximity

31. General Plan amendment, rezoning and
transfer of development rights to encourage
clustering of jobs and housing

Use Joint Ventura-Santa Barbara Counties Jobs/Housing Balance Recommendations

NA NA Up to 400 phpdpce Based on RIGS Report No

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 32. Encourage concentrated development Near rail stations and/or multi-modal transfer centers
NA NA Up to 100 phpdpce Impacts would be site specific No

No-Build No-Build Alternative 33. Do Nothing Only implement the short term projects that are already committed to
NA NA 0 phpdpce

Continued increases in congestion, travel delays, air pollution and energy
consumption. NA

Land Use and
Transport

Policy

Operational
Management

(ITS)


