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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
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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

6-5

SBCAG




2008 RTP Update EIR
Section 6.0 Alternatives

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

SBCAG
6-6



2008 RTP Update EIR
Section 6.0 Alternatives

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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