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412 ENERGY

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

4.12.1 Setting

Energy relates directly to environmental quality. Energy use can adversely affect air quality and
other natural resources. Eighty-percent (80%) of California's air pollution is caused by burning
fossil fuels; this pollution is linked to changes in global climate and depletion of stratospheric
ozone.

a. Energy Supply. Santa Barbara County has been an oil and gas producing region,
including oil and gas produced off its coast, for over a century. Oil production in Santa Barbara
County, including offshore production landed in the county, reached an all-time high of
68,798,091 barrels in 1995, while natural gas production reached an all-time high of 99,425,269
thousand cubic feet (Mcf) in 1967. In 2006, oil production in the County reached 3,109,866
barrels, while natural gas reached 3,567,928 net Mcf (California Dept of Conservation, Division
of Oil and Gas, 2006). In 2006, onshore oil wells outperformed the offshore wells in the County,
while natural gas wells produced almost equal amounts (Div. of Oil and Gas, 2006).

In the year 2006 oil/ condensate and net natural gas produced in Santa Barbara County,
including that produced offshore and landed in Santa Barbara County, accounted for 1.3% and
1.6% of California's total production of oil/condensate and natural gas, respectively (Div of Oil
and Gas, 2006).

b. Energy Consumption. Currently the state uses 265,000 gigawatthours of electricity
per year. While in-state generation resources provide the majority of California’s power,
California is part of a larger system that includes all of western North America. Fifteen to thirty
percent of statewide electricity demand is served from sources outside state borders. Currently
the state uses 2 trillion cubic feet of natural gas per year. Eighty-five percent of natural gas
consumed in California is supplied by pipelines from sources outside the state (California
Energy Action Plan, January 2005).

Regardless of the rate of production of oil and gas resources around the world, increasing
attention has been paid to the need for reducing consumption of these resources. There are
three utility companies which serve Santa Barbara County (Southern California Gas, Southern
California Edison, and Pacific Gas and Electric). The California Public Utilities Commission are
involved in energy conservation programs in conjunction with the utility companies.

In 2006, Californians consumed an estimated 20 billion gallons of gasoline and diesel fuel on the
state's roadways, an increase of nearly 50 percent over the last 20 years. Nearly 26 million
registered vehicles operating in California produce about 40 percent of the state's greenhouse
gas emissions (California Energy Commission website, 2008).
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In California, 38% of the energy consumed relates to transportation services and in Santa
Barbara County, 30% of all types of energy consumed relates to transportation. Almost 100% of
motorized transportation depends on petroleum (California Energy Commission website, 2008).

c. Regulatory Setting. Programs and policies at the state and national levels have
emerged to bolster the previous trend towards energy efficiency. President Bush adopted the
National Energy Policy Act of 1992 and Governor Wilson of California approved The 1992-1993
California Energy Plan, prepared by the California Energy Commission. Both call for increased
efficiency and encourage alternative fuels. This Santa Barbara County Energy Element seeks to
implement this policy direction at the local level.

The National Energy Policy Act of 1992 calls for programs that promote efficiency and the use of
alternative fuels. The 1992-1993 California Enerqy Plan emphasizes a "portfolio" approach to
energy planning, including development of a diverse energy base. Effective improvements in
efficiency and development of new fuels and technologies comprise the heart of the state's plan
(Santa Barbara County Energy Element, 1994).

The California Energy Commission encourages local jurisdictions to prepare and adopt an
Energy Element to their General Plans. Energy Elements assume an essential role by shaping
and refining broader-based state and federal policies to fit local needs.

The Santa Barbara County Energy Element is designed to support the national and state
objectives outlined above, and particularly, to contribute to an improved environment and
economy. The Energy Element focuses on the economic and environmental benefits of energy
efficiency and alternative fuels. Policies within the Element use incentive-based strategies rather
than mandatory-based regulations to implement energy-efficient practices and to encourage
alternative energy.

4.12.2 Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. CEQA sets forth a legal framework for
identifying significant effects on the environment caused by discretionary actions taken by state
and local governments that qualify as a “project.” Among other criteria, a project may have a
significant effect on the environment if it has the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment or curtail the range of the environment (Public Resources Code § 21083(a)).

Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines describes the environmental review requirements for
energy conservation states that, “CEQA requires that EIRs include a discussion of the potential
energy impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing
inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy.” A potential impact therefore
would occur if the project involved inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of
energy.

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

Impact E-1 Energy consuming equipment and processes which will be used
during construction and maintenance of RTP projects would

SBCAG
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require the use of energy. However, it is not anticipated that
energy would be consumed in a wasteful or unnecessary
manner. Therefore, such impacts would be Class III, less than

significant. H;significantbut-mitigable:

Construction and maintenance Implementation of the proposed RTP projects would result in
both short-term and long-term consumption of energy due to the use of construction
equipment and processes. impacts-to-the-county s-energy-supply: During construction
activities, energy would be needed to operate construction equipment. In addition,
construction materials require energy to be made and would likely be used in projects that
involve new construction or replacement of older materials. However, such construction and
maintenance activities would be undertaken only as necessary and, as such, would not
involve any wasteful consumption of energy. Therefore, impacts to energy due to
construction and maintenance of RTP projects would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures. Although RTP project construction and maintenance is not
expected to involve the wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy, the following

mitigation measures are recommended to reduce address-potential-impaetste energy
consumption to the maximum degree feasible supplies:

E-1(a) Use alternatively fueled construction equipment, where feasible, such
as natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane, or
biodiesel.

E-1(b) Recycled construction materials shall be used whenever feasible.

E-1(c) Waste materials from construction or demolition shall be recycled
whenever feasible. Materials that can be recycled include but are not
limited to asphalt, concrete, brick, lumber, gypsum wallboard
(drywall), cardboard and other packaging, roofing material, ceramic
tile, carpeting, plastic pipe and steel. Asphalt removed from roads and
paved structures shall be recycled.

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation. Implementation of the above measures would further reduce energy consumption.

"y I

Impact E-2  The operation of some RTP projects may increase energy
demand. However, in a general sense, RTP implementation
would increase the efficiency of the County’s transportation
system and increase opportunities to use alternative
transportation modes that reduce energy consumption. As such,
this impact would be Class III, less than significant. This

. ; dered Class IL significant tizable.

Construction and expansion of transportation facilities throughout the county may generate
additional energy demand. Some highway and roadway improvements will increase vehicle
capacity, allowing a greater number of vehicles to use the facilities. However, increasing
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capacity and making roadway and intersection improvements will increase the transportation
system efficiency, in turn, increasing fuel combustion efficiency in vehicles. In addition, many
RTP projects (e.g., bikeway and pedestrian projects, rail projects, transit projects, and TDM
projects) would improve the availability of alternative transportation modes in the County.
Generally, the availability of these alternative modes would be expected to reduce overall
motor vehicular trips, vehicle miles traveled, and associated energy consumption. It is not
anticipated that implementation of individual RTP projects would induce the wasteful or
unnecessary consumption of energy. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

New facilities that require energy for operation, such as buildings, signal lighting, changeable
message signs, roadway or parking lot lighting, and electronic equipment will increase energy
demand. New landscaping irrigation also increases energy demand through water pumping
and treatment. However, energy consumption is not anticipated to be wasteful or
unnecessary as it is anticipated that all lighting, signage, and irrigation systems would be
comply with applicable energy efficiency requirements. Therefore, impacts relating to these
systems would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures. The RTP proposes many projects that will provide greater
opportunity for county residents and visitors to use alternatives to single occupancy vehicle
trips for transportation and reduce the demand for energy used in transportation. The
proposed RTP also includes policies that encourage land use planning that encourages walking,
biking, and transit use. In addition, the following mitigation measures are required
recommended to reduce potential impacts to energy:

E-2(a) New facilities shall be designed with energy-efficient equipment and passive
solar design (e.g., orientation of building to maximize natural heating and
cooling, solar water heating, use of daylighting, and placement of trees to aid
passive cooling, protection from prevailing winds, and maximum year-round
solar access), provided that additional capital costs are offset by estimated
energy savings during the first 5 years of operation. Other improvements with
longer payback periods should be considered.

E-2(b) All lighting shall be energy efficient and designed to use the least amount of
energy to serve the purpose of the lighting. Lighting shall utilize solar energy
wherever feasible.

E-2(c) New landscaping design and irrigation systems shall be water efficient.

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without
mitigation. Implementation of the above measures would further reduce countywide energy

consumption petentialimpactsto-aless-thansignificantievel.

Impact E-3  RTP projects may have an impact on the transportation of
energy resources within the county. This impact is considered
Class III, less than significant.

Transportation is an important component of energy production. Santa Barbara County
promotes overland pipelines as the preferred environmental mode of transporting crude oil
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produced offshore and landed in the county for transport to refineries. Proposed projects and
policies in the RTP will not affect pipeline transport of crude oil.

Natural Gas Liquids (NGLs) are byproducts of oil and gas production and are commonly
transported by truck or rail. Transporting NGLs has been identified as the highest risk to public
safety associated with offshore oil and gas development. This high ranking largely stems from
the risk of transporting these products via highway, through populated areas, combined with
heightened probability of human error. Comparing rail to highway, there is no significant
difference in risk between these two modes for shipments destined for the Bay area or Los
Angeles area; however, highway is significantly safer compared to rail for shipments destined
for Kern County area (County Energy Division website, January 2005). Truck transportation
safety is a consideration in the design of all highway and roadway construction.

Mitigation Measures. None required.

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts are less than significant.

c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. Individual projects could create
significant impacts to energy resources but would not necessarily do so. Additional specific
analysis will need to be conducted as the individual projects are implemented in order to
determine the actual magnitude of impact. Mitigation measures discussed above could apply to
these specific projects.

SBCAG
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4.13 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

4.13.1 Setting

a. Environmental Justice. Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful
involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and
policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including a racial, ethnic, or a
socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental
consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution
of federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies. Meaningful involvement means that: (1)
potentially affected community residents have an appropriate opportunity to participate in
decisions about a proposed activity that will affect their environment and/or health; (2) the
public's contribution can influence the regulatory agency's decision; (3) the concerns of all
participants involved will be considered in the decision making process; and (4) the decision
makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected (EPA website
accessed October 28, 2004, http:/ /www.epa.gov/compliance/environmentaljustice/).

In the context of the proposed Regional Transportation Plan update, Environmental justice
refers to equity in the distribution of benefits and costs arising from transportation policies,
programs and projects. Equity, as used in this discussion, means that the distribution of effects
will not be disproportionately adverse on low-income or minority populations. In evaluating
impacts upon communities, environmental justice issues include: human health and safety,
economic development, society and culture, and natural environment. The effects of the
impacts may be distributed across space (e.g. air quality), across social groups, and across time
(e.g. cumulative or increasing effects over time - e.g. congestion inducing). While the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) provides an in-depth technical analysis of impacts upon all
communities, this discussion provides a background and overview of the environmental justice
process and a general assessment of environmental justice within the context of the policies and
programs of projects of the Regional Transportation Plan.

As a result of a decade of increased awareness of the disproportionate environmental burden
borne by minorities and low-income communities the U.S. EPA created an Office of
Environmental Equity in 1992 (the name was changed to the Office of Environmental Justice in
1994) to address these concerns. In 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898:
“Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations.” All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply
with Executive Order (EO) 12898. This Executive Order directs federal agencies to take the
appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse
effects of federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations
to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law. Low income is defined based on the
Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.

b. Existing Populations. Persons of low-income, those individuals whose income falls
below the poverty threshold as defined by the US Department of Health and Human Services;
and “minority”, as those individuals who identity themselves as Black, Hispanic, Asian
American, American Indian or Alaskan Native, are the communities of concern in assessing
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disproportionately adverse affects arising the policies, programs or projects of the Regional
Transportation Plan.

It should be noted that “Hispanic” is a self-identified group and is not an ethnicity or race. A
person can be white and Hispanic or Asian and Hispanic. About 34% of the population in Santa
Barbara County self-identify as “Hispanic”. County-wide, 76.4% of the population self-identify
as “white”, 5.2% as “Asian”, 2.8% as “Black”, 2.2% as “ American Indian” 0.4% as “Pacific
Islander,” and 17.5% as “other”. The cities of Guadalupe and Santa Maria possess majority
Hispanic population with 84.5% and 59.7% Hispanic population, respectively.

The county-wide poverty rate is 14.3%. The highest poverty level within the county is the
unincorporated areas of Isla Vista, in the South Coast region. Approximately 66% of “white”
residents are in poverty, whereas only 48% of Hispanics residents are in poverty. This
phenomena is reflective of the densely population area of Isla Vista, which serves as the nearest
residential and retail area to the University of California at Santa Barbara. Therefore, the
poverty experience is a mixture of a temporary status of students, which then creates an
environment for housing that is affordable to long-term “low-income” populations.

Santa Barbara County consists of two regions; the South Coast and the North County, and three
sub-regions within the North County - the Santa Maria Valley, Lompoc Valley and Santa Ynez
Valley. A summary of Santa Barbara County’s demographics can be found on Tables 4.13-1 and
4.13-2.

SBCAG
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Table 4.13-1 South Coast Demographics (2000 US Census)

Location Population | Low Income Househplds White Black Amerllcan Asian Pacific Other Hispanic**
no vehicle Indian Islander
City of Carpinteria 14,194 10.4% 6.7% 77.3% 1.2% 2.1% 3.1% 0.4% 20.7% 43.5%
City of Goleta * 27,500 * * * * * * * 25%
gg?’bgfr:a”ta 89,600 13.4% 9.5% 77.5% 2.2% 1.9% 3.6% 0.3% 18.6% 35.%
Unincorporated o
SB County (SC) 69,708 11%
SB County (All) 399,347 143% | 6.9% | 764% | 28% | 22% | 52% | 04% | 17.5% 34.2%
Table 4.13-2 North County Demographics (2000 US Census)
Location Population | Low Income Househ_olds White Black American Asian Pacific Other Hispanic**
no vehicle Indian Islander
City of Buellton 3,828 8.8% 4.3% 84.5% 1.1% 2.1% 2.0% 0.4% 13.7% 25.7%
Unincorporated 1,600 20.4% 6.9% 80.6% 1.0% 2.1% 07% 0.0% 18.0% 42.2%
Cuyama Valley
City of Guadalupe 5,659 25.0% 9.1% 57.3% 1.1% 3.1% 7.9% 0.8% 4.5% 84.5%
City of Lompoc 41,103 15.4% 7.5% 70.3% 8.4% 3.0% 5.3% 0.7% 18.1% 37.3%
,\C/lgigf Santa 77,423 19.7% 8.6% 62.5% 2.3% 3.1% 5.9% 0.3% 31.4% 59.7%
City of Solvang 5,332 6.7% 6.3% 92.1% 0.7% 1.4% 1.8% 0.2% 8.0% 19.9%
Unincorporated 0
SB County (NC) 66,817 30%
SB County (All) 399,347 143% | 6.9% | 764% | 28% | 22% | 52% | 04% | 17.5% 34.2%

* At the time of the 2000 Census, Goleta was not an incorporated city.
** The category of “Hispanic” is a self-identification that is not considered a race by the US Census Bureau. Therefore, one can identify themselves as white and Hispanic or Asian
and Hispanic, etc.
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4.13.2 Impact Analysis

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. When determining whether
environmental effects are disproportionately high and adverse, agencies are to consider the
following three factors to the extent practicable:

A. Whether there is or will be an impact on the natural or physical environment that
significantly and adversely affects a minority population, low-income population, or
Indian Tribe. Such impacts may include ecological, cultural, human health,
economic, or social impacts on minority communities, low-income common ties, or
Indian tribes when those impacts are interrelated to impacts on the natural or
physical environments; and

B. Whether environmental effects are significant and are or may be having an adverse
impact on minority populations, low-income populations , or Indian tribes that
inappreciably exceeds or is likely to appreciably exceed those of the general population
or other appropriate comparison group; and

C. Whether the environmental effects occur or would occur in a minority population,
low-income populations, or Indian tribe affected by cumulative or multiple adverse
exposures form environmental hazards.

(Desk Guide, Environmental Justice in Transportation Planning and Investments, January 2003;
definition of the Federal CEQ Interagency Working Group)

To identify locations for focus, county-wide overlay maps were developed which provided an
overlay of low-income (below poverty level) residents in relation to proposed programmed and
planned projects within the Regional Transportation Plan. Those areas which resulted in
clusters of low incomes residents have been identified as micro regions for focus and include:

e Isla Vista
e Lompoc
- H Street, from North Avenue to Ocean Avenue
- O Street, from North Avenue to Ocean Avenue
e Santa Maria
- West Main Street, from Cook Street to Depot Street
- Depot Street, from Boone Street to Morrison Avenue
- Within the boundary of Depot Street to the west, Taylor Street to the north, Miller
Street to the east and Alvin Street to the South.

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.

Impact EJ-1 Implementation of the 2008 RTP may cause adverse effects on a
minority or low-income population; however, these potential
impacts are not disproportionately high as per E.O. 12898
regarding environmental justice. Such impacts are considered
Class I1I, less than significant.
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Isla Vista. Due to the high ratio of student population related to UCSB, high density
development, and limited parking availability, walking, bicycling and transit are very popular
mode choices. A focus on pedestrian and bicycle circulation and transit service within Isla Vista
and between Isla Vista and UCSB is an important element of mobility for the residents. In
addition, transit service between Isla Vista and employment centers in Goleta and Santa Barbara
should be a priority for route and schedule development by Santa Barbara Metropolitan
Transportation District. Currently, service is provide by Routes 15X, 23, 24X and 27, with buses
that provide for bicycle carrying capacity.

Lompoc. These identified micro -regions are served by COLT - City of Lompoc Transit - via
Routes 1, 2 and 4, with connectivity to Route 3. This service provides access to civic offices,
schools, libraries, recreation areas and retail opportunities. Route 4 also provides service to
Allan Hancock College. Increased service frequency and pedestrian circulation elements to
access bus stops from neighborhoods should be a focus of the City of Lompoc Transit.

Santa Maria. These identified micro - regions are served by SMAT - Santa Maria Area Transit
- via Routes 1, 2, 3, 4, 20 and 45, with connectivity to Routes 5 and 7. This service provides
access to civic offices, schools, libraries, recreation areas, medical centers, county government
and Allan Hancock College. All routes provide service to the transit center at Town Center
Mall, and Route 20 provides service to the Greyhound Bus Station. Increased service frequency,
longer service hours on weekends and pedestrian circulation elements to access bus stops from
neighborhoods and employment and retail centers should be a focus of Santa Maria Area
Transit.

The programmed and planned program of projects proposed in the Regional Transportation
Plan does not have a disproportionate adverse impact on these communities.

Mitigation Measures. Impacts are less than significant and mitigation is not required.

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts remain less than significant

c. Specific RTP Projects That May Result in Impacts. Table 4.13-3 identifies those
projects that may create impacts as discussed in Section 4.13.2.b above. The individual projects
listed could create significant environmental justice impacts but would not necessarily do so.
Additional specific analysis will need to be conducted as the individual projects are
implemented in order to determine the actual magnitude of impact.

Table 4.13-3 RTP Projects that May Result in Environmental Justice Impacts

Project Location Impact Description of Impact

SBC-2 El Colegio Rd EJ-1 Potential impacts to minority or low-income
residents

SM-PL-5 Alvin Ave between Curryer St and Miller St EJ-1 Potential impacts could effect nearby
minority or low-income populations

SM-PL-6 Intersection of Railroad Depot and Fester EJ-1 Potential impacts could effect nearby
minority or low-income populations

SBC-PL-10 | Los Carneros EJ-1 Potential impacts could effect nearby
minority or low-income populations
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5.0 LONG-TERM EFFECTS

51 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

Section 15126(g) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s
potential to foster economic or population growth, including ways in which a project could
remove obstacles to growth.

Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment. However,
depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant
environmental effects. The proposed project’s growth inducing potential is therefore considered
significant if growth generated by the project could result in unavoidable significant effects in
one or more environmental issue areas.

5.1.1 Removal of an Impediment To Growth

As discussed in Section 4.2, Land Use, implementation of the RTP update may remove
impediments to growth in some limited fashion. While the transportation system improvements
included in the RTP are designed to respond to growth anticipated in adopted local general
plans, they may indirectly increase growth pressure by increasing transportation system
capacity. In addition, the road extension projects planned in the Carpinteria, Goleta and Santa
Maria areas may removal an obstacle to growth by improving vehicular access. However, the
nature and magnitude of such impacts are speculative, and would be largely a function of local
agency control, prevailing community attitudes, and future market conditions. The
environmental impacts of any additional growth would depend upon the type, location, and
magnitude of new development.

5.1.2 Economic Growth

Implementation of the proposed RTP update would create short-term economic growth in the
county as a result of construction-related job opportunities. RTP implementation would also
generate additional employment opportunities for roadway, vehicle, and landscape
maintenance, and transportation facility clean-up. The potential employment increase may
subsequently increase the demand for support services and utilities, which could generate
secondary employment opportunities. This additional economic growth would likely raise the
existing revenue base for the County of Santa Barbara. Although such growth may
incrementally increase economic activity in the county, significant physical effects are not
expected to result from economic growth generated by the proposed project.

5.1.3 Precedent Setting Action

The 2008 RTP would implement the circulation elements of the general plans of Santa Barbara
County and its cities. Many of these projects are traffic mitigation measures for anticipated
growth under these local plans. Implementation of the RTP would not entail a substantial
change in land use anywhere in the county. Rather, the plan responds to land uses proposed in
local general plans. The RTP does propose several new approaches to transportation planning,
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including the use of various intelligent transportation systems and transportation demand
management projects (see Tables 2-5a and 2-5b in Section 2.0, Project Description). These new
approaches may set new precedent for transportation planning in the county; however, such
approaches would not be expected to result in significant adverse environmental impacts.

5.2 IRREVERSIBLE EFFECTS

Section 15126(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of significant irreversible
environmental changes that would occur as a result of a proposed project.

The RTP update would have an indefinite life span, assuming regular maintenance of the
proposed improvements. However, because the proposed improvements would be located
primarily in areas where transportation facilities already exist (or in areas where transportation
facilities have already been planned for), most are not generally expected to dramatically alter
development patterns in the county. Instead, the RTP would provide a foundation for local,
regional, and state officials in making decisions aimed at achieving a coordinated and balanced
transportation system.

In the absence of the programmed and planned capital improvements under the RTP, traffic
conditions throughout the county would continue to worsen as the county’s population grows.
The increasing traffic may also worsen safety problems on some county roads. However,
implementation of the project would involve certain tradeoffs as it would create impacts in
other issue areas that would not occur without the programmed and planned improvements.

The majority of the potential adverse impacts that could occur from implementation of the RTP
are short-term in nature, due mostly to construction of the proposed transportation projects.
Typical construction-related impacts can involve the following issues: noise, air quality,
aesthetics, water resources, cultural resources, facility maintenance, and risk of upset. In
addition, though such materials would not be used in a wasteful manner, all construction
activity would involve the use of non-renewable energy sources and building materials.

Long-term environmental impacts are associated with increased paving, and the resultant loss
of agricultural soils, other land use impacts, biological impacts, and associated water quality
impacts. In general, impacts associated with individual projects are not anticipated to be
significant. However, certain road extension projects in the Santa Maria, Santa Ynez, and
Lompoc Valley areas could involve significant impacts to agricultural resources. In addition,
several bridge expansions and other projects adjacent to riparian areas could disturb riparian
and wetland resources. Finally, the programmed and planned capital improvements would
incrementally contribute to a gradual urbanization of many parts of the county. The overall
cumulative visual effect of project implementation would be to create a somewhat more
urbanized character throughout the county.
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES

As required by Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly achieve similar objectives.
Since the primary objective is to guide long-range transportation improvements countywide, a
discussion of alternate sites is not appropriate. Instead, the analysis of alternatives focuses on
the inclusion or exclusion of particular projects envisioned under the RTP.

This analysis examines three alternatives to the Proposed Project (the RTP’s Program and Plan
lists), as follows:

e Program Project alternative
Only currently funded improvements (the RTP’s Program list).

e Modified Project alternative
Elimination of individual improvements with unavoidable impacts (the RTP’s
Program and Plan lists without projects that have potentially significant and
unavoidable impacts).

e No Project alternative
No new transportation system improvements.

Each alternative is described and analyzed below.

6.1 PROGRAM PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

6.1.1 Description

This alternative assumes that the existing RTP is not updated and that only currently funded
RTP projects would be constructed. None of the plan (non-funded) projects would be
constructed. The projects that would be implemented under this alternative are generally
described in Table 6-1.

Table 6-1 Generalized List of Currently Programmed Projects in the RTP

Agency Generalized Project Description
Caltrans U.S. 101: Several segment widenings and interchanges in Santa Maria, Goleta, and
Carpinteria.
SR 192: Bridge replacement and shoulder widening.
Santa Barbara County Intersection modifications.

Reconstruction of El Colegio Road.
Orcutt: Construct missing segment of Hummel Drive, improvements at Union Valley
Parkway at Bradley Road.

City of Santa Barbara Intersection improvements on SR 225 at Las Positas and Cliff Drive.

City of Goleta Modify Hollister Avenue.
Interchange improvements and extensions of Ekwill and Fowler Roads.
Interchange improvements at U.S. 101/Los Carneros Road.

City of Carpinteria Widen Via Real to accommodate bike lanes.
Carpinteria Bluffs Trail.
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Table 6-1 Generalized List of Currently Programmed Projects in the RTP

Agency Generalized Project Description

City of Santa Maria Union Valley Parkway extension.
Blosser Road improvements.

Miller Street widening.

Betteravia Road widening.
Construction of SMAT Transit Center

SBCAG SR 154 improvements.

6.1.2 Impact Analysis

a. Transportation and Circulation. This alternative would not include many of the
capital improvements envisioned under the proposed RTP update, including road and bikeway
improvements. These projects were intended to address traffic congestion identified by local
agencies, and in many cases were intended as mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts
associated with planned long-term development. Without these projects, roadway congestion
would increase and levels of service would decrease. Thus, implementation of this alternative
would result in fewer beneficial traffic impacts than under the proposed RTP update.

b. Land Use. This alternative envisions fewer road widenings and extensions than the
proposed project. Consequently, the number of anticipated land use conflicts would likely be
fewer. Because fewer roadways would be constructed, impacts to agriculture and agricultural
land would also be less than under the proposed project.

At the same time, this alternative would include several roadway extensions and widenings
that would remove agricultural production. This impact, though of lesser magnitude than for
the proposed project, would still be considered significant and unavoidable due to the potential
for impacts to agriculture. As with the proposed project, it should be noted that much of the
agricultural land that would be converted under this alternative is grazing land that is not
generally considered prime farmland.

c. Air Quality. Implementation of this alternative would result in reduced short-term air
quality impacts because less construction activity would occur. However, because certain
congestion problems would not be alleviated with this alternative, long term air quality impacts
could be greater than under the proposed project. Furthermore, key transit and transportation
control measures required by the APCD and included in the 2008 RTP (e.g., ITS technologies,)
would not be readily implemented and attainment of state and federal standards could be
delayed. Overall, impacts would be greater than under the proposed project.

d. Noise. Implementation of this alternative would likely result in impacts similar to,
but slightly lower than, those expected with the proposed project. The reduction in overall
construction activity would reduce temporary noise impacts throughout the county. Although
the number of road widenings would be substantially reduced as compared to the proposed
project, the increase in traffic volumes resulting from regional growth would still be expected to
occur. Nevertheless, the resultant reduction in vehicle speeds associated with increased traffic
congestion that would occur under this alternative would incrementally reduce traffic-related
noise impacts. In addition, because a number of rail and airport improvements planned under
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the RTP would not be implemented, the potential for increased rail and air traffic would be
reduced as well.

e. Aesthetics. Implementation of this alternative would result in lesser visual impacts as
compared to the proposed project, because many of the proposed interchanges, bridges and
roadway extensions, as well as transit, rail, and airport facilities would not be constructed.
Nevertheless, many capital improvements would be constructed, and the gradual
transformation toward a more urban/suburban character would occur in the many part of the
county.

f. Water Resources. Because the amount of future construction activity would be
substantially reduced, the amount of water needed for dust suppression activities would also be
reduced. Similarly, the amount of new landscaped areas that require irrigation would also be
reduced. Finally, under this alternative, the increase in impermeable, paved surfaces would be
less than anticipated under the RTP update. Consequently, incremental increases in
contamination of surface water supplies, as well as incremental reductions in groundwater
recharge, would not be as great as under the proposed RTP. Though the proposed plan’s
impacts can be mitigated, this alternative would result in less overall impact to water resources.

g. Geologic Processes and Flooding. Implementation of this alternative could result in
both greater and lesser geohazard and flooding impacts as compared to the proposed RTP.
Because this alternative does not include as many new interchanges, bridges, roads and fixed
facilities, there would be less exposure of new structures to hazardous conditions. Conversely, if
inadequate structures are not replaced, the potential for these existing structures and those
using these structures to be harmed by geohazards could be greater than under the proposed
RTP. Therefore, the overall impact of this alternative would be about the same as that expected
under the proposed project.

h. Facility Maintenance. This alternative would result in fewer new facilities to
maintain as compared to the proposed RTP update. In this sense, this alternative would result
in fewer impacts than expected under the proposed project. On the other hand, maintenance of
existing facilities would be needed, and many of these facilities would be used to a greater
extent than under the proposed RTP, as traffic congestion would be generally greater.
Consequently, it is likely that the cost of maintaining these facilities would be greater than
under the proposed project. Overall, facility maintenance impacts would be about the same as
those expected under the proposed project.

i. Cultural Resources. Implementation of this alternative would involve less ground
disturbance than would occur under the proposed project. Consequently, though the proposed
project’s impacts could be mitigated, this alternative would result in lesser potential impacts to
both known and unknown historic and archaeological resources.

j-Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials. This alternative would not include the widening
of certain segments of U.S. 101 that would improve existing safety deficiencies on that highway.
In addition, this alternative would not include other roadway improvements intended to
improve facility safety, which is a particular concern along designated hazardous waste
transport routes. The resulting traffic increases could impact transport safety, which may
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increase the potential for accidents. Implementation of this alternative would therefore be
expected to result in impacts greater than those expected under the proposed project.

k. Biological Resources. Because the amount of future construction activity would be
less, potential impacts to water quality (and therefore, biological resources) would be less than
under the proposed project. In addition, fewer roadway extensions and creek crossings would
occur under this alternative, which would result in incrementally fewer impacts to wetlands or
riparian habitat. Implementation of this alternative would result in fewer impacts than expected
under the proposed project; however, as with the proposed project, biological impacts would be
considered potentially significant and unavoidable.

l. Energy. Because the amount of future construction activity would be less, potential
impacts related to energy use during construction would be less than under the proposed
project. However, this alternative would not include many of the capital improvements
envisioned under the proposed RTP update that could reduce energy demand through more
efficient travel patterns. Therefore, overall energy impacts would be greater with this
alternative when compared to the proposed project.

m. Environmental Justice. Since this alternative would not include certain capital
improvements, it would result in fewer impacts on minority or low income populations.
However, such impacts would not be proportionately high with the proposed project.
Therefore, environmental justice impacts would be slightly reduced when compared to the
proposed project.

6.2 MODIFIED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

6.2.1 Description

This alternative assumes that the proposed RTP is implemented, but that certain projects with
the potential to create Class I (significant and unavoidable) impacts are eliminated. Specific
projects that would be eliminated under this alternative are described in Table 6-2, which also
illustrates how their elimination would reduce potential impacts.

Table 6-2 RTP Projects Eliminated Under the Modified Project Alternative

Project Jurisdiction Project Description Impact Reduction

CT-1 Caltrans Highway 101, between Santa Maria | Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land,
Way to Route 135 and Highway 101 | aesthetics, and biological resources
separator

CT-2 Caltrans Highway 101 Widening; Coast Village |Eliminates potential impacts to aesthetics and
Road/Old Coast Highway//Hot biological resources
Springs Road

CT-7 Caltrans Highway 101 at Union Valley Parkway | Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land,
interchange aesthetics, and biological resources

CT-8 Caltrans Highway 101 between Mobile Pier Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land
Road in Ventura County to south of and biological resources
Casitas Pass Road in Santa Barbara
County

CT-PL-4 Caltrans SR 246; Purisima intersection Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land

and biological resources

SBCAG
6-4



2008 RTP Update EIR
Section 6.0 Alternatives

Table 6-2 RTP Projects Eliminated Under the Modified Project Alternative

Project Jurisdiction Project Description Impact Reduction
CT-PL-5 Caltrans SR 246 from Hwy 101 to SR 154 Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land;
reduces potential impacts to riparian areas;
eliminates potential for tree removal and
associated aesthetic impacts
CT-PL-6 Caltrans SR 166 from Santa Maria to Eliminates potential impacts to agriculture;
Guadalupe reduces potential biological and aesthetic
impacts relating to possible tree removal
CT-PL-12 Caltrans Route 1 widening from Las Cruces to | Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land,
Lompoc aesthetics, and biological resources
SBC-3 Santa Barbara | Tepusquet Road between Foxen Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land
County Canyon Road and Santa Maria Mesa |and biological resources
Road
SBC-PL-1 Santa Barbara | Hollister Avenue between San Eliminates potential aesthetic impacts
County Antonio Road and Highway 101
SBC-PL-2 Santa Barbara | La Purisima Road between Highway [ Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land
County 101 and SR 246 and aesthetics
SBC-PL-5 Santa Barbara |Clark Ave and Highway 101 Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land
County
SBC-PL-10 | Santa Barbara |Los Carneros Road widening Eliminates potential aesthetic impacts
County
L-1 Lompoc SR 1 to Allan Hancock College Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land
and biological resources
i) - I — — -
Lormpoe Eliminates potentialimpacts-to-ag iecturalland
LOM-PL-1 Lompoc SR 246 to Lompoc (Central Ave Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land,
Extension) eliminates potential biological resources impacts
associated with Santa Ynez River and aesthetic
associated impacts
LOM-PL-3 Lompoc South of Santa Ynez River from Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land
Lompoc Airport to Riverbend Park
SM-1 Santa Maria | Union Valley Parkway extension; Eliminates potential impacts to biological
Hummel to California resources and aesthetics
SM-PL-9 Santa Maria | Betteravia Road, Blosser Road, and | Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land
SR 135 and biological resources
SM-PL-10 Santa Maria | College Drive between Battle Road to | Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land
Betteravia Road
SM-PL-11 Santa Maria | A Street between McCoy Lane and Eliminates potential aesthetic impacts
Stowell Road
SM-PL-12 Santa Maria | Miller Street between Barcelius to Eliminates potential impacts to aesthetics and
Stowell Road biological resources
SM-PL-13 Santa Maria | McCoy Lane between A Street and Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land
Mahoney Road
SM-PL-14 Santa Maria | Foster Road between SR 135 and Eliminates potential impacts to aesthetics and
Blosser Road biological resources
SM-PL-15 Santa Maria | E Street extension Eliminates potential impacts to agriculture;

eliminates potential biological and aesthetic
impacts relating to possible grassland

Except as noted in Table 6-2, impacts would be substantially similar to those expected under the
proposed RTP analyzed in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this EIR.

6.2.2

Impact Analysis

a. Benefits of the Reduced Project Alternative. This scenario would remove 25
proposed RTP projects, 18 of which could involve the conversion of agricultural land. Although

r
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many of the agricultural areas that would be affected under the proposed RTP consist of
grazing and non-prime farm lands, the proposed project’s impact to agricultural resources
(Impact LU-4) is considered potentially significant and unavoidable. Under this alternative, this
potential impact could be reduced to a less than significant level.

In addition to the reduced land use impacts described above, removal of these 25 projects
would also incrementally reduce potential impacts relating to aesthetics, biological resources,
cultural resources, and water resources, and as compared to what would be expected under the
proposed project.

b. Adverse Impacts. Elimination of the projects listed in Table 6-2 would result in
increased traffic impacts, since many are necessary to address concerns identified by local
agencies through their General Plans. Most are considered necessary to reduce projected traffic
congestion associated with future land development. For example, the extension of several
roads in the Santa Maria area (College Drive, E Street, Union Valley Parkway) are integral to
long-term development anticipated under the City’s General Plan.

Elimination of these projects could also result in greater impacts than the proposed project with
respect to risk of upset and safety. This alternative would not include some of the roadway
improvements intended to improve facility safety, which is a particular concern along
designated hazardous waste transport routes (U.S. 101 and SR 1). The resulting traffic increases
could adversely affect transport safety, which may increase the potential for accidents.

In addition, elimination of these projects could result in less efficient travel patterns and
correspondingly higher energy demand impacts.

c. Impacts Similar to the Proposed Project. Air quality impacts would be similar to the
proposed project, because this alternative would still include the policies of the proposed RTP.
Such policies address consistency with CAP and CMP goals. Geohazard, noise, and facility
maintenance impacts would not be substantially different than those expected under the
proposed project.

6.3 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

6.3.1 Description

This alternative assumes that no new capital improvement projects are funded or implemented
after 2008. Consequently, no change to the countywide transportation system would occur after
this year.

6.3.2 Impact Analysis

This alternative would have none of the environmental impacts of the proposed RTP, either
adverse or beneficial. Consequently, the potentially unavoidable adverse impacts of the
proposed RTP in the areas of agricultural resources, biology, and aesthetics would not occur.
On the other hand, the project’s beneficial impacts in the areas of traffic and safety would not
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occur either. Traffic levels of service would continue to decline throughout the county as traffic
levels rise without improvements to the countywide transportation system. Though the lack of
additional road capacity may ultimately restrict land development and associated increases in
air pollutant emissions in the county, the increased traffic congestion that would likely occur
under this alternative would likely increase engine idling and associated air pollutant
concentrations to some degree. In addition, safety concerns that exist on a number of county
roads would remain and would likely worsen as traffic levels rise.

6.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

This section compares the impacts of the three alternatives under consideration to those of the
proposed project. Table 6-3 shows whether each alternative is environmentally inferior to, or
similar to, or inferior to the proposed project for each of the issue areas studied in this EIR.

Table 6-3 Impact Comparison Summary

Issue Proposed Programmed Modified No Project
RTP Project Project Alternative
Alternative Alternative

Transportation = - - -
Land Use =* +* + +
Air Quality = = =
Noise = = = +
Aesthetics =* +* +* +
Water Resources = + + +
Geology and Flooding = +/- +/- +
Facility Maintenance = +/- +/- +
Cultural Resources = + + +
Risk of Upset = - - -
Biological Resources =* +* +* +
Energy = - -
Environmental Justice = + + +
Overall = + i "

+ Superior to the proposed project

- Inferior to the proposed project

+/- Both better and worse than the proposed project

= Similar impact to the proposed project

* Indicates a potentially significant and unavoidable impact.

The No Project Alternative could be considered environmentally superior overall, as it would
entail the fewest new roadway projects. Consequently, it would have the fewest impacts with
regard to issues most dependent on the overall magnitude of development. No other scenario
would be considered superior for more issues.

CEQA also requires a discussion of the environmentally superior alternative scenario other than
“No Project.” Among the other scenarios, both the Programmed Project alternative and the
Modified Project alternative would reduce impacts as compared to the proposed project in five
issue areas. The Programmed Project alternative would have less overall impact than the
Modified Project alternative in most areas because it involves fewer overall capital
improvement projects. On the other hand, the Modified Project alternative would avoid the
potentially Class I impact with regard to agricultural resources (land use). A determination of
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which of these two is superior depends upon the relative importance one places upon the
various issue areas.

It should be noted that none of the alternative scenarios would address countywide traffic
congestion and safety issues to the degree that the proposed RTP would. Consequently, though
the proposed project is not identified as environmentally superior overall, it is the superior
alternative from the standpoint of addressing countywide traffic and traffic safety issues.
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