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Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

Volume IV contains Appendix M, which presents all of the comments received during the public review period for the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (draft environmental document) circulated from March 23, 2012 to July 9, 2012. It should be noted
that the original deadline to receive public comment was May 25, 2012. However, based on requests from Santa Barbara County and California Coastal
Commission, the comment period was extended to July 9, 2012.

Comments Received

Caltrans received comments from state agencies, local agencies, departments, public interest groups and other individuals. Written comments were submitted
in the form of comment cards, emails and letters. Approximately 261 comments were submitted in either comment card or email format. In addition, a court
reporter recorded the following: 11 oral comments expressed during the public hearing held for the project at the Montecito Country Club on April 24, 2012, and
one comment expressed during the public hearing held for the project at Carpinteria High School on April 25, 2012. Refer to Volume 1, Chapter 4 (Comments
and Coordination) for additional details on the public hearings.

Some of the comments received expressed approval of a specific alternative or interchange configuration for Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs, while others
expressed concerns about:
e Noise (requests for more soundwalls)

e Traffic circulation (including bicycle and pedestrian)
e Aesthetics
e Interchange design—retain left-side ramps

e Coastal resources

Caltrans Responses

In this appendix, a Caltrans response follows each comment letter, email, comment card and court reporter transcript entry. Responses are numbered to
correspond to the specific comment or question presented. Comments and responses are presented in the order stated in the following tables:
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Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

State Agencies

Contact

Comment/
Response-pg. #

State Clearinghouse (2 Letters) Scott Morgan 15
California State Parks Richard Rozzelle 17
California Coastal Commission Steve Hudson 18
California Transportation Commission Andre Boutros 45
Native American Heritage Commission Dave Singleton 47
Comment/

Local Government Agencies

Contact

Response-pg. #

City of Carpinteria Mayor Al Clark 53
City of Santa Barbara-Community Development Department Paul Casey 66
City of Santa Barbara-Planning Commission John Campanella 97
County of Santa Barbara Chandra L. Wallar 100
County of Santa Barbara Fire Department Eric Peterson 142
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District Carly Wilburton 143
izrr:fniizgzra County Historic Landmarks Advisory John C. Woodward 145
Montecito Sanitary District C. Michael McCaleb (Court Reporter Transcribed - Carpinteria) 631
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Non-Profit Organizations and Businesses

Contact

Comment/
Response-pg. #

Archbald & Spray LLP, Attorneys at Law Douglas B. Large 153
Bike Santa Barbara County Ralph Fertig 156
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP (Attached Noise Study 157

by Behrens and Associates)

Susan Petrovich

(attachment page 166)

Carpinteria Beautiful Jim Taylor 188
Caruso Affiliated (Miramar Hotel property) Matt Middlebrook 189
Four Seasons Resort Ms. K. L. Earp 190
Law Office of Marc Chytilo Marc Chytilo 191
COAST-Coalition for Sustainable Transportation Mark Bradley 198
The Cottages of Summerland Owners' Association Robert Sizlo (President) 202
The Cottages at Summerland Owners' Association T. A. Howie (Director) 204
The Cottages at Summerland Owners' Association & The Villas

) . Kurt Skelton 211
at Summerland Owners' Association
Las Aves Business Complex Linda Sanders Robertson 228
Montecito Association Richard J. Nordlund 230
Montecito Estates Homeowners Association (2 Letters) Floyd Wicks 249
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Morehart Land Co. Madeleine Mueller 254
Nygren Consulting David J. Nygren 256
Price Postel & Parma LLP Sam Zodeh 258
Sage Associates Orrin and Cindy Sage 260
Santa Barbara Audubon Society Lee Moldaver 263
Santa Claus Lane Business Association Christine Boyd 268
Save Our Village June Pujo - Pujo & Associates 270
Save Our Village J'/Amy Brown/Martha Siegel - SOV Steering Committee 325
Summerland Citizens Association Board of Directors 276
Ty Warner Hotels and Resorts William Medel 280
Villa De Montecito Homeowners Association Sam Kaiser 283
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Public Individuals Response- Altefnativ.e - Public Individuals Response- Altel.'nativ'e -
page. # Configuration page. # Configuration
Selection Selection
Abatemarco, Frank 287 No Configuration Carmody, Jeffery S. 343 i,
Able, Nell 288 - Chierici, Alan H 345 -
Adizes, Ichak & Nurit Manne. 289 - Collins, Gaemus 346 -
Ahn, Michael 291 - Comperatore, Ryan 347 .
Alexander, Lynne 292 - Conger, Ken 349 -
Antonini, Robert (2 Letters) 294 - Crandell, Michael 350 -
Argyropoulos, Tina & Elias 296 Alt 1/F Mod Cruz, Antonio 351 -
Armstrong, Michelle 298 F-Mod Deeley, Michael & Ruth 352 F Mod
Atkinson, Cathy 299 No Build/F Mod DeGiacomi, Christie (3 Letters) 353 Alt1
Atkinson, David 301 No Build/F Mod Dickey, Mrs. K 356 -
Ayres, Larry (2 Letters) 303 - Dickinson, Rufus 357 -
Badat, Randall 306 - Didier, Paul 358 -
Barrack, Tom & Laurel 310 No Build Dolan, Diana 360 Alt1
Bergman, Arlene 312 Alt 1/F Mod Engs, Edward 361 -
Berwick, Keith & Sheena 314 F Mod Fisher, Dana 363 -
Boehr, Juergen 315 - Foreman, Tia 364 -
Bollay, Thomas 316 - Frampton, George & Sue 365 -
Bradley, Doug 320 - Frost, Eleanor 366 -
Brant, Maria 321 - Frost, Everett 368 -
Bromfield, Ann 322 F Mod Frost, Owen 372 -
Bronstein, Ann 324 - Gale, Tina & Bob 375 F Mod
Brown, JJAmy 325 F Mod Garner & Hess 376 -
Buergey, Candice (2 Letters) 330 - Giles, Diane 377 -
Burke, Jeffery T. 338 - Gillard, Stuart 379 No Configuration
Calhoun, Tony 340 - Grassini, Kathleen M. 380 -
Campbell, Rondi 341 - Grassini, Lawrence P. 383 -
Carleton, Luba 342 - Grassini, Sharon 385 -
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Public Individuals Response- Altefnativ.e - Public Individuals Response- Altel.'nativ'e -
page. # Configuration page. # Configuration
Selection Selection

Gray, Louise 387 - MacKenzie, Bruce 434 -
Greenhouse, Patrice 388 - Mackey, Juliette 435 -
Handloser, Diane 390 Alt 2/F Mod Mahboob, Ray 436 -
Handloser Jr., John S. 393 Alt 1/F Mod Manuras, Harry 437 ;
Hardisty, Johnny 397 - Marcin, Jane 438 -
Haselton, Toni 398 F Mod Masuda, Ken 443 -
Haslem, James R. 400 - McClain, Ron & Barbara Ll -
Hayes, Robert G. 401 F Mod McGowan, Edo 446 -
Hayes, Robert M. 403 F Mod McLaughlin, Ed 483 Alt1
Hoffman, Valerie J. 405 - Michal lll, John A. 484 -
Hogan, Phillip & Elizabeth 4,08 - Mikeska, Jeff 486 No Build
Jacobson, Doralee S. 410 Alt1 Mortensen, Finn 487 Alt 1/F Mod
James, Ann 411 F Mod MT General Contractor 489 -
Johnson, Steve 412 - Murdoch, Joan 492 F Mod
Jones, Beth 415 - Naughter, Tara 493 -
Kavanagh, John & Caroline 416 - Nichols, Wade & Brenda 494 F Mod
Keller, Susan 417 F Mod Noe, Ron (via Valerie Hoffman) 495 -
Kelley PhD, Kalon (2 Letters) 420 - Ouwehand, Terre 498 -
Kerns, Jeff 423 F Mod Overall, Jack 499 -
King, Ana Marie 424 Alt 2/F Mod Owens, Sandra 501 -
King, Steve 425 - Paola, Jon 502 -
Kuczmarski, Susan Smith 426 - Perry-Thompson, Patricia &

: McColm, Robert C. 593 -
Ladin, Doreen 427 - !
Leader, Patrick 429 - Pettit, Thomas 504 -
Levine, Dr. Estees Potter 430 No Build Phillips, Kimberly 595 F Mod
Lewis, Peter & Naila 431 - Randolph, Deirdre 506 -
Linowski, Eva (2 Letters) 432 F Mod Reingold, Robert B. 511 -

Reisenbach, Gayle & Sandy 512 -
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Public Individuals Response- Altefnativ.e - Public Individuals Response- Altel.'nativ'e -
page. # Configuration page. # Configuration
Selection Selection
Requejo, Julia 514 - Van Vliet, Kathryn & Alan 562 -
Requejo, Ricardo & Julia 5ig - Vassallo, Jerry 565 -
Richards, Kent & Debbie 518 - Viens, Joseph 566 -
Rosen, Sybil 519 F Mod Vizcarra, Henry & Freda 567 F Mod
Rowan, Dave 520 - Warner, Nina 568 F Mod
Ruhge, Justin M. 521 Alt1 Wax, Susan M. 569 F Mod
Russell, Bruce & Oakley, Andrew 523 Alt 1/F Mod Weckstrom, Andre P. 570 F Mod
Saiki, Kevin 526 - Weckstrom, Andre & Beverly 571 F Mod
Sapienza, Cindy & Joe 527 F Mod Whitney, Blair & Heidi (two letters) 572 F Mod
Scarminach, Brian 529 - Winter, JoAnn 576 -
Schall, Maryan 530 - Wyss, John & Dana 577 -
Schmerzler, Lorraine 531 - Zoradi, Mike & Malde, Susan 578 F Mod
Schwartz, Mark (2 Letters) 532 -
Sharp, Harriet 536 F Mod
Shelton, Jan 537 -
Siegel, Martha 539 F Mod
Siriannai, Judy & Kowalski, Margo 540 -
Smilgis, Martha 541 -
Smith, Brian & Janet 543 F Mod
Smith, Denise 544 -
Storm, Erica 545 No Build
Thomas Jr., William S. 546 -
Tsutsumida, Karen S. 547 .
Tsutsumida, Pat 552 -
Tucker, Ken 557 .
Tumamait, Patrick 560 -
Van Oosten, Elinor 561 -
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Public Individuals

Response-
pPg- #

Alternative -
Configuration
Selection

The following individuals only selected
an Alternative and/or Configuration

Public Individuals

Response-
pg- #

Alternative -
Configuration
Selection

The following individuals only selected
an Alternative and/or Configuration

Allen, Ricky 581 F Mod
Becker, Gary & Mary 581 F Mod
Boehr, Juergen 582 F Mod
Bonoff, Karla 582 F Mod
Burford, Jerrad 583 F Mod
Carroll, Serena 583 F Mod
Carson, Dr Lillian & Hurst, Sam 584 F Mod
Chen, Jie (2 Letters) 584 F Mod
Cherner, Stephen 585 F Mod
Davy, Lorien 586 No Build
Decker, Martha 586 F Mod
Didier, Paul 587 F Mod
Dillon, Victoria 587 F Mod
Duffey, Louise A. 588 F Mod
Elwell, Jim 588 Fand M
Epstein, Ira 589 F Mod
Evans, Louise 589 F Mod
Even-Ohlgren 590 F Mod
Gaeden, Fred 590 F Mod
Gillard, Stuart & Marilyn 591 F Mod
Gura, Jon 591 F Mod
Gura, Kate 592 F Mod
Hacken, Mark & Barbara 593 F Mod
Handloser, Diane 593 F Mod
Handloser, John 594 F Mod

Harding, Tim 594 F Mod
Harding, Tim & Fox, S. Dorothy

(2 Letters) 295 F Mod
Hatch, Deanna 596 F Mod
Hickman, Darryl 596 F Mod
Hickman, Lynda 597 F Mod
Hotchkis, Preston B. 598 F Mod
Ingersoll, Bob 598 F Mod
Keith, Robert & Kathleen 599 F Mod
Kitnick, Barry A. 599 Alt 1/F Mod
Kitnick, Barry A. & Jill A. 600 Alt 1/F Mod
Knust, Lisa & Peer (2 Letters) 600 F Mod
Knust, Lisa 601 F Mod
Kommerstad-Reiche, Carol M. 602 F Mod
Korchinski, William J. & 60>

Withers M.D., Cynthia F Mod
Lester, Lucinda 603 F Mod
Lingham, Carol & Lassen, Eric 603 F Mod
Lundberg, Cliff & Diane 604 F Mod
Mabon, Stuart 604 F Mod
MacCorkle, Jeff 605 F Mod
Machalleck, Dana & Dale 605 Alt 1/F Mod
Marble, Calvin D. 606 F Mod
McClintock Jr., James T. 606 F Mod
Michael, Sydney 607 F Mod
Ornstein, Robert M. 607 F Mod
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Public Individuals

Response-
pPg- #

Alternative -
Configuration
Selection

The following individuals only selected
an Alternative and/or Configuration

Public Individuals

Response-
pg- #

Alternative -
Configuration
Selection

The following individuals only selected
an Alternative and/or Configuration

Owen, Walter 608 F Mod
Peterson, David L. 608 F Mod
Peterson, Kathleen 609 F Mod
Richardson -Schuyler, June 610 F Mod
Robertson, Linda 610 F Mod
Robertson, N. Thorn (2 Letters) 611 Alt 1/F Mod
Ronson, Kristine 612 F Mod
Rosen, Sybil 612 F Mod
Schwartz, Leonard 613 F Mod
Schwartz, Naomi 614 F Mod
Shafer, Ph. D., Robert 615 F Mod
Sickafoose, Jeanie & Ron 615 F Mod
Sickafoose, Ron 616 F Mod
Sokol, Erwin & Caren 616 F Mod
Templeton, Andrew 617 F Mod
Templeton, Tamara 617 F Mod
Teufel, Julie 618 F Mod
Tillotson, Frank 618 No Build
Tipple, Edith 619 F Mod
Tomson, Carla 619 F Mod
Van de Pas, Lu Anne 620 F Mod
Van Horne, David 620 F Mod
Venable, John & Christy 621 F Mod
Warren, Don L. 621 Alt3

Weckstrom, Beverly 622 F Mod
Wells, Joan 623 F Mod
Westen, Beth & Derek 623 F Mod
Court Reporter Alternative -
Transcript of Response-pg. # Configuration
Comments Selection
Montecito Meeting
4/24/12
Schmerzler, Lorraine 630 -
Peterson, Kay & Dave 631 F Modified
Badat, Randall 632 N
Schleck, Tom 632 -
McCaleb, C. Michael 633 -
Stern, Ted 634 F Modified
Colin, Jay Barry 634 -
Springall, Pam 635 -
Viens, Joseph 635 -
Mitchel, Glen 637 -
Wicks, Floyd & Diana 638 -
Carpenteria Meeting
4/25/12
St. James, Kathleen 647 )
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State Agencies
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

3 SCH# 2009051018
GOVERNOR S OFF!C‘E OfP]_A.NNING AND RESE'ARCH -q\ﬁ. . Profect Title  South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT R Lead Agency Caltrans #5
e KAl Type EIR Draf EIR
Description  Mote: Review Extended

July 10, 2012
Caltrans proposes to widen U.S. 101 as necessary to provide a part-time, continuous access HOV
lane in each direction on U.S. 101 extending from Carpinteria Creek in the City of Carpinteria to
Cabrillo Boulevard in the City of Santa Barbara, The project begins 0.22 mile south of the Bailard

Yvonne Hoffimann R Avenue overcrossing (post mile 1.4) in the Gity of Carpinteria and extands to the southem portion of

O{IllrllJITJ[ﬂ Department of Transportation, District 3 the Cily of Santa Barbara (post mila 12.3) near Sycamare Creek,

50 Higueroa Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 Lead Agency Contact

Name Yvonne Hoffmann
Agency California Department of Transportation, District 5
Phone 805 542 4759 Fax
email matt_c_fowler@dol.ca.gov
Address 50 Higueroa Streat

Subject: South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project
SCH#: 2009051018

Dear Yvonne Hoffmann:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR 1o selected state agencies for review, The City  San Luis Obispo State CA  Zip 93401
review period closed on July 9, 2012, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This letter Prejoct Lo
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearingl Teview requi for draft roject Location

County Santa Barbara

environmenial documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. B
City Carpinteria, Santa Barbara

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the Region
environmental review process, 1§ you bave a question about the above-named project, please refer to the Lat/Long
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. Cross Streats
Parcel No.
Sincerel Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways

cott Morgan Airports
Director, State Clearinghouse Railways
Waterways

Schools

Land Use Transportation Corridor

Project Issues  Archaeologic-Historic; Noise; Biological Resources; Wetland/Riparian; Other lssues;
Traffic/Circulation; Aesthetic/Visual; Air Qualily; Coastal Zone; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic;
Recreation/Parks; Toxic/Hazardous; Water Quality; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects

Reviewing Resources Agency; California Coastal Commission: Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Offica of
Agencles Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources;

California Highway Patrol; Air Board, Transp ion Projects; Reg Water Quality
Conlrol Board, Region 3; Native Amarican Heritage C ission
Date Received 03/23/2012 Start of Review 03/23/2012 End of Review 07/08/2012

1400 10th Street  P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044

{916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov
Mole: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Sl
STATE OF CALIFORNIA g{%i
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH al‘ﬁ g
Lo

StaTE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

EDMUND G, BROWN JR. FEN ALIDC

DIRECTOR

May &, 2012

Yvonne Hoffmann

California Department of Transportation, District 5
50 Higueroa Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Subject: South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project
SCH#: 2009051018

Dear Yvonne Hoffmann:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review, On
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on May 7, 2012, and the comments from the
responding agency (ics) is (are) enclosed, If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence 5o that we may respond promptly,

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearingh review requi for
drafl envi 1 d P to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questi garding the envi I review
Process.

Sincerel

Scott Morgan

Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Strest  P.O.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

P e
UM SCHE 2000051018 STATE OF CALIFORNIA fﬁﬁ
5

qoncy CUMICRENOR S CFEPCEST PLANNING AND RESEARCH

£
Type EIR DM‘E&'I‘}S CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT € 0F p
EDMUND G. BROWH JR. KEN ALEX
l i Calirans to widen U.5. 101 as necessary to provide a part-time, conlinuous accessHEv:

lene in each direction on U.S. 101 extending from Carpinteria Creek in the City of Carpinteria lo
Cabrillo Boulevard in the City of Santa Barbara. The project bagins 0.22 mile south of the Bailard

Avenue overcrossing (post mile 1.4) in the City of Carpinteria and extends to the southem portion of

the City of Sanla Barbara (post mile 12.3) near Sycamore Creek.

Lead Agency Contact
Name Yvonne Hoffmann
Agency California Department of Transponation, District 5
FPhone 8035542 4759 Fax
emall matt_c_fowler@dot.ca.gov
Address 50 Higueroa Streat
City San Luis Obispo State CA  Zip 93401

Project Location
County Santa Barbara
Clty Carpinteria, Santa Barbara
Reglon
Lat/Long
Cross Streeis
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:
Highways
Alrports
Rallways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use Transportation Corridor

Project Issues  Archaeologic-Historic; Moise; Blological Resources; Wetiand/Riparian; Other Issues;

Traffic/Circulation; Aesthelic/Visual; Air Quality; Coastal Zone; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic;

R 'arks; Toxic/t : Water Quality; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects

Reviewing Resources Agency; California Coaslal Commission; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Office of

Agencies Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and R ; Dey of Water R
California Highway Patrol; Alr R Board, T/ ion Projects; Regional Water Quality
Contrel Board, Region 3; Native American Heritage Commission

Date Recelved 03/23/2012 Start of Review 03/23/2012 End of Review 05/07/2012

1400 10th Street  P.0O.Box 3044  Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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California State Parks

es/el/ze12 e7:17 B@55851857 PaGE @l/e1 . .
Comment 1 Parks and Recreation Signage

¥ State of Calfornia « Natural Resources Agency Edmund G. Brown Jr,, Govemor There is already guiding signage in both the northbound and southbound

R IIETHGN O P A IERATON R sections of U.S. 101 that directs people to the appropriate off-ramp for

Ventura Ga $3001

Carpinteria Beach. Any additional signage requests need to be made to the
Caltrans Operational Signage Division.

44

April 30, 2012 %

RECEIVED
APR 3 0 2012

&
Pk

State Clearinghouse
PO Box 3044
Sacramento CA 95812-3044

STATE CLEARING HOUSE

SUBJECT: SCH# 2009051018 — South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project

Dear Reader:

As the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project moves forward we would like to
request that the Highway 101 signage included directional signs for Carpinteria State
Beach. With nearly a million visitors recreating at Carpinteria State Beach each year
good exit signage from Highway 101 is important.

Sector Superintendent, Eric Hjelstrom is available to confer with Caltrans staff on our
park visitor needs or for any questions. He can be reached at (805) 585-1845 or
ehjelstrom@parks.ca.gov.

Wie look forward to the improved service that will be offered by this project.

Sincerely,

L A&

Richard Ro:
District Superintendent
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ATE OF CALIFORNIA - HATURAL RESOURCES AGENEY EDMUND G. BROWN, Ji, Guvmrner
St -

‘ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION @

JUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA

1 SOUTH CALIFORMIA 5T., SUITE 200
E CA faom
OF) sus.1800

July 9, 2012

Matt Fowler, Senior Environmental Planner
Environmental Analysis

California Department of Transportation

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the South Coast
101 HOV Lanes Project (SCH #2009051018)

Dear Mr. Fowler:

Commission staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment ("DEIR") for the South Coast 101 High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes Project,
dated March 2012, and appreciates this opportunity to provide our input. Caltrans
proposes to modify U.S. 101 in order to provide a part-time, continuous access HOV
lane in each direction on U.S. 101 extending from 0.22 miles south of the Bailard
Avenue overcrossing (post mile 1.4) in the City of Carpinteria and extends to the
southern portion of the City of Santa Barbara (post mile 12.3) near Sycamore Creek.
Three build alternatives and a no-build alternative were evaluated in the DEIR. Each
build alternative would add a part-time single high-occupancy-vehicle lane in both the
northbound and southbound directions and rebuild interchanges at Sheffield Drive and
Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs Road were existing ramps are currently located in the
median. Five configurations were analyzed for the Cabrillo Boulevard Interchange.
Alternative 1 proposes to widen to the median in some locations and widen to the
outside in other locations to balance resource impacts. Alternative 2 proposes widening
to the outside to maximize available areas for median landscaping. Alternative 3
proposes to widen to the inside, which means building all new paved lanes in the
existing available median. The project is proposed to be constructed in segments over a
period of 10 years.

As you further develop your environmental review of this proposed project, please
consider our comments below,

Section 1.4 Permits and Approvals Needed

Table 1.4, Permits and Approval Required, for the proposed project, lists the necessary
permits and approvals Caltrans plans to obtain from local governments and resource
agencies (p.31); however, this table omits reference to necessity for the local
governments to submit Local Coastal Plan Amendments (“LCPA") to the Coastal
Commission for the subject project as currently designed. As further described below, it
appears that, for all project alternatives except the "no build" alternative, a LCPA would
necessary for both the County of Santa Barbara's LCP and the City of Carpinteria's LCP
because of inconsistencies with a number of program provisions, including wetland,

July 9, 2012
Page 2

buffer, and scenic resource policies. More careful analysis is needed to determine
whether any amendments to the City of Santa Barbara's LCP may be required.

Sections 2.1.1.2 Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans and 2.1.1.3
Coastal Zone

Policy Consistency Analysis

The DEIR correctly notes that Coastal Development Permits (CDPs) will need to be
obtained from the City of Santa Barbara, the County of Santa Barbara, and the City of
Carpinteria. However, the DEIR lacks a comprehensive listing or analysis of LCP
policies that will apply to the project. Further, there is no explanation that the Local
Coastal Programs—together with the Coastal Act public access and recreation policies-
-constitute the project-level standard of review, nor that each LCP is comprised of both
a Land Use Plan and implementing zoning ordinances. The DEIR notes that the project
could potentially conflict with visual resource policies and wetland policies of the
applicable LCPs (p.52). However, the DEIR also states, without analysis, that “the
proposed build alternatives for the project are consistent with the associated federal,
state, and local plans” (p.52). The project must ultimately conform to Coastal Act and
LCP policies in order to obtain the necessary CDPs. Commission staff recommends
that the environmental document include a comprehensive analysis of consistency of
the project with the pertinent policies of the Coastal Act and with the existing policies of
the certified LCPs of the County of Santa Barbara, City of Santa Barbara, and the City
of Carpinteria.

Both the Coastal Act and CEQA are intended to help in making informed decisions
about development and land use. While the compilation of a CDP-standards table is not
required by CEQA, we recognize that this is the critical stage of Caltrans's
environmental documentation that will be relied upon for all future regulatory reviews
and therefore urge you to use this process to more carefully explain how project design,
avoidance measures, impact minimization, and mitigation measures will collectively
address both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements. As such, a complete LCP and
Coastal Act policy evaluation can serve as an important guidepost for Caltrans to
ensure that the project is meeting the necessary coastal permitting requirements and
thereby streamline future reviews. Table 2.2, Potential Policy Inconsistencies, (p.50)
does not contain a complete or thorough analysis of Coastal Act and LCP policies.
Furthermore this table does not contain a complete assessment of potential policy
inconsistencies. For example, potential impacts due to proposed sound walls are not
included in the visual analysis. Thus, a revised table that contains all the applicable
policies and that is supported by a thorough analysis of the proposed project's
consistency with those policies is recommended.

Similarly, the DEIR provides an incomplete analysis of LCP standards in Section
2.1.1.2. For example, the DEIR states that “the project would enhance access to
coastal resources by improving vehicular circulation within the U.S. 101 corridor” (p.47),
The DEIR also provides an unsupported statement that the project “is consistent with
policies that call for protecting coastal access lo coastal areas” (p.52). A complete
analysis of how the project enhances access to coastal resources for all modes of travel
will be essential for meeting subsequent LCP amendment and CDP requirements,
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July 9, 2012
Page 3

While we note that a degree of congestion relief is expected as a result of the proposed
HOV lanes, thereby improving the recreational driving experience, these advantages
will likely be offset over time through continued growth in automotive traffic volumes. | 4
More importantly, as discussed in greater detail below, the project lacks inclusion of key
motorized and non-motorized multi-user transportation network connections for meeting
the corridor's demands, especially relative to the California Coastal Trail, that would
enhance access to coastal resources along the length of the overall HOV project,

The DEIR correctly states that the project ‘would potentially conflict with wetland
setbacks identified in several coastal policies" (p.48). The DEIR should more thoroughly
explain the pertinent policy requirements, discuss how the project has been designed to
avoid and minimize impacts/policy inconsistencies, and then address the nature of the
remaining unavoidable wetland impacts, including a description of the conflicts with
wetland policies. Similar evaluations should be developed for any other LCP and | g5
Coastal Act policy conflicts that may be identified in the analysis recommended above.
For example, the DEIR states that the project “would also potentially conflict with buffers
set from streams or top-of-bank in riparian areas identified in several coastal plans”
(p.48) The DEIR should thoroughly explain all applicable LCP and Coastal Act policy
requirements, discuss design features that avoid and minimize impactsipolicy
inconsistencies, and address the nature of the remaining, unavoidable impacts, and
associated policy conflicts. In addition, this discussion would benefit from clearly linking
Caltrans’'s proposed mitigation strategies to each of the impacts identified.

LCP Amendment Implications

While Section 1.4 Permil nd Approvals N d omits listing the amendments to
affected Local Coastal Programs that will be necessary for the project to gain approval
from the State's coastal resource management program, the DEIR elsewhere states
that, before issuance of a permit can occur, an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for

the City of Carpinteria and Santa Barbara County would be required because of 6
conflicts with wetland policies. However, the DEIR continues that “the amendment
would narrowly define wetlands affected by the project and that only those wetlands
would be included in the amendment. Therefore, no impacts other than those identified

in this document would occur” (p.49). This statement provides an incomplete
characterization of what will likely be needed for approval of an LCPA for this project.

As noted in the DEIR, but not sufficiently analyzed, the proposed HOV Project raises
conflicts with resource protection policies of the applicable LCPs, including but not
limited to policies related to wetlands, visual resources, community character, coastal
access, and potentially environmentally sensitive habitat area. Generally, such policy
inconsistencies would not allow for approval of either an LCPA or coastal development
permit. However, in some exceptional circumstances, the Coastal Act (see Sections
30200 and 30007.5) does provide the Coastal Commission a mechanism for dealing
with a proposal that presents unavoidable policy conflicts. This resolution mechanism is
available only if the Coastal Act Section 3 resource-protection policy conflicts are
inherent in the essential nature of the project itself. If the Commission determines that
policy conflicts legitimately arise out of the essential nature of a proposal, then they
must resolve the policy conflict in a manner that is on balance most protective of
significant coastal resources. In reaching this conclusion, the Commission must also
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determine that there are no alternatives that would avoid or minimize the project’s
adverse impacts on coastal resources and that maximum feasible mitigation has been
included. Relative to the LCPA considerations, we note that any such amendments for
the HOV project will need to demonstrate substantial benefits to coastal resources and
public access, as well as full mitigation for unavoidable impacts to coastal resources in
order for the Commission to find consistency with Coastal Act policies.

Further, given the particular facts of this case, it is imperative that inherent public
coastal access and recreation benefits of the project be extraordinarily clear and
compelling to render an amendment to the applicable LCPs approvable. This public
access analysis should articulate the current and anticipated local and regional coastal
access linkages and circulation for all modes of travel for various user groups relative to
all HOV projects throughout the Santa Barbara City-to-Ventura County corridor. It is
critically important for any LCPA proposal to incorporate a complete analysis of how the
project will comply with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. We recommend
that careful consideration be given to insuring a functioning multi-modal transportation
network through this corridor, to closing critical gaps in bike and pedestrian pathways
and transit support needs and making high priority improvements in the CCT system
that services coastal access through the City of Carpinteria, City of Santa Barbara, and
Santa Barbara County.

One oppoertunity for securing a key coastal trail linkage is the "Carpinteria Rincon Trail"
that would extend from the eastern end of Carpinteria Avenue in the City of Carpinteria
to Rincon Beach County Park in Santa Barbara County and the Ventura County line,
The City of Carpinteria has recently prepared a Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for
this project (June 7, 2012). The one-mile Rincon segment is considered high pricrity for
implementation because the existing gap in the Carpinteria Coastal Vista Trail (CCVT)
creates a significant constraint for bicyclists and pedestrians. As Caltrans is aware, a
southern phase of this HOV project, from Mobile Pier/Beacon’s beach to Rincon State
Park, is under construction and will provide a separated bike and pedestrian pathway as
part of the CCT. That segment cannot adequately function, however, without a safe
connection that meets the CCT planning principals and allows for through bike and
pedestrian travel into the City of Carpinteria and beyond. The Rincon segment planned
by the City would service an area with high visitor activity, offering spectacular scenery
and one of the best opportunities along the entire stretch of Santa Barbara coastline to
view beaches, the Santa Barbara Channel Islands, marine life, and the Los Padres
National Forest. Furthermore, the segment would link Carpinteria Bluffs Nature
Preserve and Rincon County Park, both popular coastal destinations, and would also
become part of the Pacific Coast Bikeway.

In addition, other regionally significant CCT segments should also be considered as part
of the overall SB 101 HOV project, such as a Class | two-way multi-user trail segment
that links the terminus of Santa Claus Lane to the terminus of Carpinteria Avenue along
Carpinteria Salt Marsh. The trail would provide a direct coastal route to connect Santa
Claus Lane Beach in Santa Barbara County to the City of Carpinteria Coastal Trail.
Caltrans prepared a "Project Study Report” for such a project in 1997, noting that a trail
in that alignment has been discussed by local governments since 1977. We believe an
approvable design for such a bike and pedestrian facility is possible at this location
between Highway 101 and the rail line within existing right of way. Accordingly, and as
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further noted elsewhere in these comments, the DEIR should describe the existing bike
or multi-user trail connections throughout the project corridor and identify other areas
where there are opportunities to ensure that coastal access is significantly enhanced
from a regional perspective.
neral Revision f ions 2.1.1.2and 2.1.1.

The DEIR refers to the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, the City of Santa
Barbara General Plan, the City of Carpinteria General Plan, and the Community/Area
Plans for Toro Canyon, Summerland, and Montecito and states that “the proposed
project would not conflict with any land use policies in those plans” (p.47) . It appears
that the reference to "land use policies” has been confused with “land use designations”
because the project will, as later noted beginning on page 48 of the DEIR, conflict with
some of the land use policies of the applicable LCPs, such as those regarding wetlands.

We also note that the reference to Santa Barbara County Coastal Land Use Plan should
be corrected to state Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Plan (p.52). A Local Coastal
Plan (LCP) encompasses both a Land Use Plan (land use plan policies) component and
an Implementation Plan (zoning code) component.

Section 1.3 Alternatives

Three "build” alternatives, as well as the no-build alternative, are identified in the DEIR.
Again, following any LCP amendments necessary for the selected alternative to move
forward through regulatory reviews, the proposed project will require three different
Coastal Development Permits (CDPs): one each from the County of Santa Barbara, the
City of Santa Barbara and the City of Carpinteria. Each of these CDP's will be
appealable to the California Coastal Commission. The standard of review for each,
whether at the local level or on appeal will be the same: the certified Local Coastal
Program, as amended, together with the public access and recreation policies of the
California Coastal Act.

Given these reguirements, we recommend that one of the three alternatives be modified
(or an additional alternative be developed) which specifically addresses the coastal
policy issues presented by the project. We anticipate that this work can be
accomplished through the finalization of the DEIR. The modified alternative should
strive to be consistent with each applicable LCP/Coastal Act standard of review and
should particularly consider those policies that call for maximizing public access
opportunities, protecting scenic resources, minimizing energy conservation and vehicle
miles traveled, supporting alternative transportation modes, meeting air quality
requirements and concentrating development in those areas that can adequately
accommodate it. In general, this modified alternative should demonstrate that it meets
all modes of the public's need for effective and safe transportation, while protecting the
public’s interest in preserving coastal resources and providing public access.

Section 2.1.5 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian Bicycle Facilities

As described above, it is important that the DEIR explore opportunities for incorporating
a coastal multi-user path and other multi-modal connections into the overall project in
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order to: meet all user needs in the corridor, assist in the relief of traffic congestion on
Highway 101, and thereby cumulatively improve coastal access in the City of
Carpinteria, City of Santa Barbara, and Santa Barbara County. This discussion should
include references to existing segments of the braided CCT for both pedestrians and
bikers along the corridor and discuss how the overall project will contribute to the
completion of the trail consistent with City, County and state planning efforts. (Please
see the State Coastal Conservancy's 2003 report, Completing the Coastal Trail, for
background information on the desian principals of the trail.)

Currently, the DEIR does not sufficiently describe or identify existing bike path
connections in the South Coast 101 HOV Lane corridor. Although a general description
of bikeway classifications is included, the DEIR does not identify a baseline of multi-user
pathways in the project corridor, including identification of trail areas that could be
completed, improved or connected and in terms of providing key facilities such as bus
stops, commuter bicycle and automobile parking, trail heads, ete. to support all modes
of travel. The DEIR states that, “in several locations within the project limits, bicycle and
pedestrian improvements are desired by local agencies and have been included as part
of circulation plans. Desired improvements include access structures to cross over or
under the freeway. Although the HOV project would not include those new facilities as
part of the scope of the HOV project, it would not preclude the facilities from being
constructed as planned." (p.107). Please further discuss the circulation plans and
describe how the overall project will actually provide needed improvements identified in
those plans for all modes of travel.

Without adequate supporting evidence, the DEIR states that “"construction of the overall
six-lane facility will improve local vehicular travel and decrease local intersection delay
within the corridor, which will enhance bicycle and pedestrian circulation at other
locations as well" {p.400). A fuller description of bicycle circulation improvements and
impacts is needed. How will local communities and pedestrian and bicycle users be
impacted by diverted traffic during the anticipated ten years of construction? How will
replacement of bridge structures at Arroyo Paredon (Parida), Toro Canyon, Romero,
Oak, and San Ysidro creeks affect bike lane or coastal trail access? How will bicycle
and pedestrian circulation be specifically improved at other locations?

Section 2.1.6 VisuallAesthetics
Soundwalls

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, and as incorporated into LCPs, requires development
to be “sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas, to minimize the alteration of natural landforms, to be visually compatible with the
character of the surrounding areas, and where feasible, to restore and enhance visual
quality in visually degraded areas.” It appears that the proposed soundwalls along
several reaches of the project corridor would be inconsistent with this policy due to
impacts to visual resources and impacts to community character. In particular, the 1,700
ft. long soundwall proposed along the south side of the freeway adjacent to Padaro
Lane just west of Santa Claus Beach, proposed in Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, would likely
not be consistent with applicable policies because it would block or partially block ocean
views from along the freeway. Similarly, the soundwalls proposed along the north side
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of the freeway in Summerland in Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would be inconsistent with
visual resource policies because it would block or partially block ocean views from the
small Summerland community. Given LCP policy direction, soundwalls in these
locations should be eliminated from the project plans or reduced in size and scale
(and/or potentially redesigned to include the use of clear panels) to the maximum extent
possible. Moreover, attention should be given to ensuring that views from Highway 101
to the ocean in the Bailard Avenue region across the Bluffs Nature Preserve and Viola
Fields open spaces, as well across the Carpinteria Salt Marsh, are not damaged as a
result of this project. If such project modifications are not feasible, then we believe that
the mitigation of the unavoidable visual impacts from soundwalls in the vicinity should
include the possibility of removing the visual blight and blockage that resuits from
Caltrans's debris storage and rock and asphalt crushing activities between Santa Claus
Lane and Highway 101 in Carpinteria, immediately after the 101 exit to Padaro Lane.

Memorial Oaks

Coastal Act and applicable LCP policies seek to protect community character and visual
resources. The Memorial Oak trees (31 individual trees of 71 remain) line a portion of
the freeway within the “Padaro Unit" between Carpinteria and Summerland. (p.112)
What type of oak trees are the Memorial Oaks? Are all of these trees proposed to be
removed? What alternatives have been evaluated to retain these oak trees or what
mitigation is proposed if they will be removed? What sort of replanting ratios are being
considered and where are these new trees expected to be located? Will this new
location support oak woodland habitat functions?

Section 2.1.7 Cuitural Resources

The DEIR identifies at least nine prehistoric archeological resources within the Area of
Potential Effects including one archeclogical site within the project limits (p.216).
According to the DEIR, all of the project build alternatives would cause direct adverse
effects one archeological site P-42-003943, “Via Real Redeposited Midden." What
design alternatives were considered that would avoid impacts to this resource and why
are they not being incorporated?

Section 2.2.2 Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff

The Coastal Act, Section 30231, states that ‘the biological productivity and the quality of
coastal waters...shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through... minimizing
adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff,
preventing depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface
waterflow...maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats,
and minimizing alteration of natural streams.”

From a water quality perspective, the greatest area of concern is the proposed project's
potential permanent contribution to impervious surface area. Increase in impervious
surface is directly proportional to higher runoff volumes and higher runoff velocities
(hydromodification). Hydromodification can destabilize natural stream channels and
impact water quality by increasing erosion and sedimentation. As the area of
impervious surface increases, it becomes incrementally more difficult to dissipate,
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infiltrate or treat runoff. As a result, pollutants found in highway runoff are more likely to
enter and degrade coastal waters and negatively impact wetland habitats and increase
the risk of flooding. These pollutants commonly include:

*» Sediment eroded from surrounding lands, highway embankments and cut slopes,
and receiving streambeds and banks

« Nutrients from plant debris, organic soils, fertilizer, vehicle exhaust, emulsifiers
and surfactants

+ Pesticides

+ Dissolved and particulate metals

« Trash

The DEIR contemplates the use of standard, statewide-preferred treatment BMPs
(vegetated biostrip/swales) without presenting supporting information that they would be
effective on this project, including identification of areas where they may be located in
order to perform properly.' A rigorous analysis of design, source control and treatment
control BMPs in the context of the DEIR would better correspond with the gundanoe in
the Department of Transportation Statewide Storm Water Management Plan.

* The DEIR should evaluate an array of options for design, source control, and
treatment BMP's for the project in a meaningful, analytical way. Site design
BMPs should be prioritized over source control BMPs and source control BMPs
should be prioritized over treatment BMPs. Finally, all opportunities should be
taken to locate BMPs in the same watershed as the impact is expected to occur,
prior to considering offsite BMPs,

* As envisioned in the DEIR, treatment BMPs would not be used unless they mee.
the maximum extent practicable standard. However, if site design BMPs are
considered first, it may become easier to handle the valume of runoff in
‘practicable’ applications of source control or treatment BMPs.

+ Design considerations, such as lane and shoulder width reduction, should be
discussed in the DEIR as potential methods to reduce impervious surface area,
poliuted runoff, and hydromodification. Lane width reduction, or funneling down
highway widths in specific areas (e.g. where runoff could directly enter a water
course or municipal separate storm water sewer system) could also be effective
to avoid wetlands or provide room to install high-priority BMPs. Collection
systems for bridge deck runoff should be explored to avoid direct contribution of

' Amended Water Quality Assessment Report, January 2012, (PDF) p. 36/49 “The preliminary
permanent storm water treatment BMP consideration strategy can be found in the July 2010 Project
Planning and Design Guide (PPDG). That being, bio-filtration strips/swales will be considered above all
other TBMP's."

2 SWMP, May 2003, Table 4-3. Treatment Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Category B projects
(where the Project Study Report is approved but the Environmental Document is not final) “will be
evaluated and where feasible incorporated into a project's design and addressed in the environmental
documents”. Category A projects (where the Project Study Report is not yet approved), “storm water
quality issues will be evaluated and treatment BMPs considered during the project alternatives and work
plan development”.
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highway bridge runoff to stream channels. Design configurations that would
improve water quality should not be ruled out because they may require design
exceptions.

» The Amended Water Quality Assessment Report (pdf p. 22) states that
permanent treatment for nitrate-laden dry weather run-on should be to divert
these flows to a sanitary sewer. This recommendation should be reflected in
DEIR discussion of water quality and possibly incorporated as a design
parameter.

+» Permeable pavement should be considered as an alternative to conventional
pavement wherever possible. Road shoulders and ramp gore areas would be
good candidates for permeable pavement. In addition, the DEIR (p. 49) states
that “The project proposes to install noise-attenuating pavement surface on all
mainline lanes within the project limits.” If alternative pavements would also
reduce runoff and improve water quality, the DEIR should discuss the potential
benefits of using such pavement.

The DEIR is |ncon3|stent on the issue of whether or nat the existing road surface would
be addressed.” And, neither the DEIR nor the Amended WQ Assessment Report
quantifies how much pavement area already exists. The DEIR should discuss the State
Water Resource Control Board's pending Statewide Storm Water Permit and whether or
not each Alternative would trigger the “50% rule” — where the entire pavement surface
would require treatment if more than 50% of the existing surface area is added by the
project. In any event, after all design options to improve water quality have been
incorporated, the entire road surface should be treated with source control or treatment
BMPs to the maximum extent practicable. This approach would be consistent with the
Coastal Act requirement to resfore water quality where feasible. The DEIR should
discuss how the project could feasibly contribute to restoring water quality by treating
existing runoff from the highway, in addition to treating runoff from new pavement.

Polluted runoff and hydromedification may affect several major stream corridors crossed
by the highway, and the impacts may be independently and/or cumulatively significant.
The DEIR's conclusion that water quality impacts would be insignificant after mitigation
for all of the project build alternatives is not persuasive. The DEIR asserts that the
project will be designed to be invisible in the watershed (where appropriate).* However,
because no treatment BMPs are identified between PM 6.9 and PM 12.3, it is unclear
how hydromodification and polluted road runoff in this project segment would be
avoided. Off-site mitigation will not mitigate on-site impacts, and should be considered
last, after all available onsite BMPs have been considered and rejected. Similarly, the

* DEIR p. 247 states that *...100%...of the water quality fiow from all impervious surfaces within this
project will be the goal for treatment” However, the Mitigation Summary (p. F-6) states that “The
preferred treatment best management practices would be veg d biofiltration strip If these can
be incorporated to treat 100 percent of the stormwater from the new impervious areas, no further
Ireatmanl best management practices need be considered.”

* Amended Water Quality Assessment Report, Januaryr 2012, (PDF) p. 37/49 In theory, it should be one
of the projects’ goals to not the geo of the stream and to keep the project
as hydraulically invisible as possible, When a highway interferes with a meandering stream, inhibits the
ﬂmtv orh ;ﬂ:odwatefs and/or changes the hydrograph of the siream, the project is not invisible to the
watershed.
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degree to which existing landscaping can be preserved for filtering runoff, maintaining
sheet flow to vegetated areas, and removing lining from existing concrete drainage
channels, although mentioned in the DEIR, is not quantified or analyzed in a meaningful
way that demonstrates these practices would be effective on a project scale.

Romero Creek and San Ysidro Creek, for example, are both critical steelhead habitat.
Storm water BMPs installed at Bailard Road that handles an eguivalent area of
impermeable road surface will not address the impact of untreated runoff and
hydromodification in these creeks., Storm water BMPs installed at Bailard Road will only
protect Carpinteria Creek, which is concrete lined and has no steelhead population.
Providing for treatment of an equivalent volume of runoff at Bailard Road will not provide
the same benefit as BMPs located at Romero or San Ysidro Creek.

Cumulative water quality impacts are not adequately addressed in the DEIR. The DEIR
incorrectly states (p.418) that “if the proposed project would not result in a substantial
direct or indirect impact to a resource, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact to
that resource.” Even a small impact to water quality in impaired waters would constitute
a cumulative impact. The 303d list documents degraded water quality in many of the
watersheds in the project area. In addition, these waters are arguably in declining
health, and are at risk, even without the contribution of project impacts. Impacts of past
projects, including runoff from the existing highway, impact the health, condition and
status of these waters. Any additional impact on water quality should be assessed as a
potential cumulative impact.

The DEIR does not present information to compare water quality impacts for each of the
project alternatives. The DEIR should include an evaluation of the water quality impacts
and mitigation specific to each alternative. The water quality analysis should assess the
following topics:

+ The impervious surface area that would be created for each alternative (e.g. alt 1
= 47 acres, alt 2 = 51 acres, alt 3 = 40 acres) relative to the existing impervious
surface area of the project (e.g. 100 acres).

+ The amount of flow estimated from each of these areas that could be infiltrated to
directly address hydromodification impacts. Where infiltration is not possible,
what other types of detention features could be used?

e The volume of flow that is estimated that could be treated in flow-through BMPs
to address the introduction of pollutants to coastal waters for the 85" percentile
intensity design storm. Based on Santa Barbara County standard conditions, the
design volume should be equal to or greater than 0.4 inches,

+ The spatial distribution of BMPs over the length of the project (e.g. there are no
BMPs proposed between PM 6.9 and PM 12.3) and the ability to situate
treatment BMPs to intercept and treat runoff prior to it reaching coastal waters.
Can ROW be acquired to accommodate BMPs to treat/infiltrate runoff from PM
6.9 to 12.3? What non-pavement areas are potentially available for BMPs? Do
tradeoffs need to be considered to prioritize the placement of BMPs to prevent
direct discharge of highway runoff to creeks or wetlands?
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« Each stream channel receiving runoff from the project should be assessed for its
potential susceptibility to hydromodification. The Amended Water Quality
Assessment Report describes some of the general aspects of the channels (e.g.
concrete-lined or gravel bed), but should supplement these evaluations to include
a risk analysis for hydromodification for each channel such as is described in the
Tentative Statewide Storm Water Permit dated April 27, 2012. Although this
permit has not yet been adopted, it is referenced here as a potential source of
information. These risk analyses should be used to prioritize where infiltration
BMPs, detention features, or minimization of impermeable surfaces are most
needed.

* The ability to intercept and infiltrate runoff prior to it reaching coastal waters. The
document is inconsistent in the information fresented describing groundwater
hydrology and the ability to infiltrate runoff. ” It is not clear how hydromaodification
effects of the project would not have a significant impact, both individually and
cumulatively, if ne storm water can be infiltrated due to groundwater elevations or
soil properties, and no water detention facilities are contemplated.

Section 2.2.6 Air Quality

Coastal Act policies call for locating new development in existing developed areas that
can accommodate it (Public Resources Code Sec. 30250), conforming with air quality
requirements (PRC Sec. 30253(3)), and conserving energy and minimizing vehicle
miles traveled (PRC Sec. 30253(4)). The policies also state that new development
projects should facilitate the provision of transit service, provide for non-automobile
circulation, and provide for adequate parking or public transportation (PRC Sec. 30252).
It is critical that the DEIR be expanded to fully evaluate the project proposal in light of
these policy requirements.

The DEIR states: “In summary, when a highway is widened, the localized level of mobile
source air toxics emissions for the build aternatives could be higher relative to the no-
build condition, but this is expected to be offset by increases in speeds and reductions
in congestion (which are associated with lower mobile source air toxics
emissions)...However, on a regional basis, the Environmental Protection Agency's
vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turmover, would over time cause
substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, would cause region wide mobile source
air toxics levels to be significantly lower than today.” (DEIR, p.281) Please evaluate
alternatives that would incorporate non-motorized transportation, such as the trail
connections described above, and thereby reduce emissions. Enhancement of non-
automotive transportation modes should be considered as part of the optimum mix of
measures that will achieve conformance with Coastal Act energy conservation and air
quality policies.

® DEIR p. 250 states that “Currently, infiltration devices are not proposed as part of the project due to high
groundwater levels in maost locations.” However, the Amended Water Quality Assessment Report pdf p.
46/49 states “BMPs will be selected to minimize pollutant discharges to surface waters, minimize storm
water discharge rates and volumes), and recharge groundwater (emphasis added)." and pdf p. 36 “The
project will incorporate permanent storm water treatment BMP's that preserve the existing hydrofogy
(emphasis added) to the maximum extent practical....”
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Section 2.3 Biological Environment

Coastal Act and LCP Standards

As already stated, in order to obtain a coastal development permit for the project, all
development must conform to the policies of the applicable LCPs, and ultimately the
Coastal Act, with regard to biological resources. Given that all alternatives contained in
the DEIR contemplate some filling of wetlands for the expansion of Highway 101, critical
policy inconsistencies are raised regarding provisions of Section 30233 of the Coastal
Act (and with LCP standards that mirror this policy). In particular, these provisions allow
wetland fill only for eight specified uses, and only then when there is no feasible less
environmentally damaging alternative. The Commission previously has found that
Coastal Act section 30233(a) constrains such fill allowances for limited expansion of
roadbeds and bridges necessary to maintain existing traffic capacity. It is important to
note that exception is expressly limited to expansions that maintain existing capacity.
The proposed HOV improvements to the SB 101 HOV, with an additional lane in each
direction, will increase the capacity of the roadway. Therefore, they do not qualify as
incidental public services purposes under Section 30233(a).

The Commission's interpretation of the meaning of PRC section 30233 has also been
upheld by the courts. (See Boisa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court (1999) 71
Cal.App.4"™ 493.) The Bolsa Chica case involved a roadway expansion project, and the
court, in construing the “incidental public service purpose” exception, said that the
exception cannot be extended by finding that a roadway expansion is permissible when,
although it increases the vehicle capacity of a roadway, it is designed to maintain an
existing level of traffic service.

As suggested above, it would be extremely beneficial to have the applicable LCP and
Coastal Act policies listed in a table; it is especially important that the contemplated
wetland impacts of the project be carefully analyzed in light of the applicable LCP
policies. Further, the DEIR should characterize riparian habitat areas, creeks, and
wetlands according to the standards and definitions listed in the applicable LCPs and
Coastal Act differentiating between riparian habitat, creek areas, wetland habitat areas,
as well as areas considered to be environmentally sensitive habitat area in each LCP.

The DEIR does not clearly differentiate between impacts to creeks versus impacts to
riparian habitat. Further, the DEIR identifies some creek areas as wetlands. For
example, according to the DEIR, unlined creek channels within the biological study area
were delineated as Coastal Zone wetlands using the single-parameter wetland
definition. These unlined creek channels (Arroyo Paredon, Romero, San Ysidro, Oak,
Montecito, and portions of Toro Creek) were also considered as "other waters of the
United States.” (p.356) Additionally, Table 2.36 lists impacts to "other waters of the U.§"
and shows temporary and permanent impacts at each creek location. Table 2.36 notes
where unlined creek reaches in the biological study area are considered both “other
waters” and coastal zone wetlands. (p.382) The DEIR should be revised to provide a
table and narrative that differentiates between impacts to riparian vegetation at each
creek versus impacts to the creek channel. Additionally, impacts to wetlands versus
impacts to the creek bed should be distinguished. This data is necessary to evaluate
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impacts and determine appropriate mitigation ratios for each habitat type and affected
area.

Table 2.33, Riparian Impacts, lists the number of tree species at each creek location to
be impacted. (p.352) However, the DEIR does not quantify (in sq. ft. or acreage) the
amount of riparian vegetation to be impacted at each creek, inclusive of all areas where
the trees are located. Additionally, for each creek, please quantify all riparian areas that
will be disturbed for placement of rock slope protection.

Further, the DEIR categorizes wetlands as different wetland types, including: "U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and Coastal Zone," “"Additional Coastal Zone Wetlands,”
"Human-made drainage features," and “creeks.” (p.361-383) The DEIR should include
all wetlands that meet the Coastal single-indicator definition of wetland in one category
for purposes of analysis to identify impacts. Additionally, the DEIR should make clear
the plans for providing mitigation ratios of 4.1 for affected wetland areas that meet the
Coastal Act definition.

Please include a table analyzing impacts or encroachments within wetland buffer versus
impacts to the wetland itself.

The DEIR refers to the “Natural Environment Study” prepared for the project as the
source for the delineation of wetlands (DEIR, p.356). The “Natural Environment Study”
refers to the “Wetland Study” in Appendix G for the project for a more detailed
discussion of the delineation methods. (Natural Environment Study, p.11) Appendix G
does not contain the “Wetland Study” and states that, since the completion of the
Wetland Study, Caltrans design alternatives have been updated, resulting in impacts
calculations that differ from the values reported in the Wetland Study. Appendix G
states that “final temporary and permanent impacts to proposed jurisdictional areas are
reported in Chapter 4 of the Matural Environmental Study and are shown on the Project
Map Sheets (Appendix C)." However, Chapter 4 of the Natural Environmental Study
contains the same data for wetland impacts that were included in the DEIR and also
refers back to the Wetland Report (which has not been provided). Commission staff
requests that Caltrans provide the baseline or underlying wetland reports so that they
may complete a more complete evaluation of the affected areas.

Commission staff is concerned that the DEIR does not appear to adequately
characterize oak woodland habitat. The DEIR states: “Oak woodlands are defined as a
S-acre circular area containing five or more oak trees per acre (Senate Concurrent
Resolution No.17). (p. 352). Please note that the LCPs in each affected area, as well as
the Coastal Act, contain the applicable standards and definitions for habitat
communities. Accordingly, we ask that Caltrans evaluate whether any of the areas
where the 220 oak trees to be removed would be considered oak woodland under these
standards of review and, if so, quantify the amount of oak woodland habitat proposed to
be removed.

The DEIR states that several of the new or modified bridge structures will result in
increased shading over the creek beds. (p.364) Shading results in a decline in biological
productivity by eliminating photosynthesis and in turn, reducing leaf litter that would
otherwise be available as a food source. Please evaluate potential habitat impacts from
shading from the new or medified bridge structures. Appropriate mitigation for shading
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impacts might be to replace existing hardened banks with biotechnical bank revetments
that would enhance the growth of vegetation. Please evaluate potential mitigation for
shading from the new or modified bridge structures.

The DEIR states that, after construction of the bridges at Romero Creek, San Ysidro
Creek, and Oak Creek, the creek channel would be partially blocked offfwalled off to
maintain the current channel width until capacities are improved throughout the reach
(p.381). According to the DEIR, when Santa Barbara County Flood Control District
achieves its goals of improving creek capacities throughout the reaches of concern,
county and highway bridges can be used to the fullest, but there are no set plans for
when downstream improvements would be made (p.381). Please explain the method(s)
proposed to partially block off the lengthened bridge span.

The DEIR states that the extended spans of the new bridges would “help reduce flow
velogities in the state right-of-way.” It should be made clear whether or not velocity
barriers at the bridge would be completely or partially mitigated. The DEIR should
elaborate on fish passage and how fish passage has been addressed for each bridge
structure in the project reach and describe additional, remaining barriers to fish passage
in the corridor.

How does meodifying or replacing each bridge comply with existing fish passage
requirements that Caltrans must meet under State mandates, which states that a_IEI
streams that have historically had steelhead populations must be provided passage?
For creek channels that have been blocked off pending flood capacity improvements,
what type of capacity or other improvements (e.g. removal of physical barriers to fish
passage outside the highway right of way on parallel transportation facilities) need to be
made in the corridor, upstream or downstream, before it would be possible to restore
and enhance the affected creeks? Should any of these improvements be considered as
a component of the mitigation strategies necessitated by this proposed project?

Section 2.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

Evaluated under LCP policy requirements, the DEIR does not provide for appropriate
mitigation ratios for impacts to coast live oak trees, sycamore trees and willow trees.
The mitigation ratio proposed in the DEIR is 3:1 for coast live oaks or western sycamore
greater than 6 inches diameter at breast height and 3:1 for willows (p.353-354) . In past
actions, the Commission has found that the loss of individual native trees, including oak
trees, sycamores, and willows should be mitigated at a replacement ratio of 10:1.
Further, the Commission has previously found that permanent impacts to riparian
habitat should be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio.

The DEIR also states that disturbed areas that are not replanted with riparian trees or
shrubs would be stabilized and seeded with native grasses and forbs (p.353). Please
note that it will be necessary to revegetate all areas where riparian vegetation has been
temporarily disturbed or removed due to construction activities using native plant

© SB B5T Section 156.3. states “For any project using state or federal transportation funds programmed
after January 1, 2008, the department shall insure that, if the project affects a stream crossing on a
stream where anadromous fish are, or historically were, found, an assessment of potential barriers to fish
passage is done prior to commencing project design.”
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species that are appropriate for a riparian habitat area. All invasive and non-native I 42

plant species should be removed from the revegetation area.

The DEIR recommends that, “prior to any ground disturbing activities, envirecnmental-
sensitive-area fencing would be installed around the drip line of the trees to be
protected” (p.354). It is preferable to have fencing installed at least five feet from the
drip line of trees to be protected.

For wetland mitigation, the DEIR differentiates between "human-made” wetlands (as
referred to the in DEIR) and natural wetlands. The DEIR states that “Human-made
wetlands (roadside drainage features) would be replaced with more human-made
wetlands. Sites chosen for mitigation would be within the project limits where feasible.
New vegetated ditches that receive and filter highway runoff would replace the function
of the vegetated roadside ditches that are considered coastal wetlands..." For
permanent impacts to coastal zone and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers wetlands,
Caltrans proposes a 1:1 to a 3:1 ratio “based on resource agency recommendations as
well as the function and quality of wetland habitat that needs to be replaced” (p.383).
The Commission generally does not distinguish between man-made wetlands and
natural wetlands or the function and quality of wetlands to determine mitigation. In past
actions, the Commission has found that the loss of any wetlands should be avoided if
any feasible alternatives exist. In the event that the loss of wetlands is unavoidable, the
Commission has found that the permanent loss of wetlands should be mitigated at a
replacement ratio of no less than 4:1,

The DEIR proposes offsite mitigation at the Carpinteria Salt Marsh if all mitigation
cannot occur onsite (p.384). Please note that mitigation for the direct loss of any
wetland habitat should be the creation of new wetland habitat (at least 4:1 ratio). Have
areas within the Carpinteria Salt Marsh been identified that will enable the creation of
new wetlands (as opposed to enhancement of existing wetlands)?

Design Alternatives:

For Alternative 1, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3, five bridge structures are proposed to
be replaced at the following creek crossings: Arroyo Pardon Creek, Toro Canyon Creek,
Romero Creek, San Ysidro Creek, and Oak Creek (Natural Environment Study, p.v).
Bridges at Arroyo Paredon, Romero, Oak, and San Ysidro creeks are proposed to be
replaced by structures that extend beyond the existing footprint (DEIR, p.351). The
bridge structures at Franklin and Santa Monica Creeks are proposed to be widened.
The DEIR does not adequately evaluate design alternatives for each area of impact to
creek corridors, riparian areas, or wetland habitats. The Coastal Act and applicable
certified LCPs require that existing environmentally sensitive habitat areas, such as
riparian areas, be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values and that
development in areas adjacent to significant habitat areas be sited and designed to
prevent adverse effects which would degrade such areas. For each portion of the
proposed project that will impact any creek, riparian habitat, wetland, or any area
designated as ESHA, the engineering need for such development should be explained
and all design alternatives to minimize the footprint of development at each particular
location should be thoroughly evaluated. Rock slope protection with willow plantings is
proposed at various points along the project reaches. Please evaluate design
alternatives for each to avoid the placement of rock rip rap or other hard structures
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within the creek and/or evaluate alternatives to limit the amount of fill to the maximum
extent necessary at each site.

Section 2.4 Construction Impacts

Biology

The only identified biological impact under construction impacts is temporary impacts to
creeks from equipment access, temporary water diversions and dewatering, and
temporary fill placement. (p.408) Please thoroughly explain these impacts, including
where creeks are proposed to be diverted and how and explain what "temporary fill" is
proposed for the creeks and explain how these impacts can be minimized (p.382) .

An evaluation of impacts of construction noise on nesting bird species in the project
reach is also needed.

Water Quality

Regarding wetland disturbance, the DEIR states: “Temporary disturbances to existing
wetlands during construction would be avoided to the maximum extent feasible. Where
temporary disturbances to wetlands are unavoidable, reasonable measures to maintain
the original grade and soil characteristics should be used to prevent permanent wetland
loss" (p.410). Please explain where temporary disturbances to wetlands are proposed
to occur. In addition, again, an analysis of where development would occur in wetland
buffers versus wetlands is also needed.

Noise

The DEIR states that no adverse noise impacts from construction are anticipated
because construction would be conducted in accordance with Caltrans Standard
Specifications Section 14-8.02 and applicable local noise standards (p.414). The DEIR
does not explain the local standards nor does it thoroughly discuss noise impacts as
they may relate to sensitive species. The DEIR should provide an analysis of
construction noise impacts in light of the standards listed in the LCPs of the County of
Santa Barbara, City of Santa Barbara, and City of Carpinteria.

Section 2.5 Cumulative Impacts

The DEIR does not provide an adequate and complete analysis of cumulative impacts.
The only cumulative impact identified is to visual resources (p.419) . Further, the DEIR
does not provide the CEQA and NEPA definitions of cumulative impacts (p.418).
Instead, the DEIR states: “As specified in Caltrans/Federal Highway Administration
guidance, if the proposed project would not result in a substantial direct or indirect
impact to a resource it would not contribute to a cumulative impact on that resource”
{p.418). Commission staff does not believe that this statement is not consistent with
CEQA, NEPA or Coastal Act definitions of cumulative impacts and that this
interpretation likely limits the identification of bona fide cumulative impacts that may be
associated with the proposed project. CEQA, NEPA, and Coastal Act definitions all refer
to incremental effects of a project. Please include the proper definitions of cumulative
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impacts and provide a complete and thorough analysis of potential cumulative impacts
in areas including, but not limited to, biclogical resources, cultural resources, visual
resources and community character, public access, and water quality.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject DEIR/EA at this
time. We continue to encourage early and regular contact between our staffs, and those
of the local governments, as responses to these comments are being developed. And,
we'll look forward to reviewing any additional project alternatives, revised or
supplemental CEQA documents, and proposed LCP amendments as they are drafted.

Our hope is that this response will foster a process of interagency collaboration, and will
lead to the optimum, approvable solution for the project need and purpose. If you have
any questions regarding these comments, please contact Amber Geraghty at 805-585-
1800. We look forward to working with you.

Sincerely,
Steve Hudson
District Manager
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California Coastal Commission

General Response

Throughout the project development process, Caltrans seeks to abide by and
be consistent with the California Coastal Act and local coastal plans. Caltrans
recognizes and appreciates the fact that Coastal Development Permits and
Local Coastal Plan Amendments are needed for this project to gain the
necessary approvals. An amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for the City of
Carpinteria is currently in progress.

The project development team has selected the least environmentally
damaging alternative. Through careful consideration of the current
environment and thoughtful design, Caltrans has tailored the project to avoid
or minimize coastal impacts as much as possible. This has been achieved by
extensively studying the project area, obtaining exceptions to its standard
design process, adjusting the pavement width in consideration of resources,
and following Caltrans Noise Protocol that considers whether soundwalls are
reasonable or feasible. Further along in this project’s process, as Caltrans
refines its details, Caltrans staff will work with Santa Barbara County and the
Cities of Carpinteria and Santa Barbara to address the requirements of the
California Coastal Act.

Some local agencies combine their California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and coastal permitting processes. This is appropriate for agencies with
a Local Coastal Plan and lead agency status under the California
Environmental Quality Act. In the case of this project, Caltrans is lead under
the California Environmental Quality Act and, as a state agency, adheres to an
established state process in which California Environmental Quality Act and
the California Coastal Act are addressed separately. In general, the California
Coastal Commission staff comments on the draft environmental document
make a number of recommendations and reference information that are not
necessarily required during the California Environmental Quality Act process

and are beyond the scope of the process for which this document was
written. The Local Coastal Plans and any needed amendments are related but
distinctly different and stand-alone actions. Caltrans appreciates the
comments and will work with Coastal Commission staff to address them
during the coastal permitting process, which will occur during the project’s
design phase.

The South Coast 101 HOV Lanes proposal is one project in a larger consensus-
approved package of improvements that came out of the Santa Barbara
County Association of Governments-sponsored 101 In Motion process. This
larger package, which has since been further funded through the Measure A
local transportation sales tax measure and included as planned improvements
in the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, provides a multimodal approach to
long-term congestion relief in this corridor. In relation to the South Coast 101
HOV Lanes project alternatives, the No-Build Alternative would result in
decreased coastal access due to increased delays on U.S. 101, the main travel
artery in the region. Pedestrians and bicycle traffic are prohibited on U.S. 101
in the project area. However, the project would maintain or improve any
bicycle or pedestrian facilities on the local street system that would otherwise
be directly affected by the project. Caltrans will coordinate with the City of
Santa Barbara and Santa Barbara County Association of Governments in their
endeavor to replace the existing railroad structure that is a deterrent to
bicycle and pedestrian connectivity. Also, Caltrans will work with our local
partners and Coastal Commission staff during the Coastal Development
Permit process to address any needed Local Coastal Plan Amendments.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 1 Local Coastal Plan

Table 1.3 has been amended to acknowledge that a Local Coastal Plan
Amendment is required for both the County of Santa Barbara and the City of

Carpinteria as a result of the project’s anticipated encroachment into required
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setbacks for wetland buffers. It should also be noted that steps have been
taken to move the Local Coastal Plan amendment process forward in
Carpinteria with a joint application for the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes and the
Linden and Casitas Pass Interchanges projects.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 2 Local Coastal Plan

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require an analysis of all
the policies for which the project is consistent, only policies for which the
project is inconsistent. There is no requirement for Caltrans to provide an
analysis of all the ways the project would adhere to Local Coastal Plans.
Caltrans used a policy consistency analysis as an internal tool for developing
the environmental document. Caltrans will address the requirements of any
applicable Local Coastal Plans during the Local Coastal Plan Amendment
process; Caltrans acknowledges that a Coastal Development Permit cannot be
applied for without the amendments to the Local Coastal Plans for City of
Carpinteria and County of Santa Barbara.

In response to this comment, additional text has been added to support
Sections 2.1.1.2 and 2.1.1.3. Also, Section 30251 of the California Coastal Act
is now included in Table 2.2 of the final environmental document.

It should be noted that the Coastal Act is a federal law and is addressed in
Section 2.1.1.3.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 3 Local Coastal Plan

Please refer to the response to Comment 2 above. It should be noted that the
Coastal Act is addressed in Section 2.1.1.3 and 2.1.1.2. For further discussion
of policy inconsistencies, please refer to Section 2.1.1.2. Changes were made

to Table 2.2 to discuss potential impacts from the proposed soundwalls.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 4 Local Coastal Plan

Please refer to the response to Comment 2. As noted by the Coastal
Commission staff comment, the project would improve the driving experience
for those traveling through the project area to access coastal areas. Caltrans’
statement that the project would enhance access to coastal resources by
improving vehicular circulation within the U.S. 101 corridor is accurate as well.
U.S. 101 is the main route for interregional traffic in the coastal zone in the
region. The preferred alternative enhances coastal access by reducing
congestion and travel time for drivers attempting to reach coastal resources,
thereby ensuring that coastal access is significantly enhanced from a regional
perspective. As stated on page 23 of the draft environmental document, the
project development team used a set of guiding principles when developing
project alternatives. One of the guiding principles was a reduction of corridor
delay by at least 7,000 person-hours daily. The proposed project achieves this
goal as documented by the South Coast 101 HOV Traffic Study (p. 2 Forecast
Operations Report), which notes that with construction of the project, on a
daily basis, person-hours will be reduced by 11,435 hours in 2040 (62% delay
reduction benefit).

Please refer to Section 2.1.5 for more information about bicycle and
pedestrian routes. The project would facilitate pedestrian and bicycle access
by ensuring all existing paths are retained or replaced as necessitated by the
project. It is important to note that bicyclists and pedestrians are not users of
the freeway in the project limits. The purpose and need for the project that
were indicated on page 7 of the draft environmental document pointed out
that the essential purposes of the South Coast 101 HOV project are to reduce
congestion and delay, provide capacity for future demand, improve travel
time within the project limits, and provide HOV-lane continuity that
encourages and facilitates the use of public transit and carpooling.
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The following text was added to Section 2.1.5 (see Bicycle and Pedestrian
Routes) of the final environmental document to expand on the regional
enhancements that would improve public access to coastal resources: As a
result of ongoing discussions after release of the draft environmental
document, the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments has taken
the lead on two separate projects that will be part of the Local Coastal Plan
Amendment package for the City of Carpinteria. The Local Coastal Plan
Amendment process is moving forward with two projects—the South Coast
101 HOV Lanes project and the Linden and Casitas Interchanges Improvement
project. The first of the regional enhancement projects is the Santa Claus Lane
Bike Path, which will extend from Santa Claus Lane to Carpinteria Avenue. This
Class | path will close a coastal trail gap. The second of these enhancements is
the Rincon Coastal Trail, which will extend from Carpinteria Avenue to Rincon
County Park. The proposed improvement will close the coastal trail gap
between Carpinteria Avenue and the new Class | trail along U.S. 101 at Rincon.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 5 Local Coastal Policies

Please refer to the General Response to Coastal Commission staff comments.
This comment is beyond the scope of the California Environmental Quality Act
action for which the draft environmental document was written. The Local
Coastal Plans and any needed amendments are related but distinctly different
and stand-alone actions. Discussion of pertinent coastal policies will be
addressed further when the application is made for a Coastal Development
Permit. As discussed earlier in the general response, Caltrans is currently
pursuing a local coastal plan amendment in conjunction with the Linden and
Casitas Interchange project. The project team, aware of the wetland policy
setbacks and riparian or top-of-bank buffers, has worked to refine the
alignment to avoid wetland resources, but total avoidance is not feasible
given the existing conditions and nature of the project (see Summary and
Section 2.1.1.3 in the final environmental document). Alternative 1 (the

preferred alternative) proposes selective inside and outside widening within
available right-of-way. This alternative was developed to maximize
opportunities to retain and refine high-value resources including scenic views,
wetlands and median/outside landscaping. Minor impacts to wetlands
remain, and these wetland impacts will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio. The
preferred alternative would permanently impact 0.229 acre of wetland and
temporarily impact 0.369 acre of wetland. Section 2.1.1.3 of the draft and
final environmental documents acknowledge that additional measures may be
required as conditions of the Coastal Development Permits.

California Coastal Commission
LCP Amendment
An update has been made to Table 1.4 to reflect the need for amendments to

Comment 6

the Local Coastal Plans for the City of Carpinteria and the County of Santa
Barbara due to conflicts with wetland policies.

California Coastal Commission
Multi-modal Trail Linkage
Please refer to the General Response to Coastal Commission staff comments.

Comment 7

The project is generally consistent with the Coastal Act because it improves
the main interregional route in the project area, thereby ensuring continued
access to the coast for locals and visitors alike. Caltrans acknowledges that the
provision of this public access may necessarily conflict with other Coastal Act
resource policies (wetlands, visual, and potentially environmentally sensitive
habitat areas (ESHA)).

The preferred alternative will avoid impacts to wetlands and minimize
vegetation removal to the greatest extent possible. Minor impacts to
wetlands remain and will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio. Measures have been
provided to minimize both visual impacts (see Sections 2.1.6 and Section
2.3.2) and biological impacts. (See also Appendix F for the Minimization
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and/or Mitigation Summary for a complete discussion of biological and visual
measures such as replacement planting, aesthetic treatments to soundwalls,
consideration of visual character, application of textured surfaces,
architectural treatments, and open-style bridge railing.)

As for pedestrian and bicycle trail linkages, the local coastal amendment
process will ensure that the desired trail improvements will occur despite not
being part of the project(s). Separate from the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
project is a coordinated effort led by the Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments (the applicant) and City of Carpinteria to build two trails
deemed necessary as part of the local coastal amendment process. The two
trails --the Santa Claus Lane Class | Bike Path is linked with the South Coast
101 HOV Lanes Project and the Rincon Coastal Trail is linked with the Linden
Avenue and Casitas Interchange project. This information was updated in
Section 2.1.5 of the final environmental document. Each of these paths would
fill critical gaps in the overall trail system. The combination of the two trails,
the proposed project, and the remaining elements of 101 in Motion would
move Santa Barbara County closer to meeting the goals necessary to decrease
the overall production of greenhouse gas emissions.

The Coastal Act, Section 30007.5, recognizes that conflicts may occur between
one or more coastal policies. The California Legislature provided a mechanism
for resolving those conflicts by declaring that policy conflicts should be
resolved in a manner that on balance is the most protective of significant
coastal resources. In this context, the Legislature declared that broader
policies which, for example, serve to concentrate development in close
proximity to urban and employment centers may be more protective, overall,
than specific habitat and other similar resource policies.

Denying or changing the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project to eliminate
these potential inconsistencies would conflict with other Coastal Act policies

that mandate protecting and enhancing public access to the coast and
enhancing shoreline and upland recreation areas in the Coastal Zone.
Accordingly, approving the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project for purposes of
addressing public access and coastal resource needs is the approach that, on
balance, is the most protective of significant coastal resources.

Finally, it should be noted that the Local Coastal Plans and any needed
amendments are related but distinctly different and stand-alone actions.
Discussion of pertinent coastal policies will be addressed further when the
application is made for a Coastal Development Permit.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 8 Multi-modal Trail Linkage

Please refer to response to comment 7 above.

California Coastal Commission
LCP Amendment
Please refer to the response to the previous comment and Section 2.1.1.3 of

Comment 9

the final environmental document where information has been added with
regard to the Rincon Coastal Trail and Santa Claus Lane Bike Path, which are
being initiated separately by the Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments and City of Carpinteria.

In addition, this issue is addressed in the General Response to Coastal
Commission staff comments.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 10 General Revisions Suggested for Sections 2.1.1.2 and 2.1.1.3
Section 2.1.1.2 was revised in the final environmental document to show that
the project would conflict with land use policies as stated in Section 2.1.1.2.
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The reference to “Santa Barbara Country Coastal Land Use Plan” was changed
to “Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Plan.”

California Coastal Commission
Comment 11  Alternatives

Please refer to the General Response to Coastal Commission staff comments.
The preferred alternative balances input from local partners and coastal staff
to avoid or minimize impacts to coastal resources to the greatest extent
possible. Caltrans and the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments,
in consultation with all commenting agencies and individuals, have
determined that the preferred alternative best satisfies the purpose and need
of the project and would meet the transportation needs of the Santa Barbara
U.S. 101 corridor. The project would encourage carpools, vanpools and transit
use. Caltrans will be closely coordinating with the Coastal Commission during

final design and the permit process to address coastal access refinements.

Caltrans, the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, and several
other state and local agencies worked together to develop the “South Coast
Highway 101 Deficiency Plan” (2002) and the “101 In Plan” (2006). These
plans analyzed several options for improving circulation within the U.S. 101
corridor, including widening the highway with mixed-flow travel lanes in each
direction or adding a High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction.
Congestion relief was also analyzed in the recent SBCAG Regional
Transportation Plans (RTPs). The recently approved Regional Transportation

Plan (August 2013) also recommends adding part-time HOV lanes (during peak

travel periods) within the project limits for the South Coast 101 HOV lanes
project. As noted in the draft and final environmental documents, this project
was initiated at the request of SBCAG following completion of the SBCAG 101
In Motion study.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 12 Multi-modal Connections

Please refer to Section 2.1.5 for more information about bicycle and
pedestrian routes. The project would facilitate pedestrian and bicycle access
by ensuring all existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities are retained or
replaced as necessitated by the project. Note that bicyclists and pedestrians
are prohibited from using the freeway in the project limits. The purpose and
need for the project were indicated on page 7 of the draft environmental
document. The essential purposes of the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project
are to reduce congestion and delay, provide capacity for future demand,
improve travel time within the project limits, and provide for HOV lane

continuity and encourage the use of public transit and carpooling.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 13  Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Please refer to the response for Comment 4 and Section 2.1.5
(Traffic/Transportation, Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities) in the final
environmental document for more details on pedestrian and bike facilities.

Measures to minimize temporary construction-related traffic impacts are
identified in the Transportation Demand Management options and the Traffic
Management Plan. See Volume 1, Chapter 1 (Transportation Demand
Management), Sections 2.1.5 (Traffic/Transportation, Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities) and Section 2.4 (Construction Impacts) in the final environmental
document.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 14  Visual and Soundwalls

Please refer to the General Response to Coastal Commission staff comments.
The part of this comment that refers to coastal policy is beyond the scope of
the California Environmental Quality Act action for which the draft
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environmental document was written. Scenic and visual qualities are
protected under the Coastal Act. During the Coastal Development Permit
process, in their role as permitting agency for local coastal development, local
jurisdictions may choose not to permit specific soundwalls as part of the
project.

Section 2.1.5 (Visual/Aesthetics) of the draft environmental document found
that proposed soundwalls would contribute to the increase in urban character
caused by the project. In addition to the visual character issue, the draft
environmental document identified specific areas where quality ocean views
would be substantially blocked. As a result, several potential soundwalls were
recommended for elimination from the project (see below). Transparent
panels are being considered for one location in Summerland where it may be
possible to maintain an ocean view, but meet the requirement specified by
the maintenance division for a minimum of an 10-foot-high block wall base.

Three soundwalls (5374, S392, and S414) in Summerland were originally
considered, but were subsequently eliminated because all three would block
prime ocean views. Another soundwall (S281) farther west and parallel to
Padaro Lane would add to the area’s general urbanization, but would not
block ocean views because the views have already been blocked by existing
vegetation and development.

Other soundwalls proposed in Summerland would not block quality views of
the Pacific Ocean or the Carpinteria Salt Marsh. Soundwalls S90, S98, S158,
S174, and S181 would have no effect on ocean marsh views because no views
currently exists from applicable viewpoints. Soundwall S210, between U.S.
101 and Via Real, would not block ocean or marsh views because the wall
would be placed on the inland side of the highway. As seen from Via Real near
proposed Soundwall S210, existing views to the ocean and marsh are of low

quality and substantially compromised by views of the freeway, live traffic,
fencing, and three layers of roadside and median plantings.

The project includes avoidance measures such as not recommending
construction of the three soundwalls mentioned earlier to protect existing
views of the Pacific Ocean and the Salt Marsh. In addition, the draft
environmental document included 31 mitigation measures intended to reduce
potential impacts to coastal visual resources. Identified mitigation measures
are related to specific impacts, consistent with project purpose and need, are
implementable and feasible, and are consistent with state and national safety
design practices.

The existing Caltrans debris storage and rock- and asphalt-crushing activities
between Santa Claus Lane and U.S. 101 in Carpinteria are necessary to the
operation and maintenance of U.S. 101. Due to the limited options for
locating this facility, the separate maintenance operation must continue. This
facility is not directly related to the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project and
therefore should not be associated with mitigation measures for the project.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 15 Memorial Oaks

The Memorial Oak trees are coast live oak trees (Quercus agrifolia). The
preferred alternative would remove 16 oaks from the highway median and

retain the oaks on the road shoulder.

The Memorial Oaks are of local interest and are recognized and discussed in
Section 2.1.6 as part of the Padaro Assessment Unit. Accordingly, they are
analyzed for their potential scenic value along with other corridor vegetation
in Section 2.1.6, after the discussion of the various assessment units. Although
a detailed planting design for the Memorial Oaks area has not been prepared
at this time, mitigation measures relative to the loss of the Memorial Oaks
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and other corridor vegetation are identified in two locations in the final
environmental document: the end of Section 2.1.6 and in Appendix F.
Memorial Oak tree replacement will occur as close to the area of loss as
possible considering safety and horticultural needs. Oak trees lost during
construction of the project would be mitigated at a ratio of 3:1.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 16  Cultural Resources

As documented in Section 2.1.7 (Cultural Resources) of the draft
environmental document, elements of the Via Real Redeposited Midden were
moved onsite from their original location in connection with an early highway
project. Recent design revisions were able to shift Alternative 1 (preferred
alternative) toward the median in an effort to minimize potential impacts to
the site. Comprehensive studies conducted by Caltrans suggest that the
National Register-eligible portion of the site is not only located below the level
of proposed U.S. 101 construction but is also located outside the State right-
of-way—and therefore outside the Area of Direct Impact. An Environmentally
Sensitive Area (ESA) and exclusionary fencing will be established and enforced
around the known site limits. Although we do not anticipate that there will be
any impacts to the redeposited midden, or that significant portions of the site
extend into the State right-of-way, or that any other significant archaeological
resources are present, Caltrans has deemed it prudent to consider the remote
possibility that discoveries during construction may still occur.

Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element Historical and
Archaeological Sites Policy 3 and Coastal Land Use Policy 10-3 state: “When
sufficient planning flexibility does not permit avoiding construction on
archaeological or other types of cultural sites, adequate mitigation shall be
required. Mitigation shall be designed in accord with guidelines of the State
Office of Historic Preservation and the State of California Native American
Heritage Commission.”

Caltrans has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer and local
Chumash representatives identified by the Native American Heritage
Commission to develop a systematic approach to addressing not only any
adverse effects to the Via Real Redeposited Midden but also effects to any
similar as yet unidentified archaeological resources discovered during
construction, in the unlikely event that such discoveries are made. Adverse
effects will accordingly be resolved in conformity with the Treatment and Data
Recovery Plan appended to the June 20, 2013 Programmatic Agreement
Between the California Department of Transportation and the California State
Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
Project, U.S. Route 101, Santa Barbara County, California. Both the
Programmatic Agreement and the Treatment and Data Recovery Plan are
included in this document—see Appendix D, State Historic Preservation
Officer Correspondence.

California Coastal Commission
Water Quality
The final environmental document includes information that addresses the

Comment 17

guantitative water quality impacts by showing net new impervious area for
each affected creek. In response to the comment, a preliminary
hydromodification analysis was done and impacts were determined based on
the project features, existing stream geometry and potential changes in flow.
A final hydromodification analysis will not be possible until a detailed design is
provided during the design phase. At this time, the same types of design
pollution prevention best management practices for detaining water onsite,
promoting infiltration, and meeting post-construction runoff standards were
considered for all build alternatives. Alternative 1 proposes to have segments
of U.S. 101 widen to the inside and other segments widen to the outside.
Where widening occurs to the center, more room will be available on the
outside shoulders for placement of best management practices. Conversely, in
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locations where the project widens to the outside, there will be less room.
The Coastal Commission staff’s assessment is correct that there will be areas
within the project where no treatment will be feasible. There are currently no
plans to purchase right-of-way due to the urban nature of this corridor and
areas where the railroad right-of-way immediately abuts the State right-of-
way. Design pollution prevention best management practices and permanent
storm water treatment best management practices will be included wherever
feasible.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 18 Water Quality and Storm Water Program
See response to comment 17 above.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 19 Water Quality - Vegetated Treatments and Site Design BMPs
Caltrans has studied vegetated treatments and published the results on its
storm water web page at www.dot.ca.gov/hg/env/stormwater. As stated in
the report titled Roadside Vegetated Treatment Sites (RVTS) Study, November
2003, “many existing vegetated areas along highways have performance
levels that are comparable to systems engineered and operated specifically
for water quality improvement.” Based on evaluation of the data collected
during the two-year monitoring study, it was found that a minimum
vegetative cover of about 65% is required for concentration reduction to
occur. Concentration reductions consistently occur for total suspended solids
and total metals and frequently for dissolved metals.

Site design best management practices, or design pollution prevention best
management practices, such as minimizing increases in impervious surfaces,
preserving existing vegetation, using open vegetated storm water conveyance
systems, promoting infiltration, and using slope/surface protection systems,
are some of the site design best management practices that are considered

for this and every Caltrans project. In addition to reducing pollution in
discharges by retaining source materials and stabilizing soils, design pollution
prevention best management practices can provide water quality benefits
similar to treatment best management practices. These benefits have not
been quantified as has been done for approved treatment best management
practices, but may include the settling of solids and other pollutants,
increasing detention time within the drainage system to allow infiltration
where conductive, and using ancillary filtration and infiltration within
vegetated conveyances and surfaces. Permanent storm water treatment best
management practices would be considered using the process outlined in the
Caltrans Storm Water Quality Manual and the Project Planning and Design
Guide.

All efforts will be taken to place best management practices in the same
watershed where the impact is expected to occur. Due to site constraints such
as high ground water levels in some locations, slow percolating soils, terrain,
and lack of space to place best management practices, it is not anticipated
that this goal will be fully realized. Therefore, offsite best management
practices may be considered to minimize anticipated impacts. No offsite best
management practices beyond the watershed limits of this project are under
consideration at this time.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 20 Water Quality - Maximum Extent Practicable

Caltrans concurs with this approach; this rationale is used for every Caltrans
project.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 21 Water Quality - Design Considerations
Caltrans considers design pollution prevention best management practices for

every project. Caltrans adheres to mandatory design standards, which relate
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to the safety of the traveling public and highway workers. These mandatory
design standards are the limit to which impervious surfaces may be reduced.

The minimum standard paved exterior shoulder width for this type of facility
for new construction or major reconstruction is 10 feet. It is the mandatory
standard in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (mandatory design standards
are those considered essential to achieve overall design objectives). This is
also one of the 13 controlling criteria of primary importance for highway
safety as determined by the Federal Highway Administration and found in 23
Code of Federal Regulations 625. Average Daily Traffic volumes are forecasted
to be 76,000 to 101,000 in the construction year, and the design and posted
speeds are 65 miles per hour. For safety reasons and consideration of the
shared use by motorists and maintenance workers, a 10-foot paved exterior
shoulder is the appropriate width.

The Caltrans process requires that the design standards used for any project
should equal or exceed the minimum given in the Highway Design Manual to
the maximum extent feasible. The engineer’s application of accepted design
practices provides confidence that the public safety would be best served.

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials Policy
on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2004 is considered the national
standard and states that well-designed and properly maintained shoulders are
needed on highways because: Space is provided away from the traveled way
for vehicles to stop in the event of mechanical difficulties, flat tires, or other
emergencies; space is provided for evasive maneuvers to avoid or reduce the
severity of accident; the sense of openness created by shoulders of adequate
width contributes to driving ease and reduced stress; lateral clearance is
provided for signs and guardrails; storm water can be discharged farther from
the traveled way; seepage adjacent to the traveled way can be minimized to

reduce pavement breakup; and structural support is given to the main line
pavement.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 22 Water Quality - Bridge Design

The Caltrans storm water quality guidance with regard to bridge design
requires designers to consider the following basic storm water quality
principles for bridge projects:

1. Bridge Replacement: Bridge deck runoff should be conveyed to
treatment best management practices at the abutments if site
topography and regulatory agencies allow. If a storm water conveyance
system cannot be installed without re-designing the structural
components of the bridge, then the impacts of a storm drain system
incorporated into the new bridge design need to be evaluated for
technical and fiscal feasibility.

2. Bridge Retrofit: If a storm water conveyance system cannot be installed
without re-designing the structural components of a bridge retrofit
project, then this needs to be documented and the documentation
placed in the project file.

3. General: If treatment best management practices are infeasible due to
site topography or regulatory agency restrictions, it still may be
advisable to evaluate the feasibility of conveying runoff to the
abutments and installing appropriate pollution prevention best
management practices (down drains, hard surfacing, etc.). If at all
possible, storm water runoff should be directed to vegetated areas prior
to entering the receiving water in a non-erosive manner.

4. General: Strategies to minimize water quality issues relating to the
bridge deck should be considered. For example, Highway Design Manual
837.3(2) recommends intercepting roadway drainage prior to the bridge
deck and intercepting runoff from the bridge deck on the downstream
side. This strategy minimizes the amount of water running onto the
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deck and requiring disposal.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 23 Water Quality - Design Exceptions

Design configurations that would improve water quality have not been ruled
out due to the need for a design exception. For example, in general, widening
to the inside will minimize water quality impacts because there will be less
new impervious surface created, allowing for more areas to place treatment
best management practices and maximize infiltration to the outside shoulders
of the facility. This is one of many factors that were weighed when selecting a
preferred alternative. Also keep in mind that there are mandatory design
standards, which relate to the safety of the traveling public and highway
workers that must be met.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 24 Water Quality - Best Management Practices - Treatment

Per the Caltrans Project Planning and Design Guide, a Best Management
Practices Consideration Checklist is used to determine the appropriate
treatment best management practices to be considered for a project. One of
the considerations in the checklist is whether dry weather flows might be
generated by a project. The Amended Water Quality Assessment Report
included this checklist item in its discussion simply to state this was one of the
parameters we consider. However, the most recent version of the Storm
Water Data Report created for this project states that the project will not
generate any dry weather flows.Therefore, it is not anticipated that the
project would be required to include any features or actions to address offsite
dry weather flows.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 25 Water Quality - Permeable Pavement/Open-Grade Asphalt

No applicable standards are available at this time. Permeable pavement for
use on non-highway facilities such as park and ride lots, gore areas, safety and
roadside rest areas can be approved by Caltrans on a case-by-case basis.
Studies to increase the use of permeable surfaces in the highway environment
are ongoing. It is expected that once the project is farther along in the design
process, permeable surfaces will be included to the extent that their use has
been approved by Caltrans Office of Pavement Design.

Studies have suggested that open-grade asphalt, which is a noise-attenuating-
type of surfacing, has water quality benefits. Caltrans is currently studying any
potential water quality benefits associated with open-grade asphalt other
than an apparent reduction of storm water spray from tires.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 26 Water Quality - "50% Rule"

Current design guidance (and the new Caltrans MS4 permit) requires that if a
project will add more than 50% of the existing impervious surfaces, all
impervious (new plus existing) should be considered for treatment. On the
other hand, if a project creates less than 50% of the existing impervious
surfaces, the water quality flow to be considered for treatment is based on
the quantity of new impervious surfaces. With the identification of Alternative
1 as the preferred alternative, the project would add less than 50% of the
existing impervious surfaces. The project will incorporate design pollution
prevention best management practices and permanent storm water
treatment best management practices to the maximum extent practicable,
with the goal of improving water quality.

California Coastal Commission
Water Quality - Hydromodification and Polluted Runoff
As a result of your comments, an Addendum to the Water Quality Assessment

Comment 27

Report was prepared in April 2014. In addition, Volume |, Section 2.2.2 of the
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final environmental document was updated with this information. The update
includes a quantitative analysis for the water quality impacts to the various
watersheds in the project area. Based on an assessment of the beneficial uses,
water quality standards, and typical highway runoff water quality
constituents, the project will not have significant impacts to water quality. An
analysis was also done to evaluate cumulative water quality impacts for each
watershed by comparing the change in impervious surfaces in the right-of-
way to the existing impervious surfaces in each watershed. Table 2.51 of the
final environmental document quantifies the changes in impervious coverage
in the larger watersheds. In one location, it will have less than a 0.05 acre
increase of permanent impacts and only 0.4 acre of temporary impacts.
Typically, the table shows the percentage of impervious surface area within
the State right-of-way is minor compared to the overall impervious surface
area within a watershed, especially an urbanized watershed.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 28 Water Quality - Watershed Impervious Surface

An addendum to the Water Quality Assessment (April 2014) was prepared in
in response to your comment. A preliminary hydromodification analysis was
done that included creating a table showing the project’s estimated increase
in impervious surfaces per watershed (Table 2.51 of the final environmental
document). Minor hydromodification would occur within the project footprint
due to the increase in impervious surface area, but the increase would not be
significant compared to the overall impervious surface area contained within
each watershed. Therefore, the impacts would be less than significant. Once
the project is in the design phase, a more detailed hydromodification analysis
will be conducted, which will quantify increased runoff amounts. As
mentioned in the Addendum to the Water Quality Report, the goal is to match
pre-construction (existing) runoff rates to minimize impacts. Even in
watersheds without the potential for treatment best management practices,
there are opportunities to promote infiltration and potentially meet pre-

construction runoff rates. Final numbers needed for this analysis won’t be
available until the final project design.

Note: Caltrans anticipates that it will not be possible to treat 100% of the
runoff from this project; as a result the project was expanded to include
treatment of runoff at Baillard Avenue, which is also within the Carpinteria
Creek watershed.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 29 Water Quality - Vegetated Areas and Concrete Drainages
As noted above, design pollution prevention best management practices that
are intended to filter runoff, maintain sheet flows to vegetated areas, and
remove lining from existing concrete drainage channels will be incorporated
into the project’s design and quantified during the design phase of the
project. See Section 2.2.2 (Potential Benefits) for more information.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 30 Water Quality - Romero and San Ysidro Creeks

As stated in your assessment, your comment is correct in determining that
because we will not be able to treat 100% of the water quality features at
each location, there will be impacts. However, as is standard with all Caltrans
projects, the required best management practices will be implemented to the
maximum extent feasible. Refer to the response for Comment 21 for further
details regarding best management practices.

In terms of areas of the project where less treatment may occur, it should be
noted that both Romero and San Ysidro creeks would have a portion of their
creek lining removed as part of the project. This would provide a gain of 0.11 -
0.13 acre of unlined creek bed, which would provide benefit to critical
steelhead trout habitat. Carpinteria Creek is not lined by concrete and is
classified as critical habitat for steelhead trout. Any additional treatment
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provided at Carpinteria Creek will be beneficial to steelhead trout. As we
anticipate 100% of the water quality flows from this project will not be

feasible to treat, this location was included to improve water quality wherever

feasible within the limits of this project, although the increased benefit will
target only Carpinteria Creek.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 31 Water Quality - Cumulative Impacts

Based on your comment, Section 2.5 (Cumulative Impacts) of the final
environmental document was updated to include potential water quality
impacts from the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project along with several
proposed projects in the U.S. 101 corridor in the Ventura to Santa Barbara

region.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 32 Water Quality - Comparison of Alternatives

The preferred alternative adds less than 50% of the existing amount of
impervious coverage. This information has been updated in Volume [, Section
2.2.2 (Water Quality) of the final environmental document. An Addendum to
the Water Quality Assessment was prepared in April 2014 in response to your
agency's comments on this topic. In addition to Section 2.2.2 being updated,
information was added to Section 2.5 (Cumulative Impacts) in the final
environmental document. Table 2.51 was added to provide impervious
coverage information for the large watersheds located within the project.
Table 2.26 also identifies locations for bio-swales and bio strips for some of
the areas of the project.

As part of the Addendum to the Water Quality Assessment, a preliminary
hydromodification analysis was done with impacts determined based on the
project description, existing stream geometry and changes in flow. A detailed

hydromodification analysis will not be possible until the detailed project
design is complete.

As for the types of design pollution prevention best management practices
considered for detaining water onsite, promoting infiltration, and meeting
post-construction runoff standards, they will be designed to maximize
infiltration as much as feasible. Widening to the center leaves more room on
the outside shoulders for placement of these types of best management
practices; widening to the outside will leave less room. The preferred
alternative is a hybrid where certain segments of the project widen to the
outside shoulders and other segments widen to the inside median. Caltrans
notes that the tentative Statewide Storm Water Permit was approved by the
State Water Resources Control Board on September 19, 2012 and will take
effect July 1, 2013.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 33  Air Quality

As mentioned in an earlier response, the HOV lanes proposal is one project in
a larger consensus-approved package of improvements that came out of the
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments-sponsored 101 In Motion
process (see Section 1.1, Background). This larger package, which has since
been further funded through the Measure A local transportation sales tax
measure and included as planned improvements in both the 2008 Regional
Transportation Plan and the recently updated 2040 Regional Transportation
Plan, provides a multimodal approach to long-term congestion relief in this
corridor. In relation to the HOV project alternatives, the No-Build Alternative
would result in decreased coastal access due to increased delays on U.S. 101,
the main travel artery in the region. Pedestrians and bicycle traffic are
prohibited on U.S. 101 in the project area. However, the project would
maintain or improve any bicycle or pedestrian facilities on the local street
system that would otherwise be directly affected by the project. Caltrans will
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continue to coordinate with the City of Santa Barbara and Santa Barbara

County Association of Governments in their endeavors to replace the existing

railroad structure that is a deterrent to bicycle and pedestrian connectivity.

Additionally, Caltrans will work with local partners and Coastal Commission

staff during the Coastal Development Permit process to address any needed
Local Coastal Plan Amendments.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 34 Biological Environment

Wetland and riparian impacts were broken out for each jurisdiction and are
included below. Typically, this information is not broken down by jurisdiction
in acres, but quantified for the entire project. As these numbers are refined
during final design, they will be made available as part of the coastal
development process.

Carpinteria (PM 1.4 to 4.59)

Toro Canyon (PM 4.59 — 7.1)

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Resource Type

Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm
Coastal Wetlands
roadside drainage 0.053 0.030 0.049 0.034 0.053 0.030
features
Creek bed
(Arroyo Paredon, Toro 0.152 0 0.152 0 0.152 0
Canyon)
Riparian 0.082 0 0.082 0 0.082 0

Summerland (PM 7.10- 8.87)

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Resource Type

Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm
Coastal Wetlands
roadside drainage 0 0 0 0 0 0
features
Creek bed 0.006 | 0.042 | 0006 | 0.042 0.006 0.042
(Greenwell)
Riparian 0.099 0.030 0.099 0.030 0.099 0.030

Montecito (PM 8.87 — 10.53)

Resource Type

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Resource Type
Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm

Coastal Wetlands 0249 | 0160 | 0249 | 0349 | 0249 | o0.160
roadside drainage features
Creek beds 0.182 0 0.182 0 0.182 0
(Franklin, Santa Monica)
Riparian 0 0 0 0 0 0

Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm
Coastal Wetlands
roadside drainage 0 0 0 0 0 0
features
Creek bed 0.074 0 0.074 0 0.074 0
(Romero, San Ysidro, Oak)
Riparian 0.012 0 0.012 0 0.012 0

Santa Barbara (10.53- 12.3) — no impacts
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California Coastal Commission
Comment 35 Biological Environment

Table 2.38 in the final environmental document (Section 2.3.2) contains
riparian vegetation impacts for each creek. Toro and Greenwell creeks are the

only creeks where rock slope protection is proposed.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 36 Biological Environment

Table 2.39 of the final environmental document includes information that
reflects all impacts to wetlands that meet the Coastal Commission’s single-
parameter wetland definition. Coastal wetland buffer encroachment data will
be supplied as part of the Local Coastal Plan Amendment process needed for
both the City of Carpinteria and Santa Barbara County, which are separate
actions. Caltrans is already working with the City of Carpinteria on the Local
Coastal Plan Amendment. The process will also be initiated with Santa Barbara
County in the near future.

Caltrans will mitigate impacts to coastal wetlands using a 3:1 ratio. This ratio is
suitable based on the poor-quality condition of the wetlands, which are
constructed roadside drainage ditches that are routinely disturbed. They serve
the function of filtering highway runoff, but provide little wildlife habitat. The
3:1 mitigation ratio is consistent with what was proposed by Caltrans for the
Linden Avenue and Casitas Interchanges Improvement project.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 37 Biological Environment

The Wetland Delineation Study is part of the project’s Natural Environment
Study. We apologize if the appendices were not part of your original copy.
The Natural Environment Study and other technical studies were made
available on the public information website along with the draft

environmental document beginning in March 2012. This information is still

available online at the time of this writing. An addendum to the Natural
Environment Study was prepared in April 2014 which includes updated
wetland impacts. Please refer to Section 2.3.2 of the final environmental
document. Caltrans can also provide a hard copy of the Natural Environment
Study with mapping by mail, if requested. Requests for hard copies of
technical studies can be made to Jason Wilkinson, Senior Environmental
Planner, at (805) 542-4663 or by email to Jason_Wilkinson@dot.ca.gov.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 38 Biological Environment

Caltrans has reviewed the areas against the standards in the applicable local
coastal plans. None of the areas where oak trees are to be removed would be
considered oak woodland under the local coastal plan standards of review.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 39 Biological Environment

In response to your comment and the need to provide National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries with further details as they
relate to steelhead trout, Section 2.3.4 was revised and contains added
information related to extending the bridge structures and potential impacts
to habitat. Please refer to the revised discussion in Section 2.3.4 of the final
environmental document and Appendix H, which contains a copy of the

Biological Opinion issued by NOAA Fisheries.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 40 Biological Environment

The proposed bridges at Romero, San Ysidro and Oak creeks will be partially
blocked with concrete false walls at the existing abutment locations to
maintain existing capacities and flow properties until flow capacity
improvements can be made by others up and downstream.
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The proposed work at the Arroyo Paredon Creek Bridge has changed since the
draft environmental document was released as a result of coordination with
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries relative to fish
passage. There are two existing freeway bridges crossing Arroyo Paredon
Creek at U.S. 101, one each for the southbound and northbound lanes. Each
bridge is a one span structure separated by a gap of about 40 feet. These two
structures can accommodate about half the flow of a 25-year storm event.
The description of work for the Arroyo Paredon Creek Bridge was updated in
the final environmental document: The replacement bridge would be longer
and have two spans and double the hydraulic capacity compared to the
existing bridges. Due to adjacent development constraints, the 100-year flow
cannot be accommodated at this location. Therefore, the Santa Barbara
County Flood Control Agency has agreed to conveyance of close to a 25-year
flood flow. Due to existing stream channel capacity restrictions including
smaller capacity bridges upstream and downstream of the U.S. 101 bridge, the
channel cannot contain a 25-year flow either. Santa Barbara County Flood
Control has no imminent plans to improve capacity at this creek. Therefore, to
prevent exacerbating the current flooding patterns with higher capacity flood
flow passage of the new bridge, one of the proposed spans would be
temporarily blocked off. This will allow the new bridge to maintain the existing
storm flow passage until future channel and bridge capacity improvements
can be made by Santa Barbara County Flood Control, Santa Barbara County
and Union Pacific Railroad. At that time Caltrans would open the second span.
The walls would be placed to maintain current channel alignment in addition
to current capacity to avoid straightening any existing sections of the creek.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 41 Fish Passage

Velocities at the highway bridges are slower than or equivalent to those at
adjacent locations upstream and downstream. Channel widening at Arroyo

Paredon Creek improves conditions by lowering velocities at peak flows and

improving conditions for migrating steelhead trout. Caltrans has considered
adding features such as boulders or weirs to provide additional velocity
shelters and flow complexity in the creeks. These features would also increase
roughness and raise water surface elevations. Romero and San Ysidro creeks
are prone to severe flooding, and Federal Emergency Management Agency
regulations prohibit any increase to their water surface elevations. The creeks
cannot currently be widened at the highway as a way to counter increased
roughness because resulting hydraulic and geomorphic disturbances could
threaten adjacent facilities.

Fixing velocities in these reaches requires addressing the broader channel
because these creeks are modified throughout their lower reaches. Santa
Barbara County Flood Control has a long-range conceptual plan to widen the
lower channel reaches at these creeks to increase capacity, though no
timeline has been identified. Within the State right-of-way, Caltrans is
planning to replace the highway bridges with larger structures at an additional
cost of $6.5 million. This commitment provides the best practicable solution
to velocity issues at these locations at the current time, given the existing
constraints upstream and downstream. Constraints include the fact that there
are railroad bridges, which are part of a critical transportation infrastructure,
and there are portions of the creeks that are privately owned. The new
highway structures will allow future creek widening that is compatible with
Santa Barbara County’s long-range conceptual plan to widen the lower
channel reaches to allow increased capacity and decreased velocities. By
investing in larger highway bridges, Caltrans is actively supporting and
contributing to the regional goal of improving these lower creek reaches when
the downstream conditions allow. When Santa Barbara County achieves its
goals of improving creek capacities throughout these reaches of concern, false
walls can be removed and highway bridges can be fully used. Caltrans will
assist and cooperate with the County in this effort to help ensure the success
of future alignments. In addition to building larger bridge structures as part of
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a long-term solution to address velocity issues in these creeks, Caltrans is
working with state and federal agencies to provide enhancements within the
corridor that would promote species recovery in the near term.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 42 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Mitigation ratios can differ between projects to account for different baseline
situations and for anticipated survivorship of proposed mitigation planting.
Because the trees along the highway right-of-way are landscaped plantings in
an urban setting, Caltrans is proposing ratios that are consistent with the
Santa Barbara County urban oak tree guidelines (2007). These mitigation
ratios are based on tree plantings that will be part of a detailed landscaping
project with a defined plant establishment period that will include irrigation,
weeding, and a maintenance regime that will ensure high rates of survival.

It is Caltrans’ intent to revegetate all areas where riparian vegetation has been
temporarily disturbed or removed due to construction activities using native
species that are appropriate for riparian habitat area. Caltrans agrees that all
non-native, invasive plant species should be removed from the revegetated
areas.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 43 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Language has been updated in Section 2.3.1 of the final environmental
document as follows: “Where feasible, fencing shall be installed at least 5 feet
from the drip line of trees to be protected.”

California Coastal Commission

Comment 44 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
The final environmental document includes Table 2.39 that reflects all
wetlands that meet the Coastal Commission’s single-parameter wetland

definition (Section 30121 of Coastal Act), which is “lands within the coastal
zone which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow water
and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish
water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens.”

Caltrans will mitigate impacts to coastal wetlands using a 3:1 ratio. This ratio is
suitable based on the poor-quality condition of the wetlands, which are
constructed roadside drainage ditches that are routinely disturbed. They serve
the function of filtering highway runoff, but provide little wildlife habitat. The
3:1 mitigation ratio is consistent with what was proposed by Caltrans for the
Linden Avenue and Casitas Interchanges Improvement project. As noted
previously, Coastal Development Permits will be obtained from three
jurisdictions: City of Santa Barbara, City of Carpinteria, and County of Santa
Barbara.

California Coastal Commission
Comment 45
The additional width of the proposed bridge structures is to accommodate the

Design Alternatives

proposed engineering features associated with the HOV project, such as
pavement widening and construction of soundwalls. With regard to structure
size, all of the bridges are being replaced to pass more flow to meet County
Flood Control standards to alleviate floodplain impacts to the extent possible.
However, the full capacity of the bridges cannot be used until channel
constraints upstream and downstream of the Caltrans right-of-way are
upgraded. Planted rock slope protection has been recommended only in
locations warranted by high velocities. Use of rock slope protection has been
minimized to the greatest extent possible and is currently only proposed at
both Greenwell and Toro creeks.
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California Coastal Commission

Comment 46 Construction Impacts

As stated in Volume | of the final environmental document in Sections 2.3.2
and 2.34, design details are not yet available to quantify temporary
construction impacts for vehicle access or whether there will be a need for
temporary fill material to access creek areas. Water diversions would be
required at Arroyo Paredon, San Ysidro, and Romero Creeks. Several of the
other creeks may also require stream diversions depending on how much
rainfall occurs during the rainy season preceding construction. Dewatering
methods typically used for Caltrans projects include diverting the creek water
from the construction limits using a pipe to send the water downstream to a
section of creek outside the construction area. Pumping may also be used if
necessary with specific measures added in the creeks where steelhead trout
and/or tidewater gobies can be found. During the design phase of the project
dewatering and diversion plans would be developed and submitted to the
appropriate regulatory agencies for review.

Measures to protect nesting birds were also added to Section 2.3.3 (Animal
Species) of the final environmental document.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 47 Construction Impacts

Refer to Table 2.39 in the final environmental document for temporary
impacts to existing wetlands. The temporary disturbances would result from
construction-related activities including equipment access; vegetation
removal; excavation and grading for new structures; and temporary water
diversions. Impacts to coastal wetland buffers are being addressed as part of
the Local Coastal Plan Amendment processes for the City of Carpinteria (in
progress) and the County of Santa Barbara (not yet initiated).

California Coastal Commission

Comment 48 Construction Impacts - Noise

No adverse impacts from construction are anticipated because construction
would be done in accordance with the Federal noise standards and the
Caltrans Noise Protocol. Construction noise impacts would be short term,
intermittent, and dominated by local traffic noise. Caltrans understands that
local standards may differ from state and federal standards. As a state agency
we are obligated to maintain consistency in applying state and federal
standards equally across the state. When there is an inconsistency between
state and local standards, state standards are followed.

California Coastal Commission

Comment 49 Cumulative Impacts

The document presents both the California Environmental Quality Act and
National Environmental Policy Act definition of cumulative impacts. Section
2.5 (Cumulative Impacts, Regulatory Setting) begins with: Cumulative impacts
are those that result from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, combined with the potential impacts of this project. A cumulative
effect assessment looks at the collective impacts posed by individually minor,
but collectively substantial impacts taking place over a period of time. The
draft environmental document also referred the reader to Section 15355 of
the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines where the following legal
definition of cumulative impacts is found.

The California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines defines cumulative
impacts as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together,
are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts.(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single
project or a number of separate projects.(b) The cumulative impact from
several projects is the change in the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past,
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present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects
taking place over a period of time.”

The Code of Federal Regulations Section 1508.7 defines a cumulative impact
as the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period
of time.

The comment is correct that the draft environmental document identified
only visual resources as a significant cumulative impact. Although visual
resources remain the only significant cumulative impact, refer to an expanded
discussion in Section 2.5 of the final environmental document. The following
topics were added to this section: transportation, traffic and bike/pedestrian;
water quality impacts; and biological resources.

Cumulative water quality impacts have been quantified for the larger
watersheds and were added to Section 2.5 (Cumulative Impacts) of the final
environmental document. The proposed changes to impervious surfaces have
been compared to the existing impervious surfaces in each identified
watershed. As seen in the data, the percentage of increased impervious
surfaces within the State right-of-way is relatively minor compared to the
total impervious surface area within a watershed, especially an urbanized
watershed such as those that exist with this project. Once design is well
underway, a complete inventory of design pollution prevention best
management practices, a thorough hydromodification analysis, and
permanent storm water treatment best management practices design will
occur as required by the Caltrans Project Planning and Design Guide.

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project « M - 44



Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

JOSEPH TAVAGLIONE, Chair STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor
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July 11, 2012

Mr. Matt Fowler, Senior Environmental Planner
Environmental Analysis

Department of Transportation, District 5

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project

Dear Mr. Fowler,

The California Transportation Commission, as a Responsible Agency, received the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project that would
construct high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on U.S. 101 from 0.2 miles south of Bailard Avenue
in the City of Carpinteria to Sycamore Creek in the City of Santa Barbara. It is our understanding
that the project will be funded through a combination of State Transportation Improvement (STIP)
and local funds. The estimated project cost ranges from $270 million to $355 million, depending on
the alternative selected.

The Commission has no comments regarding the environmental issues to be addressed in the DEIR.
However, since consideration of the environmental impacts of a project are required prior to the
Commission’s allocation of funds for design, right of way or construction activities as well as for
new public road connections and route adoptions, notification should be provided to the Commission,
as a Responsible Agency, upon completion of the environmental process.

The project has three build alternatives and a No-Build alternative being considered. The project
costs for each build alternative will vary and depend on which configuration is selected for the
Cabrillo Boulevard Interchange. The Cabrillo Boulevard interchange would be rebuilt under all three
build alternatives. There are five mutually exclusive interchange configurations—F, F Modified, J,
M, and M Medified—being considered under each of the three build alternatives.

The Commission has concerns with two of the five interchange configurations., Configuration F and
F Modified would require the destruction of recently constructed improvements on US 101 at the
Cabrillo Boulevard Interchange (Milpas to Hot Springs 101 Operational Improvements, construction
completed Spring 2012). Although, the Commission supports mobility improvement along the Route

101 corridor, any interchange configuration that would obliterate recently completed transportation
improvements at the Cabrillo Boulevard Interchange would run counter to the Commission’s funding
responsibilities and stewardship of transportation dollars.

In addition, prior to the Commission’s action to approve the project for future consideration of
funding, the Commission expects the lead and/or implementing agency to provide written assurance
whether the selected alternative identified in the final environmental document is or is not consistent
with the project programmed by the Commission and included in the Regional Transportation Plan.
In the absence of such assurance of consistency, it may be assumed that the project is not consistent
and Commission staff will base its recommendations to the Commission on that fact. The
Commission may deny funding to a project which is no longer eligible for funding due to scope
modification or other reasons.

If you have any questions, please contact Kandra Hester at (916) 653-7121.

Sincerely,

iy 8- Dl

BIMLA G. RHINEHART
Executive Director

c: Jay Norvell, Chief, Caltrans Environmental Analysis
Kurt Scherzinger, Acting Chief, Caltrans Programming
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California Transportation Commission

Comment 1 Interchange Configurations

The two referenced configurations do require the reconstruction of the
southbound lanes in the approach areas to a proposed relocated
undercrossing structure. The area is approximately 1,500 feet long and will
relocate the added southbound lane constructed with the Milpas to Hot
Springs Operational Improvements project. While this single lane would be
protected in place with the other three proposed configurations
(Configurations J, M, and M Modified), those configurations’ estimated
interchange construction costs are significantly higher. It is also important to
note this project is not proposing to remove a new structure. The southbound
mainline structure is nearly 60 years old. The Milpas to Hot Springs
Operational Improvement Project modified a bridge rail on this structure, but
did not provide a new structure at this location. Configurations F and F
Modified are estimated to have an interchange construction cost of $40
million and $45 million, respectively; Configurations J, M and M Modified are
estimated to have a construction cost of $80 million, $90 million, and $90
million, respectively. In other words, reconstruction of the 1,500-foot-long
recently built lane could save $40 million to $50 million.
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STATEOFCALIFORNIA o S _Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-6251

Fax (916) 657-5390

Web Site www.nahc.ca.gov

ds_nahc@pachell.net

May 16, 2012

Ms. Yvonne Hoffman
California Department of Transportation — District 5

50 Higuera Street
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Re: SCH#2009051018; Joint NEPA/CEQA Notice; draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) and draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the “South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
Project;" located for approximately ten miles from the City of Carpinteria to the
Communities of Summerland and Montecito in Santa Barbara County, California.

Dear Ms. Hoffman:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the State of California
‘Trustee Agency’ for the protection and preservation of Native American cultural resources
pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21070 and affirmed by the Third Appellate Court
in the case of EPIC v. Johnson (1985: 170 Cal App. 3" 604).

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American
historic properties of religious and cultural significance to American Indian tribes and interested
Native American individuals as ‘consulting parties’ under both state and federal law. State law
also addresses the freedom of Native American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code
§5097.9.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA — CA Public Resources Code
21000-21177, amendments effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes
archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect' requiring the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment
as 'a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within
an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess
whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the 'area of potential
effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. The NAHC did conduct a Sacred Lands File (SLF)
search within the ‘area of potential effect (APE) with the following results: Native American
cultural resources were not found within the APE. However, the absence of archaeological
resources does not preclude their existence at the subsurface level and may be exposed during
construction activity.

The NAHC “Sacred Sites,’ as defined by the Native American Heritage Commission and
the California Legislature in California Public Resources Code §§5097.94(a) and 5097.96.
Items in the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public
Records Act pursuant to California Government Code §6254 (r ).

Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid
unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is underway.

Culturally affiliated tribes and individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural
significance of the historic properties in the project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you
make contact with the list of Native American Contacts on the attached list of Native American
contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cultural resources and to
obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project. Pursuant to CA Public
Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests cooperation from other public agencies in order
that the Native American consulting parties be provided pertinent project information.
Consultation with Native American communities is also a matter of environmental justice as
defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code
§5087.95, the NAHC requesis that periinent project information be provided consulting tribal
parties. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15370(a) to
pursuing a project that would damage or destroy Native American cultural resources and
Section 2183.2 that requires documentation, data recovery of cultural resources.

Furthermore, the NAHC if the proposed project is under the jurisdiction of the statutes
and regulations of the National Environmental Policy Act (e.g. NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-43351).
Consultation with tribes and interested Native American consulting‘parties, on the NAHC list,
should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 and
4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 el seq), 36 CFR Part 800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President's
Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001-
3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types
included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes. Also,
federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment), 13175
(coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for
Section 106 consultation. The aforementioned Secretary of the Interior's Standards include
recommendations for all 'lead agencies’ to consider the historic context of proposed projects
and to “research” the cultural landscape that might include the ‘area of potential effect.

_ Confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural significance” should also be
considered as protected by California Government Code §6254( r) and may also be protected
under Section 304 of he NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the
federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf, 42 U.S.C., 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or
not to disclose items of religious andfor cultural significance identified in or near the APEs and
possibility threatened by proposed project activity.

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Secfion 7050.5 provide for provisions for inadvertent
discovery of human remains mandate the processes to be followed in the event of a discovery
of human remains in a project location other than a 'dedicated cemetery’,

~ To be effective, consuitation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing
relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies, project proponents and their
contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. Regarding tribal consuitation, a relationship built
around regular meetings and informal involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative
consultation tribal input on specific projects.

Finally,' when Native American cultural sites and/or Native American burial sites are
prevalent within the project site, the NAHC recommends 'avoidance’ of the site as referenced by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15370(a).
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If you have any questions about this response to your request, please do not hesitate to

Attachment: Ngfive American Contact List

Emestine DeSoto
1311 Salinas Place # 5 Chumash
Santa Barbara CA 93101

805-636-3963

Beverly Salazar Folkes

1931 Shadybrook Drive Chumash
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362  Tataviam
folkes@msn.com Ferrnandefio
805 492-7255

(805) 558-1154 - cell

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians
Vincent Armenta, Chairperson

P.O. Box 517 Chumash
Santa Ynez . CA 93460
varmenta@santaynezchumash,

(805) 688-7997

(805) 686-9578 Fax

Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians
Julie Lynn Tumamait-Stennslie, Chairwoman

365 North Poli Ave Chumash
Ojai i CA 93023
jtumamait@sbeglobal.net

(805) 646-6214

This list is currant only as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined In Section 7060.5 of the Health and Safety Code,

Native American Contacts
Santa Barbara, County
May 16, 2012

Patrick Tumamait

992 El Camino Corto Chumash
Ojai » CA 93023

(805) 640-0481

(805) 216-1253 Cell

San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council
Chief Mark Steven Vigi

1030 Ritchie Road Chumash
Grover Beach CA 93433

(805) 481-2461

(805) 474-4729 - Fax

John Ruiz
1826 Stanwood Drive Chumash
Santa Barbara CA 93103

(B05) 965-8983

Gilbert M. Unzueta Jr.

571 Citation Way Chumash
Thousand Oaks, CA 91320
uhuffle@aol.com

(805) 375-7229

Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code,

This list is i for Iocal Native

with regard to cultural resources for the propesed

SCHE2009051018; Joint NEPA-CEQA document; draft Environmaental Impact Report and draft Environmental Assessment (DEIR/EA) for
the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project; located in Santa Barbara County, Callfornia.
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Stephen William Miller
189 Cartagena Chumash
Camarillo . CA 93010

(805) 484-2439

Santa Ynez Tribal Elders Council
Adelina Alva-Padilla, Chair Woman

P.O. Box 365 Chumash
Santa Ynez . CA 93460
elders@santaynezchumash.org

(805) 688-8446

(805) 693-1768 FAX

Randy Guzman - Folkes

6471 Gornell Circle Chumash
Moorpark . CA 93021  Fernandefio
ndnRandy@yahoo.com Tataviam

(805) 905-1675 - cell F
Yaqui

Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation
Toni Cordero, Chairwoman

P.O. Box 4464 Chumash
Santa Barbara CA 93140
cordero44@ charter.net

805-964-3447

This list is currént only as of the date of this document.

Shoshone Paiute

Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

Native American Contacts
Santa Barbara, County
May 16, 2012

Charles S. Parra

P.O. Box 6612 Chumash
Oxnard » CA 93031

(805) 340-3134 (Cell)

(805) 488-0481 (Home)

Richard Angulo
2513 Laney Circle Chumash
Denton » TX 76208

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians
Tribal Administrator

P.O. Box 517 Chumash
Santa Ynez . CA 93460
info@santaynezchumash.

(B05) 688-7997

(805) 686-9578 Fax

Carol A. Pulido
165 Mountainview Street Chumash
Qak View . CA 93022

805-649-2743 (Home)

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is for local Native

with regard to cultural resources for the proposed

SCH#2009051018; Joint NEPA-CEQA document; draft Environmental Impact Report and draft Environmental Assessment (DEIRIEA) for
the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project; located in Santa Barbara County, California,

Melissa M. Parra-Hernandez

119 North Balsam Street Chumash
Oxnard » CA 93030

envyy36@yahoo.com

805-983-7964
(805) 248-8463 cell

Frank Arredondo

PO Box 161 Chumash
Santa Barbara Ca 93102
ksen_sku_mu@yahoo.com
805-617-6884
ksen_sku_mu@yahoo.com

Santa Ynez Tribal Elders Gouncil

Freddie Romero, Cultural Preservation Consint

P.O. Box 365 Chumash
Santa Ynez . CA 93460
freddyromero1959@yahoo.

805-688-7997, Ext 37

Aylisha Diane Marie Garcia Napoleone
33054 Decker School Road Chumash
Malibu » CA 90265

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Native American Contacts
Santa Barbara, County
May 16, 2012

Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians
Kathleen Pappo

2762 Vista Mesa Drive Chumash

Rancho Pales Verdgs CA 90275

310-831-5295

Barbareno/Ventureno Band of Mission Indians
Raudel Joe Banuelos, Jr.

331 Mira Flores Court Chumash
Camarillo .+ CA 93012

805-987-5314

Distribution of this st does not relleve any parson of the statutory responsibility as dafinad in Section T050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097 .58 of the Public Resources Code.

This list is applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCH#2009051018; Joint NEPA-CEQA document; draft Environmental Impact Report and draft Environmental Assessment (DEIR/EA) for
the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project; located in Santa Barbara County, California.
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Native American Heritage Commission

Comments1 Cultural Process

Consultation with the Chumash in the project area has been an ongoing part
of our mandated public participation process under both Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act. Each of the individuals on the list of Native American Contacts, provided
to us by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), has been part of
the consultation process since our initial correspondence with the Native
American Heritage Commission in July 2008. Consultation with all of the
Chumash contacts provided by the Native American Heritage Commission has
been carried out either directly by, or under the supervision of, our District
Native American Coordinator.

Native American Heritage Commission

Comment2  Tribal Consultation

Chapter 4 (Comments and Coordination) of this final environmental document
provides a chronology of Chumash consultation and coordination carried out
in connection with the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project.

Native American Heritage Commission

Comment 3 Confidentiality of Resources

Caltrans recognizes and respects the confidentiality of historic properties of
religious and cultural significance. Specific locational information concerning
the Via Real Redeposited Midden has been redacted from public documents.

Native American Heritage Commission

Comment 4 Tribal Consultation
Please see responses to Comments 1 and 2 above.
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Local Government Agencies
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CITY of CARPINTERIA cavLrornia

June 25, 2012

Matt Fowler

Senior Environmental Planner
Department of Transportation, District 5
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Re:  South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project DEIR/EA Comments
SCH# 2009051018

Dear Mr. Fowler:

The City of Carpinteria has received the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment dated March 2012 for the construction of the US {01 High Occupancy Vehicle
(HOV) Lanes Project. We appreciate the opportunity to review this environmental document and
offer the following comments. As a portion of the project area is located within the City and
within the coastal zone, a Conditional Use Permit and a Coastal Development Permit from the
City are required. We have focused our comments on the segment of the project within our City
boundary, as well as on our concerns regarding the required Local Coastal Program Amendment
1o address the project’s conflict with wetland protection policies in the City of Carpinteria and
County of Santa Barbara.

We begin by providing general comments on the document overall, and then proceed with
specific comments indexed to document chapters and page numbers.

General Comments (Entire Document)

The summary discussion of the document (Page xi) correctly identifies that the South Coast 101
HOV Lanes Project would necessitate an Amendment to the Local Coastal Programs (L.CP) of the
City of Carpinteria and County of Santa Barbara. In the absence of such an Amendment to the
City’s Local Coastal Program, the project would be inconsistent with existing resource protection
policies related to wetlands. California Coastal Commission staff has indicated that potential
project impacts to coastal wetlands would run counter to policies contained in the California 1
Coastal Act, and that extraordinary benefits of the project in other areas such as enhanced public
access to coastal resources would need to be brought into the consideration of whether to approve
an LCP Amendment and the project itself. On balance, the proposed LCP Amendment must be
most protective of all coastal resources.

With respect to the “Coordination with Other Agencies” discussion on Page xi, the California
Coastal Commission (CCC) should be identified in a separate bulleted discussion. NEPA must
address a proposed action’s consistency with the Coastal Zone Management Act, which in
California means compliance with the California Coastal Act. The referenced Amendment to the

5775 CARPINTERIA AVENUE ¢ CARPINTERIA, CA 93013-2603 (805) 684-5405 « FAX (805) 684-5304
Wwww.carpinteria.ca.us
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South Coast 101 HOV Lanes DEIR/EA Comments
June 25, 2012
Page 2

Carpinteria LCP is deemed necessary in order to achieve the certification necessary for
satisfaction of the CZMA.

With regard to the foregoing discussion, it would be helpful for the DEIR to provide greater detail
as to the specific ways in which the proposal itself would enhance public access to coastal
resources in a regionally important manner. Opportunities for the project to accommodate
connections or gap closures in pedestrian or bicycle facilities serving coastal areas should be
identified, and where possible, included in the project description itself as bona fide benefit that
can be ascribed to the proposal.

Given that the entire City of Carpinteria portion of the project lies within the Coastal Zone, and
noting that an LCP Amendment is necessary, the CCC will necessarily be involved in the review
of the Amendment request. The standard of review for project impacts on coastal resources,
including efforts for avoidance and mitigation, is therefore the Coastal Act. Consultation with
CCC staff to confirm the standards to be applied for mitigation would be advisable. in order to
avoid potential understatement of such requirements in the environmental document. This effort
should be conducted in cooperation with the City.

Chapter 1 - Proposed Project

1.1 Intreduction

It would be helpful for this section to provide more detail on the part-time nature of the proposed
HOV Lanes. Please provide more information about how a managed lane works once it is
constructed in terms of how and when traffic counts are done over time to determine when to limit
use of the lane to vehicles containing two or more passengers and when the lane use is
unrestricted. What is a typical time-frame for the number and time of the weekday peak traffic
hours when the facility would be limited to carpool use?

Is this proposal the first of other lane additions that could be added to Highway 101 in the region?
Carpinteria residents have expressed concern that future expansion may be proposed rather than
addressing other options to move people and goods through the corridor, such as rail and transit.

1.3.1 Build Alternatives

Page 15, Second to last bullet: Provide median landscaping from 0.4 mile south of Carpinteria
Creek to 0.3 mile seuth north of Carpinteria Creek (this is the only location where median planting
is the same for all alternatives).

Page 16, Alternative 1, Final Bullet: Would the proposed retaining wall along the southbound
shoulder right-of-way preclude an alternative which extends Santa Claus Lane as a bike/pedestrian
path to connect to the northern terminus of Carpinteria Avenue?

1.4 Permits and Approvals Needed
Table 1.4 Permits and Approval Required for Proposed Project
Coastal Development Permit and Conditional Use Permit needed from the City of Carpinteria.

3

4

|5

6

|7

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes DEIR/EA Comments
June 25,2012
Page 3

A separate entry should be included for California Coastal Commission; the Permit/Approval
would be Local Coastal Plan Amendment, Carpinteria and County of Santa Barbara; Status could
be Early Consultation has occurred, LCP Amendment request to be submitted during design
phase.

Chapter 2 — Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization, and/or Mitigation

2.1, page 34
Venco should be Venoco

Table 2.1, page 39

Remove Bega and Clippinger from list of Proposed Development

Include Dahlia Court 33 apartments and Casas de las Flores 44 apartments
2.1.1.2 Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans — Envir tal Conseq
Last Paragraph, page 49

A Conditional Use Permit is also required in addition to the Coastal Development Permit

2.1.1.3 Coastal Zone
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, page 52
Same comment regarding CUP requirement

2.1.1.4 Parks and Recreation
Affected Environment, page 53
Include reference to Bluffs Nature Preserve and Viola Fields, Farmer Parcel Open Space

Table 2.3, Park and Recreational Facilities
Add items 12 and 13 to Carpinteria’s list: Bluffs Nature Preserve and Viola Fields, Farmer Parcel
Open Space

2.1.5 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Affected Environment, page 88, Bulleted Items Mid-page

Three measures are used to assess mainline traffic operations for the project. The first metric,
peak period and total daily delay (vehicle and person hours) is not common to the general public.
and is not well explained in this section of the report. A description of how vehicle and person
hour delays are calculated. using non-complex terminology. would assist the reader to grasp these
concepts. For instance. vehicle delay could be described as the difference in the amount of time
required for a vehicle to travel the distance of the corridor during a period of congestion,
compared to the time this same trip requires at the posted speed limit. The number of minutes of
delay per vehicle is then multiplied by the number of vehicles making the trip under congested
conditions. to render total hours of vehicle delay (peak hour and daily). A similar explanation for
the person hours would also be helpful.

10
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South Coast 101 HOV Lanes DEIR/EA Comments
June 25,2012
Page 4

Bicycle and Pedestrian Routes, page 107, second paragraph under heading.

The discussion indicates that local agencies desire bicycle and pedestrian improvements within the
project limits. Two such facilities are of particular interest to the City of Carpinteria and include a
Class I bikepath/pedestrian trail to connect Santa Claus Lane to Carpinteria Avenue on the west
end of the City and a Class I bikepath/pedestrian trail to connect Carpinteria Avenue at Highway
150 to Rincon County Beach Park.

The City encourages Caltrans to include within the discussion of project alternatives establishing a
bike and pedestrian trail from the eastern terminus of Santa Claus Lane to connect with the
western terminus of Carpinteria Avenue.

For the Carpinteria Rincon Trail Project, the City released for public review on June 7, 2012 a
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for this trail, thus advancing this proposal as a potential
means to enhance the connectivity of regional bike and pedestrian facilities within the project
corridor. There is currently no funding source identified nor have permit applications been made.

With regard to these improvements identified by the City, CCC staff have indicated that
enhancing public access to coastal resources must be demonstrated by the proposed project, in
order to balance against impacts upon coastal resources including wetlands. It would therefore be
helpful for the DEIR to provide greater detail as to the specific ways in which the proposal itself
would enhance public access to coastal resources in a regionally important manner, particularly
with regard to alternative transportation modes that also serve the goal of decreasing greenhouse
gas emissions from conventional transportation means. Opportunities for the project to
accommodate connections or gap closures in pedestrian or bicycle facilities serving coastal arcas
should be identified. and where possible. included in the project description itself as bona fide
benefits that can be ascribed to the proposal.

2.1.6 Visual/Aesthetics

Carpinteria City Unit

The paragraph indicates that “Carpinteria has limited to no views of the Pacific Ocean.” Views 1o
the ocean are available to Highway 101 travelers in the Bailard Avenue region across the Bluffs
Nature Preserve and Viola Fields open space areas.

Carpinteria Salt Marsh Unit
The description should note that northbound travelers on US 101 enjoy expansive views of the
Pacific Ocean across the Carpinteria Salt Marsh through this unit.

What is the standard height of the proposed median barrier? Is this height sufficient to shield
vehicle headlights and the potential glare effect from vehicles traveling in the opposite direction in
locations where no median landscape planting is proposed? What are the standard and minimum
widths of a median barrier that includes landscape planting?

12

13

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes DEIR/EA Comments
June 25,2012
Page 5

2.1.7 Cultural Resources

Page 226. Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, First Bullet

Care should be taken to ensure the fencing erected to establish the Environmentally Sensitive Area
associated with cultural resource deposits on Via Real is not in any manner labeled to indicate to 14
the public the presence of cultural resource materials. The potential for unlawful search and
removal of artifacts could be associated with signage indicating the purpose of the exclusionary
fencing.

2.2 Physical Environment

2.2.1 Hydrology and Floodplain, Affected Environment

What if the Linden Avenue — Casitas Pass Road Interchanges Project is delayed or denied? What
are the impacts to the floodplain at Carpinteria Creek? Would this also have downstream effects

at Franklin Creek? This seems to be a reasonable worst-case scenario that should be evaluated in
this document.

15

2.2.2 Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff :

State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards
Page 235, paragraph 4: Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Program 16
This paragraph has a typo in the first sentence: country should be county.

Carpinteria Creck, page 238

This section of the document indicates that the on-grade low-water bike/pedestrian crossing
located in Carpinteria Creek would be removed as part of this project; however, in reviewing the
Linden Avenue — Casitas Pass Road Project, the EIR for that project indicates that it will include
realignment of the bike path and removal of the low-water crossing. Again, there is reference in 17
the last bullet item of this discussion that the Linden Avenue — Casitas Pass Road project would
construct several stormwater treatment best management plans. If that project does not move
forward. how will this project address the impacts at Carpinteria Creek?

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Permanent Stormwater Treatment Best Management Practices, page 250

Using the area between US 101 southbound ramps and the frontage road (Carpinteria Avenue) as a
bioswale or biostrip may have impacts to the existing vegetation and habitat in these locations.
Has this been analyzed in the biological resources section of the document to evaluate the level of
expected pollutants and what occurs with any accumulated contaminated runoff? These areas
serve as foraging areas for white tailed kites and potential impacts to kite habitat should also be
considered.

18

2.2.5 Hazardous Waste or Materials

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, page 267

This paragraph indicates that reuse of soil contaminated with aerially deposited lead may be used.

The Final EIR/EA must clarify whether the soil will be reused or not. and where. If this practice 19
will occur within the City of Carpinteria. we want to ensure that all precautions are taken to reduce
potential impacts to the maximum extent feasible.
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South Coast 101 HOV Lanes DEIR/EA Comments
June 25,2012
Page 6

2.2.6  Air Quality
Environmental Consequences, Naturally Occurring Asbestos, page 282
The second sentence seems to be missing the word “miles” from the second sentence (line five). 20

Avoidance, Mitigation, and/or Mitigation Measures

Second bullet, page 283

This mitigation measure identifies that recycling and waste diversion techniques will be used to
the extent feasible. The City is concerned about the reuse of soil containing aerially deposited
lead in the vicinity of sensitive receptors. The document must clarify if and where this soil will be
reused rather than exported to an appropriate disposal site.

PM;y Measures, page 285
Bullet 2 inadvertently refers to “map recordation and finish grading for the structure.” As these 22
are not aspects of the project, please correct this reference.

2.2.7 Noise

Please address the noise effects that may occur at residences that do not abut the freeway and how
those property owners may be involved in the discussion regarding soundwalls. Also. a concern
was raised that the noise measurements were not taken during the peak traffic periods and that
perhaps noise impacts, even the existing condition, were understated. Please ensure that the
document analyzes the reasonable worst case scenario in this regard, and that it includes the
potential for noise impacts to affect residents on one side of the freeway when a soundwall is
proposed only on the opposite side of the freeway. Is there a potential for a reflection of noise that
could cause a significant effect?

23

Regulatory Setting

Full Paragraph, page 289

While the existing discussion indicates that one of the factors used in determining the
reasonableness for implementing a noise abatement measure (including erection of a sound wall)
is “residents’ acceptance.” a separate explanation of the sound wall voting process would benefit
the reader. Members of the public might assume all the walls identified as reasonable will be
constructed, whereas in fact it would require a majority vote of the property owners benefitted
from a particular sound wall for the wall to be constructed. Consequently, many of the reasonable
sound walls identified in the DEIR might not be constructed as part of the project.

24

Page 290

The document includes an evaluation of six segments of the corridor relative to noise impacts but
it seems that a seventh segment addressing the noise-sensitive receptors between Carpinteria
Creek and Franklin Creek (specifically including residences along Cameo Road. Via Real and
Nipomo Drive) should be included.

25

Sheffield Drive to San Ysidro Read/Euvcalyptus Lane
Page 291

Third sentence suggested corrections: There is an at-grade grade crossing at Pesipie Posilipo 26
Lane...

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes DEIR/EA Comments
June 25,2012
Page 7

Receptor Group 2 (R4-R7A)

Page 303

Final sentence: Because the predicted future noise level exceeds the noise abatement criterion for
residential uses (67 decibels), the homes represented by Receptors R4 through R7A by-these
reeeptors would be adversely affected by noise.

2.3  Biological Environment

Table 2.33 Riparian Impacts
First Column Heading
For clarity. the heading should be revised to: Number of Trees per Species

Coast Live Oaks

Initial paragraph, page 353

Second to last sentence: Although this section of right-of-way has the most terrestrial habitat
value within the project limits, its habitat values are diminished by the presence of ornamental
species and by the adjacent residential areas.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Riparian (page 353), Coast Live Oaks (page 354)

The replacement ratio for native trees removed is identified as a maximum of 3:1, with a note that
higher replacement ratios are sometimes appropriate, but that project-specific circumstances
warrant this degree of replacement. In either this discussion. the discussion of biological resources
in Section 3.2.2, or both, it should be noted that restoration or enhancement of native tree spcmc%
above these ratios could be requested or required by the CCC in order to achieve, “on balance.’
greater protection for coastal resources in association with the CCC consideration of necessary
LCP Amendments for this project.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Wetlands (page 383)

Compensatory areal mitigation for loss of wetlands is presented as a range from 1:1 up to 3:1. The
project as prop()scd would be inconsistent with wetland protection policies of the Carpinteria LCP,
thus necessitating an Amendment. In that the LCP Amendment directly involves wetland
resources, it should be assumed that not less than the 3:1 replacement ratio would be acceptable to
the City and the CCC. In cither this discussion, the discussion of biological resources in Section
3.2.2. or both. it should be noted that compensatory mitigation for wetlands above these ratios
could be requested or required by the City and the CCC in order to achieve, “on balance.” greater
protection for coastal resources in association with the CCC’s consideration of necessary LCP
Amendments for this project.

Page 384, first bulleted paragraph

Offsite mitigation is proposed in the Carpinteria Salt Marsh if full mitigation cannot occur within
the Caltrans right-of-way. The City strongly supports actual wetland restoration by Caltrans in the
same geographic region and would discourage any conversion of this approach to an in-lieu fee
payment (contribution of funds to a mitigation project): simple contribution of mitigation funding

29

30
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South Coast 101 HOV Lanes DEIR/EA Comments
June 25, 2012
Page 8

cannot guarantee the creation of the actual amount of wetland acreage necessary to offset the
permanent impacts.

24  Construction Impacts

PM,p Measures, page 412

Bullet 2 indicates in the first sentence that gravel pads must be installed at all access points. However,
the last sentence indicates that the placement of automatic wheel-washing equipment or gravel pads at
all site exit points is recommended. Perhaps the second sentence was only intended to address the
automatic wheel-washing equipment as a recommended measure? Please clarify.

2.5  Cumulative Impacts

Where is analysis of other cumulative impacts in addition to the cumulative analysis provided for
aesthetics/visual resources? It seems there should be an analysis of cumulative noise impacts and
cumulative biological resources impacts, and perhaps all other issue areas where there are identified
project-specific impacts.

Table 2.4.3 Potential Cumulative Project List
Residential Projects should also include the Dahlia Court ApartmcmR Expansion, 33 units, and Casas de
las Flores Apartments, 44 units. Both are located within the City of Carpinteria. The Dahlia Court

project is under construction and the Casas de las Flores project has received all of its approvals other

than Building Permits.
Chapter 3 — California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation

3.2.1 Less than Significant Effects of the Proposed Project

Noise, page 431

In the existing discussion, only one significance threshold is identified for determination of potential
noise impacts under CEQA. “a significant impact occurs when the design year noise levels (20 years
after construction of the project) increase by 12 or more decibels over existing noise levels”. However,
the Initial Study Checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines includes the following consideration.

Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to the generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

Thus. under CEQA, it is important not only to examine absolute noise increases due (o a project, but
whether the resulting noise levels would be in excess of adopted standards. This discussion should be
augmented with reference to the County of Santa Barbara and City of Carpinteria Noise Elements. which
indicate that exterior noise exposure for residential land uses should not exceed 65 dBA CNEL.,

I'his exterior noise criterion was adopted by local agencies to ensure that the interior noise criterion of
45 dBA CNEL for residences (California Noise Insulation Standards. Title 24, California Code of
Regulations) can be achieved through normal construction methods and materials. Exterior noise levels
substantially greater than 65 dBA CNEL could prohibit or hinder compliance with the State indoor

33

34
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June 25, 2012
Page 9

criterion. Where noise abatement would not be provided for future project-related residential exterior

noise levels exceeding 65 dBA CNEL, mitigation strategies to achieve compliance with the indoor
criterion should be identified.

3.2.2 Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project

Cultural Resources, page 431, Second Paragraph

The discussion indicates that a draft memorandum of agreement will be submitted for review and
comment at the same time the environmental document is in public circulation. The City of
Carpinteria requests a copy of the referenced memorandum in order to understand the resolution of
cultural resources impacts.

Biological Resources, page 432

This discussion should indicate the proposed project is currently inconsistent with the City of
Carpinteria LCP policies protecting wetland resources. As such, an LCP Amendment will be
required. It should also be noted that compensatory mitigation for wetlands alone may not be
sufficient to resolve a policy conflict at the Coastal Act level, and other benefits of the project may
need to be strongly demonstrated in order to achieve, “on balance,” greater protection for coastal
resources in association with CCC consideration of a necessary LCP Amendment for this project.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this environmental document. We look
forward to continuing to work together on this important project to address regional traffic

congestion through the South Coast area of Santa Barbara County.

Sincerely,

(Al
Al Clark —
Mayor. City of Carpinteria

cer Scott Eades, Project Manager
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City of Carpinteria

General Response

Throughout the project development process, Caltrans seeks to adhere to and
be consistent with the California Coastal Act and local coastal plans. Caltrans
recognizes and appreciates the need for a Coastal Development Permit and
Local Coastal Plan Amendments so that this project gains the necessary
approvals. Amendments to the Local Coastal Plan for the City of Carpinteria
are currently in process.

The fundamental purpose of the project is to relieve congestion on U.S. 101 in
the project area. The result will be improved coastal access reaching over ten
miles. This is a necessary and complex undertaking that preserves coastal
access.

Through careful consideration of the current environment and thoughtful
design, Caltrans has worked to tailor the project to avoid or minimize coastal
impacts as much as possible. This has been achieved by extensively studying
the project area, adjusting the pavement location in consideration of
resources, and removing considered soundwalls from the project where they
are not reasonable or feasible. Further along in this project’s process, as
Caltrans refines details, Caltrans staff will work with Santa Barbara County and
the Cities of Carpinteria and Santa Barbara to address the requirements of the
California Coastal Act.

Caltrans acknowledges that beyond the California Environmental Quality Act
and National Environmental Policy Act processes, there will be continued
dialog regarding what is required to meet the intent of the Coastal Act and the
City’s Local Coastal Plan.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 1 General Comments

Refer to the General Response above. A bullet was added to the Summary
Section of the final environmental document to note that the project requires
a Local Coastal Plan Amendment, which involves coordination with the City of

Carpinteria and the Coastal Commission.

Information has been added to Chapter 4 to include an overview of any
coordination with Coastal Commission staff that has occurred so far.

City of Carpinteria
Local Coastal Access
See the General Response for both Coastal Commission and City of

Comment 2

Carpinteria.

The fundamental purpose of the project is to relieve congestion on U.S. 101 in
the project area. The result will be improved coastal access reaching over ten
miles. This is a necessary and complex undertaking that preserves coastal
access.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 3 Project Introduction

Managed Lane is an operational practice used to address congestion by
controlling traffic movement on the highway. A common approach to lane
management is restricted use based on vehicle eligibility, which can be based
on occupancy or vehicle type. A High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane also
known as the carpool or diamond lane, is a traffic management strategy to
promote and encourage ridesharing. An HOV lane is usually located on the
inside (left) lane and is identified by signs along the freeway and white
diamond symbols painted on the pavement. In Northern California, HOV lanes
are only operational on Monday thru Friday during posted peak congestion
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hours. To determine the hours for the part-time HOV operation, data
collection was performed in April 2008. Data collected included freeway
mainline counts; ramp counts; intersection turning movement counts;
classification counts; vehicle occupancy counts; and speed surveys. The data
collection period was characterized by fair weather with no observed vehicle
incidents. These data establish the technical parameters used for operational
analyses. The results of the study indicated that the most probable operating
hours for the proposed HOV lanes would be weekdays (Monday -Friday)6:00—
9:00 a.m. and 3:00-6:00 p.m. The specific hours of operation for the HOV
lanes within this corridor will be determined in the design phase in
coordination with Caltrans District 7. The HOV lanes will operate as mixed-
flow lanes during all other times (HOV Report, June 2010). Operating hours
will be designated by signs within the project limits. The HOV hours of
operation can be modified over time if necessary.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 4 Proposed Project Introduction

Due to environmental and right-of-way constraints, this proposal will likely be
the only capital project that adds additional through lanes to U.S. 101 within
the proposed project limits. Other possible lane additions that you are
referring to would be in the form of auxiliary lanes (or merging lanes) that
would connect on-ramps to off-ramps between interchanges. The South Coast
101 HOV Lanes Project fulfills the highway component of the Santa Barbara
101 In Motion plan (refer to Chapter 1, background). Separate environmental
documentation is required for rail improvements including the LOSSAN North
Operational Improvements Program Level Environmental Impact

Report/Environmental Assessment expected to be released in Fall 2014.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 5 Build Alternatives
After further analysis, the design engineer confirmed that the sentence is

accurate and should be left as is in Section 1.3.1.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 6 Alternative 1

The Preferred project alternative, Alternative 1, has been modified in this area
to add the lane in the median rather than the shoulder. As a result this
alternative no longer requires a retaining wall in this location and will not
preclude construction of a bike/pedestrian path between Santa Claus Lane

and Carpinteria Avenue.

City of Carpinteria
Permits and Approvals Needed
This information has been updated in Section 2.1.1.2 and Table 1.4 of Volume

Comment 7

| of this final environmental document.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 8 Existing and Future Land Use

The spelling of Venoco was corrected in Section 2.1.1.1 of Volume | of this
final environmental document. Table 2.1 was updated to remove/add

appropriate developments within the City of Carpinteria.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 9 Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans and
Coastal Zone

In response to your comment, the following text was added to the final
environmental document: In addition to a coastal development permit, the
City of Carpinteria requires a Conditional Use Permit. This requirement was

also added to measures in Section 2.1.1.3 of Volume I.
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City of Carpinteria

Comment 10 Parks and Recreation

Table 2.3 and the Figure 2-3 were revised in the Section 2.1.1.4 of this final
environmental document to include the Bluffs Nature Preserve and Viola
Fields.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 11 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
Section 2.1.5 was revised to better explain the three measures used to assess
highway traffic operations. Your suggestion for describing vehicle delay was
incorporated along with a better explanation for person hours.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 12 Bicycle and Pedestrian Routes

No improvements are proposed to pedestrian or bicycle facilities within the
City of Carpinteria as part of this project since this is a highway widening
project that is being built within the State right-of-way and is not negatively
affecting bicycle routes. Any existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities near the
Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs Road interchange would be retained in their
present configuration or improved. The benefit to cyclists and pedestrians
comes from resulting congestion relief to local roads where these facilities
exist.

Separate from the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project is a coordinated effort
by the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments and City of
Carpinteria to build two trails deemed necessary as part of the local coastal
plan amendment process; the Santa Claus Lane Bike Path is linked with the
South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project, and the Rincon Coastal Trail is linked with
the Linden and Casitas project. This information was updated in Section 2.1.5
of the final environmental document. Each of these paths will fill critical gaps

in the overall trail system. The combination of the two trails, the proposed
project, and the remaining elements of 101 In Motion would move Santa
Barbara County closer to meeting the goals necessary to decrease the overall
production of greenhouse gas emissions.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 13  Visual

Section 2.1.6 of this final environmental document was revised to
acknowledge ocean visibility in the Bailard Avenue region across the Bluffs
Nature Preserve and Viola Fields open space areas. Regarding the “Carpinteria
Salt Marsh Unit,” the draft environmental document stated that “the visual
identity of this unit is also greatly influenced by its proximity to the Carpinteria
Salt Marsh.” Although views from northbound U.S. 101 to the salt marsh and
ocean are partly obscured by existing roadside and median vegetation and
highway traffic, Section 2.1.6 of the final environmental document was
revised to acknowledge ocean visibility from this unit.

Caltrans is proposing concrete median barriers that vary in height from 32
inches to 56 inches above the high side of the adjacent paved surface. The
height needs to be sufficient for shielding vehicle headlights and potential
glare from vehicles traveling in the opposite direction in those areas where no
median landscape planting is proposed. However, in areas where floodplains
exist, concrete barriers will not be constructed since they would block the
flow of floodwaters. In those cases, thrie beam barrier will be installed in the
median instead. There are no standards for including median landscape
planting because it requires a design exception to consider. Where medians
are proposed for landscaping in the project, the width between the inside
shoulders is mostly 8 feet wide. There is some limited ability to plant medians
that are a little narrower, but the inside shoulders in those locations must be a
standard width of 10 feet to allow room for maintenance activity staging.
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City of Carpinteria
Comment 14  Cultural Resources
It is Caltrans policy not to identify the purpose of such exclusionary fencing.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 15 Hydrology and Floodplain

The Linden Avenue to Casitas Pass Road Interchanges project is an approved
and funded project that is expected to move forward before construction of
the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project. The conditions associated with work
to be done on Carpinteria Creek as part of the Linden-Casitas project are
assumed to be in place before the start of the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
project. If the work associated with Linden-Casitas is delayed or denied,
construction staging of the 101 HOV Lanes project may be revised to set
improvements in Carpinteria as the final phase of the project rather than one
of the first, to allow time to complete the Linden-Casitas effort. In the unlikely
event that the Linden Avenue to Casitas Pass Road Interchanges project does
not go to construction, the work at Carpinteria Creek would occur as part of
the 101 HOV Lanes project. The environmental document would be updated
with either a California Environmental Quality Act Addendum or Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report, depending on the significance of potential
impacts associated with the additional work at that time.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 16 Correction to Water Quality Section
The typo you refer to was corrected in the final environmental document.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 17 Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff

As indicated in the response to Comment 15, the work is scheduled to occur
on Carpinteria Creek as part of the Linden Avenue to Casitas Pass Road
Interchanges project. If the Linden Avenue to Casitas Pass Road Interchanges

project does not move forward, the work would be consolidated into the
South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project. The additional work would require an
Addendum or Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, depending on the
potential environmental impacts at that time.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 18 Permanent Stormwater Treatment Best Management
Practices

No best management practices treatment facilities, including bioswales or
biostrips, are currently proposed at this location. Therefore, no impacts to

biological resources are anticipated.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 19 Hazardous Waste or Materials

Language has been added to the final environmental document as follows:
The aerially deposited lead-contaminated soil may be used in the construction
of new on-ramps and off-ramps or for the widening of fill sections. As noted,
any reuse of this material would be in accordance with the conditions of the

Department of Toxic Substances variance (described below).

With regard to potential impacts of the variance, in June 2009, the
Department of Toxic Substances Control adopted a Negative Declaration
under the California Environmental Quality Act documenting that the
proposed actions and implementation of the variance for the reuse of aerially
deposited lead-containing soils within the State right-of-way will not present a
significant threat to human health or the environment. Public notice was
provided, and public meetings were held. The U.S. 101 corridor was identified
in the Negative Declaration as an area where the variance could be used.
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City of Carpinteria
Comment 20 Air Quality
The correction was made to the final environmental document.

City of Carpinteria
Air Quality Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation
The reuse of soil with aerially deposited lead will be done in accordance with

Comment 21

the terms of the variance issued by the Department of Toxic Substances
Control. The variance states that the soil must be placed within the Caltrans
right-of-way. The placement will be a minimum of 5 feet above the maximum
historic water table elevation and, depending on the lead concentration,
covered with at least 1 foot of non-hazardous soil or pavement. Refer to
Comment 19 for more information regarding aerially deposited lead-
contaminated soils.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 22  Air Quality

The last part of that measure was struck and corrected in the Final
Environmental Impact Report as follows: The name and telephone number of
such persons would be provided to the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution
Control District prior to land-use clearance for map recordation and finish-
grading for the structure.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 23  Noise

1. Owners of residences whether they abut the freeway or are beyond the
first row of homes that would experience a 5-dBA benefit as a result of
installing a reasonable and feasible soundwall would be included on the
list of residents that will be asked to vote on whether they prefer or
oppose the construction of a recommended soundwall. The voting
process will occur during project design. However, it should be noted that

voting in favor of a soundwall does not guarantee the wall will be
constructed. The final decisions related to soundwall construction will be
determined during design and the coastal development permit process.

2. Long-term monitoring was done at several locations along the project to
determine when the existing peak noise hour occurs both in the morning
and evening.

3. The existing worst-case scenario (noisiest condition) is a function of the
flow of vehicles and their traveling speeds. This information was captured
by the long-term monitoring. The future condition is based on the
theoretical worst-case scenario for noise that can occur for a given
number of traffic lanes under prevailing conditions. The short-term
monitoring that occurred in many locations along the project was used to
calibrate the actual conditions in the field to the predicted noise level
output of the model.

4. Studies show that reflected noise by barriers to residences on the
opposite side of the highway do not normally exceed 2 dBA due to factors
related to noise sources that are distributed over the width of the
highway; the paths of the barrier noise reflections are always longer than
the direct noise paths; reflective barriers are not perfect reflectors, and
the traffic stream may likely interfere with the reflection. Refer to the
Noise Study Report prepared in March 2010 and addendums prepared in
2011, 2012, and 2013. Also, refer to Caltrans TeNS, 2009 Sections 6.1.7.2
and 8.1.1.2 and the following Federal Highway Administration website:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/noise_barriers/design_con
struction/keepdown.cfm

City of Carpinteria

Comment 24 Noise

As a result of your comment, explanation of the soundwall voting process was
added to Volume |, Section 2.27 (Noise) of the final environmental document.
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This explanation states that all affected property owners would have an
opportunity to vote during the established timeframe (during the design
phase). It also defines the criteria used to establish the list of affected
residents who will vote. The information also explains other aspects of voting,
including whether business owners or renters can vote and how the votes are
interpreted. A notation was added to the final environmental document
acknowledging that all recommended soundwalls making the cut after the
voting process would also require approval by the local jurisdictions during
the Coastal Development Permit process.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 25 Noise

This segment of the project limits was addressed as part of the Linden Avenue
to Casitas Pass Road Interchanges project. The area noted above was
previously studied as part of that project. Soundwalls being proposed as part
of the Linden-Casitas project would also attenuate noise associated with the

improvements proposed as part of the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 26 Noise
The correction was made to the final environmental document.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 27 Noise
The correction was made to eliminate the extra words in the description of

Receptor Group 2 (R4-R7A) in the final environmental document.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 28 Biological

The correction was made to the table showing riparian impacts. It should be
noted that due to some slight shifting, the table is now identified as Table 2.38
in the final environmental document.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 29 Coast Live Oaks
The correction was made to the final environmental document (Section 2.3.1).

City of Carpinteria

Comment 30 Riparian and Coast Live Oaks

The proposed replacement ratios are an appropriate number for this project
and meet Caltrans' responsibilities per the California Environmental Quality
Act and National Environmental Policy Act. Caltrans will work with the city to
obtain a coastal development permit.

City of Carpinteria
Wetlands
Caltrans expects to mitigate at a 3:1 ratio for permanent impacts to coastal

Comment 31

zone and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers wetlands. The compensation ratio
required for impacts is based on resource agency recommendations as well as
the function and quality of wetland habitat that needs to be replaced. It
should be noted that the coastal wetlands to be affected by the project are
low quality wetlands that are constructed roadside drainage ditches next to
U.S. 101. They are human-made and routinely disturbed.

City of Carpinteria
Wetland Mitigation
Caltrans is not proposing an in-lieu fee payment, but instead proposes to

Comment 32

support specific wetland restoration and enhancement projects in the
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Carpinteria Salt Marsh that would meet the goal of restoring wetlands to
offset the relatively small amount of permanent impacts. The Carpinteria Salt
Marsh, a coastal environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA), provides
protection for many important local resources and provides habitat for many
species of plants and animals. Carpinteria General Plan Objective OSC-3 is
“Preserve and restore wetlands such as the Carpinteria Salt Marsh.”
Carpinteria General Plan Policy OSC-1c. is to “Establish and support
preservation and restoration programs for ESHA, including but not limited to
Carpinteria Creek, Carpinteria Bluffs, Carpinteria Salt Marsh, seal rookery,
Carpinteria reef, Pismo clam beds and the intertidal zones along the
shoreline.” The salt marsh is next to the project area, so it falls in the same
geographic region. It is also downstream of several drainage features within
the project limits that are mapped as coastal wetlands. Restoration and
enhancement of wetlands at the salt marsh would provide benefit within the
same geographic region, benefit wetland function and habitat value at this
coastal ESHA, and be in accordance with the Carpinteria Local Coastal Plan
Objective OSC-3 and Policy OSC-1c.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 33 Construction Impacts

The last sentence was changed to state that the automatic wheel-washing
equipment was recommended. The “gravel pads” reference was removed
from the sentence because it was mentioned earlier in the measure.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 34 Cumulative Impacts

The purpose of a cumulative impacts analysis is to analyze the potential
incremental environmental impacts associated with a project in conjunction
with past, present and reasonable foreseeable future projects. As part of the
cumulative impact analysis, it was determined that only impacts to
visual/aesthetics were not fully mitigable and those impacts would contribute

to a significant cumulative impact. The final environmental document was
updated to expand the discussion of cumulative impacts. In addition to visual
resources, there was discussion added for transportation, traffic, and
pedestrian/bicycle; water quality resources; and biological resources. Refer to
Section 2.5 of the final environmental document.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 35 Cumulative Project List
The two projects were added to Table 2.50 in the final environmental

document.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 36 Significant Effects—Noise

As stated in Volume |, Section 3.2, the project on its own generally does not
generate greater than 3 decibels over existing noise levels. To reduce noise,
Caltrans is proposing the use of noise-attenuating pavement where feasible
within project limits. In regard to following local noise standards, we
understand that local standards may differ from state and federal standards,
but as a state agency we are obligated to maintain consistency in applying
state and federal standards equally across the state. When there is an
inconsistency between state and local standards, the Federal Highway
Administration Noise Standards and the Caltrans Noise Protocol must be
followed. It should be noted that under the Caltrans noise protocol, interior
noise levels would need to rise above 52 decibels versus the 45 decibel level
established locally.

City of Carpinteria
Comment 37  Significant Environmental Effects—Cultural Resources

As documented in Section 2.1.7 (Cultural Resources) of the draft
environmental document, elements of the Via Real Redeposited Midden were

moved onsite from their original location in connection with an early highway
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project. Recent design revisions were able to shift Alternative 1 (preferred
alternative) toward the median in an effort to minimize potential impacts to
the site. Comprehensive studies conducted by Caltrans suggest that the
National Register-eligible portion of the site is not only located below the level
of proposed U.S. 101 construction but is also located outside the State right-
of-way—and therefore outside the Area of Direct Impact. An Environmentally
Sensitive Area (ESA) and exclusionary fencing will be established and enforced
around the known site limits. Although we do not anticipate that there will be
any impacts to the redeposited midden, or that significant portions of the site
extend into the State right-of-way, or that any other significant archaeological
resources are present, Caltrans has deemed it prudent to consider the remote
possibility that discoveries during construction may still occur.

Caltrans has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer and local
Chumash representatives identified by the Native American Heritage
Commission to develop a systematic approach to addressing not only any
adverse effects to the Via Real Redeposited Midden but also effects to any
similar as yet unidentified archaeological resources discovered during
construction, in the unlikely event that such discoveries are made. Adverse
effects to this property were initially proposed to be resolved by a
Memorandum of Agreement prepared in consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Chumash representatives. As part of our ongoing
consultation, however, the resolution document was restructured. Adverse
effects will now be resolved in conformity with the June 20, 2013
Programmatic Agreement between the California Department of
Transportation and the California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding
the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project, U.S. Route 101, Santa Barbara County,
California. Both the Programmatic Agreement and its appended Treatment
and Data Recovery Plan are included in Appendix D, State Historic
Preservation Officer Correspondence, of this final environmental document.

City of Carpinteria

Comment 38 Biological Resources

The project would have temporary and permanent impacts on riparian
habitat, Coastal Commission-defined wetlands, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
jurisdictional wetlands, and other waters of the U.S. The project is
inconsistent with the City of Carpinteria Local Coastal Plan policies protecting
wetland resources. As such, a Local Coastal Plan amendment will be required.
During the coastal permitting phase of the project, additional coordination
would be needed with the City of Carpinteria and the California Coastal
Commission to satisfy the requirements of the coastal permitting process.
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July 9, 2012

Matt Fowler, Senior Environmental Planner
Environmental Analysis

Califomia Department of Transportation

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

RE: South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project Draft EIR/EA

Dear Mr. Fowler,

The City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission and staff have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (DEIR) for the South Coast 101
HOV Lanes Project dated March 2012 and are providing the enclosed comments on the
document, for your consideration, The comments are focused on the portion of the project
that is within the City’s jurisdiction. We want to thank Caltrans Project Manager, Scott
Eades, and Gregg Hart from SBCAG for participating in two hearings on the DEIR before
the Planning Commission on May 31* and June 14",

As you are aware, a Coastal Development Pemmit is required from the City for the portion of
the project within the City's jurisdiction. Because of its permitting authority, the City is a
Responsible Agency under CEQA, and the Planning Commission must make required
CEQA findings in addition to Coastal Development Permit policy consistency findings to
approve the project. It is therefore important that Caltrans addresses the enclosed
comments to the Planning Commission’s satisfaction, and that the environmental document
is prepared consistent with CEQA requirements and to City standards in order to present an
approvable project and avoid delays at the Coastal Development Permit application stage.
We understand that addressing these comments may result in “significant new information”
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, thereby requiring recirculation of a revised
DEIR.

The City has adopted policies designed to minimize environmental impacts that are
applicable to this project, including policies related to the provision of pedestrian and bicycle
facilties, aesthetics of new freeway structures and landscaping, protection and
enhancement of biological resources, use of soundwalls, undergrounding of utilities, and
economic impacts resulting from highway construction, operation and maintenance. These
policies should be carefully considered at this stage to minimize the need for additional
environmental review during the City's review of the Coastal Development Permit
application.

Major City comments address the transportation/circulation and aesthetics sections of the
DEIR. We recognize that the primary purpose of the project is to provide additional lane
capacity to reduce congestion and delay on Highway 101. According to the traffic analysis

South Coast 101 HOV Project Draft EIR/EA
City of Santa Barbara Comments

July 8, 2012

Page 2 of 15

completed for this project, adding a lane in each direction to Highway 101 results in
significant adverse project-specific and cumulative traffic impacts to local intersections
based on City and Caltrans impact thresholds. The DEIR does not adequately disclose this
information or address the results. CEQA requires that mitigation be provided for these
impacts where feasible, and that environmental impacts from mitigations also be considered
in the EIR.

We understand that Caltrans will not necessarily carry forward all five Cabrillo interchange
configurations into subsequent environmental documents (revised DEIR or Final EIR). The
five Cabrillo interchange configurations are presented as altematives and their impacts
should be analyzed individually and compared in the document. Of the five configurations
reviewed in the DEIR, the Planning Commission majority prefers configuration F-Modified.
Staff and the Planning Commission prefer the circulation options provided by F- Modified
with northbound exits provided at Cabrillo Bivd. and Hermosillo Rd.; however, we believe
circulation from Cabrillo Blvd. to the southbound on ramp would be substantially improved
with replacement of the Union Pacific Bridge. A new bridge could accommodate an
additional right tum lane to access a new southbound on ramp and provide a
bicycle/pedestrian connection through the intersection. We request that Union Pacific
Bridge replacement be included in the project and analyzed in the DEIR.

We believe that the use of Los Patos Way as a primary on/off ramp proposed in other
Cabrillo interchange altematives would be inappropriate since the expanded facilities and
added traffic would be detrimental to the character of Los Patos Way and would result in
adverse environmental effects on the Andree Clark Bird Refuge. Planning Commissioners
also expressed safety concems about any altermatives that would feed a new northbound
Cabrillo off ramp directly into the Hot Springs roundabout, and a desire to have the Coast
Village Road/Olive Mill Road intersection improved as part of the project based on traffic
impacts identified in the project's technical reports.

We agree with the DEIR that, regardless of the Cabrillo interchange altemative, the project
would result in significant adverse project-specific and cumulative aesthetic impacts. Staff
and the Planning Commission recognize the Cabrillo interchange as an important visual
gateway into the City and understand the right of way constraints, but expect excellent
design and landscaping with this project consistent with City policy direction. We have
included comments on the visual impact analysis and additional suggested mitigations to
reduce the severity of the impacts. We recommend that the City Design Review Team
required by the City’s Highway 101 Design Guidelines be convened to review this project
sooner rather than later.

If you have any questions or concems about the enclosed comments, please direct them to
Daniel Gullett, Associate Planner, at (805)564-5470 or DGullett @ SantaBarbaraCA.gov.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. We recognize the statewide,
regional, and local importance of this project and strongly encourage Caltrans' close
collaboration with the City of Santa Barbara, City of Carpinteria, and the County of Santa
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Barbara during additional environmental review and further development of the project. We
believe this collaboration will be critical to the project's success.

Sincerely,

i

Paul Casey

Community Development Director
Assistant City Administrator

Enclosure

Cc:  Mayor and Council
Planning Commission
Transportation and Circulation Committee
Jim Armstrong, City Administrator
Christine Andersen, Public Works Director
Browning Allen, Transportation Manager
Rob Dayton, Principal Transportation Planner
Bettie Weiss, City Planner
John Ledbetter, Principal Planner
Danny Kato, Senior Planner
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City of Santa Barbara comments on March 2012 Draft EIR/EA

1) Page vii-x — Summary Table 5.1

a) The impact summary table should indicate whether impacts are less than significant or
potentially significant before and after mitigation.

b) Because multiple jurisdictions will all be using this document in their review of Coastal
Development Permit applications, it would be helpful to have impacts broken out for
each jurisdiction. The geographic extent of impacts is unclear in the document for some
resource areas.

2) Page 2 - Background first paragraph
The most recently built project is the Operational Improvements project.

3) Page 8 — Background second paragraph
Six lanes now exist north of the Cabrillo interchange with the Operational Improvements
project.

4) Page 17-20 and 27 - Cabrillo Interchange Variations

a) A discussion of project costs is inappropriate in this document. CEQA Guidelines
15126.6 state that the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project
which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the
project even if the alternatives are more costly. If an alternative is infeasible due to cost,
it should be removed from the DEIR.

b) All variations should include the completion of the previously approved bike/pedestrian
way under the Union Pacific railroad bridge, just west of the Cabrillo Blvd Interchange.

¢) Some variations (F, F Mod, M, M Mod) include the demolition of one or both of the
mainline bridges over Cabrillo Blvd, and replacement with mainline bridges that are
much closer together than the existing mainlines. All variations should include
descriptions of whether the mainline adds to the existing bridges over Cabrillo Blvd, or
whether the mainline will be reconstructed, and if so, where.

5) Page 22 — Section 1.3.3
The heading is “Transportation System Management and Transportation Demand
Management Alternative” but no alternative matching that description is described or
discussed.

6) Page 22 - Section 1.3.4 Comparison of Alternatives
As currently proposed, the Cabrillo Interchange Configurations are alternatives and should
be evaluated and compared as such. The visual simulations and traffic analysis evaluate
each of the configurations independently, but comparative analysis is not clearly provided in
other resource areas. The comparative impacts for each Configuration should be discussed
in each section of the document.

7) Page 31 — Permits and Approvals Needed
In addition to the list of permits required by other agencies, design review approvals by the
Historic Landmarks Commission and the Architectural Board of Review, and approvals of
tree removals by the Parks and Recreation Commission, are required.

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project « M - 67




Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

South Coast 101 HOV Project Draft EIR/EA
City of Santa Barbara Comments

July 9, 2012

Page 5 of 15

8) Page 42-51 — Section 2.1.1.2 — Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans

a) Where is the referenced Policy Consistency Matrix?

b) Please update with the adoption of City's General Plan update in December 2011 and
add the City of Santa Barbara's Bicycle Master Plan (1998/2003), City of Santa
Barbara's Pedestrian Master Plan (2006), and the SBCAG Regional Bicycle Plan.

c) Please be aware that if the Planning Commission and City Council cannot find that the

project is consistent with the policies of the City's Local Coastal Plan and the Coastal
Act, the project cannot be approved.
A more robust consistency analysis is required at this point. Describe in the document
how the subject project would provide pedestrian and bicycle facilities between the
Andree Clark Bird Refuge and Coast Village Road consistent with City and SBCAG
plans and policies. The City's Local Coastal Plan also includes policies and
implementation strategies on new pedestrian access across Highway 101 from the East
Side Neighborhood to the waterfront. Please include a new crossing in the project
description and analyze its impacts in the DEIR or demonstrate how a crossing is
infeasible as part of this project (the Planning Commission will determine whether or not
it is infeasible). Include analysis of impacts resulting from undergrounding of utilities,
which is required by Local Coastal Plan Policy 9.3.

9) Page 47 — Environmental Consequences of Build Alternatives - last paragraph
This states that the City of Santa Barbara does not have specific policies for widening
Highway 101. City of Santa Barbara's Local Coastal Plan provides multiple specific policies
for improvements to Highway 101, including policies 3.14, 4.7, 8.8, 9.9, 9.10, 9.11, 9.12,
9.14, 9.15, 9.16, 9.17, 10.1, 10.2, 10.3, 10.4, 11.16, 11.18, 11.20, 11.21, and 11.22.

This paragraph states that the project would enhance access to coastal resources by
improving vehicular circulation within the Highway corridor. It should note that, according to
the traffic study, the project would result in degraded circulation on some local streets that
provide coastal resource access.

10) Page 48 — Environmental Consequences of Build Alternatives - last paragraph
The City of Santa Barbara U.S. 101 Coastal Parkway Design Guidelines also identifies
minimum median width.

11) Page 49 — Environmental Consequences of Build Alternatives - first paragraph
This should refer to the City of Santa Barbara U.S. 101 Coastal Parkway Design Guidelines
(instead of County).

12) Page 50 — Table 2.2 Potential Policy Inconsistencies - Historical Resources
This should refer to the City of Santa Barbara LCP policy (not County).

13) Page 57 — Table 2.3 Park and Recreational Facilities
Include Montecito Country Club in this table.

14) Page 58 — Parks and Recreation Environmental Consequences - first sentence
Access to parks and recreational facilities may be more difficult at times from local streets
due to increased congestion at some locations.

South Coast 101 HOV Project Draft EIR/EA
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15) Pages 58-60 - Growth
How is the information in the Growth Related Impacts Analysis related to the data used in
the Travel Forecast Model? Many assumptions in the Growth Analysis model are unclear.
The model should include 2011 City of Santa Barbara General Plan for growth constraints.
How was Ventura's maximum growth capacity determined? Ventura's 2008 General Plan
update is for growth through 2020. Is it reasonable to assume that there would not be
additional growth allowed for beyond that time horizon?

The Growth Related Impacts Analysis concludes that residential development pressure is
reduced in Ventura County with the project compared to the No Build Scenario. Based on
the jobs/housing imbalance in the City of Santa Barbara and existing and forecasted travel
demand on Highway 101, we anticipate that there would be increased demand for
residential development in Ventura and additional commuters would travel between Ventura
and Santa Barbara with reductions in congestion and travel time between Ventura and
Santa Barbara upon completion of the project.

16) Page 67 — Community Impacts
This section should consider the long term economic impacts to Coast Village Road and the
waterfront area for Cabrillo interchange Configurations F and J (which do not include a
northbound Cabrillo on ramp) and propose mitigation as necessary.

17) Section 2.1.5 -Traffic and Transportation/ Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
a) Overall Traffic Impact

The DEIR fails to disclose all the project-level traffic impacts discovered by the Project
Development Team effort. The Forecast Operations Report, dated October 19, 2008, “is
to provide requisite technical traffic support information for the PS&E and environmental
phases of the Highway 101 HOV Widening Project” (Study Propose, Page 1). This
report concludes that the proposed project will have significant project level traffic
impacts to a total of nine intersections, and significant cumulative traffic impacts at a
total of 15 intersections (Intersection Operational Resuilts, Page 4) throughout the region
from Carpinteria to Goleta. The DEIR references this study, but does not disclose these
significant adverse traffic impacts or explain why the impacts were not disclosed. The
DEIR, rather, concludes that there are no traffic impacts as a result of the proposed
project. x

We request that the conclusions of the Forecast Operations Report and the South Coast
101 HOV Traffic Study Cabrillo/Hot Spring Interchange Configuration Analysis Technical
Memorandums dated March 21, 2011 and July 19, 2011be disclosed to the public. The
intention of the Project Development Team's work was to investigate the project's traffic
impact on the region. Much time was spent on this effort. Please include the Report’s
conclusions in the DEIR and present this information to the public and decision makers
to clarify the project’s adverse effects before finalizing the document.

b) Olive Mil'Coast Village Road

The DEIR divides the Olive Mill/Coast Village intersection into 3 intersections for the
purpose of level-of-service analysis. This methodology does not appropriately portray
the poor level-of-service experienced by the intersection users, which has been
measured as Level of Service F using actual average vehicle delay rather than volume
counting. The DEIR does show that the proposed project will decrease the level-of-
service at the intersection. We ask that the DEIR be amended to show that the
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proposed project will have a significant impact to this intersection and demonstrate how

that impact will be mitigated.

c) Circulation at the Cabrillo interchange

i) The analysis at this location does not assume or analyze the existing condition,
which is no southbound on ramp. Please adjust the technical studies to compare
future conditions with the actual existing lane configurations and levels of service.

iy Configurations F and F Mod propose new ramps adjacent to the existing Union
Pacific Bridge. The span of the existing bridge does not allow for more than one lane
in either direction below it. How will this affect delay of eastbound Cabrillo traffic with
the new southbound 101 on ramp? Replacement of the railroad bridge with a wider
bridge providing a dedicated right turn lane would reduce delay. Describe and
quantitatively compare the circulation through the interchange between
Configurations F and F Mod.

i)y We are concerned that F Mod has not been fully analyzed in the technical studies.
The new configuration was not analyzed in the Cabrillo Boulevard I/C Screening
Analysis. The distance between the north and southbound ramps is reduced to 195
according to the preliminary concept design. This is the shortest distance of all the
configurations. The left-turn lanes for north and southbound directions are proposed
to be shared, further reducing the each left turm’s queuing capacity. Please analyze
these intersections as one operation to determine the appropriate operational level of
service and perform the queuing demand for each approach.

d) Traffic Diversion

The ftraffic diversion assumptions associated with the Cabrillo interchange analysis

should be revisited now that the Operational Improvements project is complete. It

appears that more traffic is entering the freeway southbound at Olive Mill Road than
expected.

18) Page 98-100 - Cabrillo Interchange descriptions
Configuration F should be more clear that the southbound mainline lanes are shifted to the
middle and that the existing center southbound off-ramp is removed and replaced with a
new off-ramp to the outside of the shifted mainline traffic. The remaining interchange
Configurations described here are also misleading. The detailed description of these
changes located at the front of the document should be copied here with the diagrams to
help the public understand the proposed changes.

19) Page 100 - Cabrillo Interchange - Primary and Secondary Intersections

Include the Cabrillo and Los Patos Way intersection as a primary intersection because it is
directly impacted by the three project alternatives where a new southbound on-ramp is
added and the southbound off-ramp traffic is more than triple. Page 101 seems to support
this by saying: “It should be noted that the intersections of Coast Village and the Hermosillo
Road and northbound off-ramp were considered as a primary intersection under
Configurations F, J and M. Under the modified Configurations F and M, however, these
intersections were redefined as secondary given that they would remain physically
unchanged relative to their baseline conditions.” This statement seems to imply that
intersections with some level of change in intersection volume as a result of the project
determine primary and secondary intersections. The Cabrillo/Los Patos intersection would
have a large increase in volume as a result of Configurations J, M, and M Mod.

South Coast 101 HOV Project Draft EIR/EA
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20) Pages 101-102 - Cabrillo Interchange

Last paragraph on Page 101erroneously excludes Cabrillo Boulevard and Los Patos Way as
an intersection that includes reconstructed ramps. The South Coast 101 HOV Traffic Study
Cabrillo/Hot Spring Interchange Configuration Analysis Technical Memorandums dated
March 21, 2011 and July 19, 2011 specifically identify that a traffic signal is warranted at this
intersection, as a direct result of several of the project alternatives. The DEIR omits this fact
and does not identify this intersection as impacted. The DEIR must document the project’s
impact on this City intersection and identify the appropriate mitigation measures to offset this
impact.

21) Page 102-103 - Los Patos and Cabrillo Intersection Mitigation

The DEIR states that the intersection of Los Patos Way and Cabrillo Blvd. is projected to
operate at LOS F during peak hours in 2020 and 2040, but does not propose mitigation
because Caltrans believes that a project at that intersection is included in the City's Capital
Improvement Program. Although mentioned in the six-year, unfunded Capital Improvement
Program, the City does not consider the project to be reasonably foreseeable. Further, the
Capital Improvement project is described for general improvement of existing pedestrian,
bicycle and motorist operations at Cabrillo/Los Patos, and does not address any additional
traffic volume that would result from Highway 101 HOV alternatives (see enclosed CIP
project description). Even if it did, the purpose of the CEQA document is to disclose
potential impacts to the public and decisionmakers, and to identify feasible mitigation.
CEQA requires that the environmental effects of mitigation measures be considered.

22) Page 107 - Bicycle and Pedestrian Routes
The City supports implementation of components of the adopted SBCAG Regional Bicycle
Plan as part of this project.

The 101 Operational Improvements project included provision for walking and biking through
the Cabrillo Boulevard Interchange with Caltrans standard accommodations in the form of
sidewalks, and class | and Il bike lanes. Since that time, the team has failed to gain Union
Pacific's permission to implement these proposed accommodations under its right of way via
a new tunnel. Union Pacific has suggested a different accommodation that requires
replacement of the Union Pacific Bridge with a wider road section under it. These bike and
pedestrian accommodations were included as a part of the City's Coastal Development
Permit to widen Highway 101 in the vicinity. The DEIR does not indicate that this
bike/pedestrian improvement is no longer proposed. The DEIR simply concludes on page
102 that the project will maintain the continuity of existing and future bike and/or pedestrian
paths as a part of all interchange Configurations. This is not true. The DEIR does not
describe how the class | bike path or sidewalk will be impacted by the removal of the center
traffic signal. The DEIR does not describe how bikes and pedestrians are ta transition under
the Union Pacific Railroad Bridge where there are no accommodations for pedestrians. This
must be described and addressed appropriately, both as a change to the environment and
based on the project’s consistency with the City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Plan, which
requires improvement of pedestrian and bicycle access with the widening of Highway 101.
Staff and the Planning Commission believe that replacement of the Union Pacific Bridge will
be necessary to provide a safe and appropriate bicycle and pedestrian facility, and would
enhance circulation with Configuration F and F Mod by providing space for a dedicated right
turn lane for the proposed southbound on ramp.
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23) Page 175 — Cabrillo Interchange - visual simulations
The DEIR should provide site plans and elevations of the Cabrillo interchange alternatives.
Simulations with public views affected by the proposed alteration of the railroad profile for
Configurations J, M and M Mod should be included.

24) Page 176-181 — Photo of Existing Conditions at Cabrillo Interchange
Since the Operational Improvements project is mostly completed, use a current aerial photo,
instead of an old photo that's been "enhanced,” to show the improvements.
For the proposed interchange alternatives, show the existing in the photo with simulated
landscaping, and only show the proposed as “enhanced.” It's difficult to discemn differences
between the existing and various alternatives, especially on the northbound side.

25) Page 183-185 — Visual Simulation OV-21 - Configuration F, F Mod, J, and M

a) Why do these configurations result in the loss of so many large skyline trees? Figures 2-
11 through 2-15 do not show this, and there is no description of the reason for the loss in
the previous text.

b) The descriptions of the reduction in visual quality is inconsistent between Configurations
F Mod and Configuration M, in that Configuration M states that, “...much of the
vegetated character and screening would be lost, resulting in a reduction in visual
quality,” implying that there would be a below-average visual quality resulting.
Configuration F Mod has the same lane Configuration for the northbound lanes, but the
text on page 184 concludes that F Mod would maintain an above-average view quality
as from OV-21. We believe that the implied below-average visual quality for
Configuration M is correct, and Configuration F Mod should be changed to below-
average as well, since Configuration F Mod has even more impacts (more limited
median planting).

¢) Both Configuration F and F Mod are described as having a moderately high reduction in
visual quality. However, since there is very limited opportunity for median planting in F
Mod, the visual quality is much poorer than Configuration F. We don't believe that
Configuration F Mod would have above-average view guality for this reason and the
reason described above in 25 b).

d) Configuration M would also lose the skyline trees, but that is not mentioned in the text.

26) Page 187 — Visual Simulation OV-22 - Configuration F Mod, M, and M Mod.
a) Why can't trees be planted in the vegetation strip between the proposed offramp and the
road (Cabrillo/Coast Village) to reduce visual impacts?
b) This simulation does not accurately depict the retaining wall necessary for the new
northbound off ramp.

27) Page 189 — Visual Simulation OV23 - Configuration J, M, M Mod
To characterize the decrease in visual quality as “slight” is an understatement. We believe
the decrease to be substantial.

28) Page 190 — Visual Simulation OV24 - Configuration F
a) Why is there a reduction in skyline trees in this and other Configurations?
b) To characterize the decrease in visual gquality as “moderately substantial® an
understatement. We believe the decrease to be substantial.
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29) Page 191-192 — Visual Simulation OV24 - Configuration F Mod

a) This photo does not adequately show the reduction in visual quality for Configuration F
Mod, as it does not show the northbound traffic that will be exposed to view because of
the lack of median landscaping (See page 183 OV21 Configuration F Mod).

b) Paragraph two (under the photo), line 5 states that the reconfiguration of the lanes would
result in a “..somewhat narrower median...” The median would be minimal, and a
substantial decrease in width from the existing median width.

c) The last paragraph characterizes the resulting visual quality as, “...moderately
substantial reduction in visual quality..." We believe that the resulting visual quality is
substantially reduced.

30) Page 192 — Visual Simulation OV24 - Configuration J
Why does this Configuration have a reduction in skyline trees?

31) Page 193 - Visual Simulation OV24 - Configuration M
Why does this Configuration have a reduction in skyline trees?

32) Page 195 - Visual Simulation OV24A - Configuration F

a) The loss of skyline trees still has not been adequately described, and does not match
with Figure 2-11 on page 177. According to Figure 2-11, the offramp would be built in
the location of the existing SB mainline, which is being moved to the north, so removal of
the skyline trees should not be necessary.

b) The reduction in visual quality at this location would be substantial, not “moderately
substantial,” and the resulting degree of intactness and unity would be below-average,
not “somewhat above average.”

33) Page 196 — Visual Simulation OV24A - Configuration F Mod

a) The loss of skyline trees still has not been adequately described, and does not match
with Figure 2-11 on page 177. According to Figure 2-11, the offramp would be built in
the location of the existing SB mainline, which is being moved to the north, so removal of
the skyline trees should not be necessary.

b) This photo understates the visual impact because it does not show the northbound traffic
that will be visible because of the minimal median, and lack of opportunity for landscape
screening.

c) We agree that the reduction in visual quality at this location would be substantial, but we
believe that the resulting degree of intactness and unity would be inadequate, not
“moderate.”

34) Pages 197-199 - Visual Simulation OV24A - Configuration J, M and M Mod

a) The visibility of the retaining wall for the Union Pacific railroad tracks does not appear to
be able to be screened with landscaping. This retaining wall is not mentioned as a factor
in the visual characteristics of the area, even though it is a major factor in the reduction
in visual quality. We believe that the resulting Visual Quality is substantially reduced,
and the resulting intactness and unity is below-average.

b) The width of the median is unknown in Configuration M and M Mod, so we cannot know
what type of median landscaping can be planted. If the median width in these
Configurations is not wide encugh to support tall landscaping, the visual impact of these
Configurations could be more substantial.

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project « M - 70




Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

South Coast 101 HOV Project Draft EIR/EA
City of Santa Barbara Comments

July 9, 2012

Page 11 of 15

35) Page 200 — Visual/Aesthetics Impacts - Configuration F Summary
We agree that the visual quality from Highway 101 would be substantially reduced; however,
we don't agree that the resulting scenic quality would be “somewhat above average." We
believe the resulting scenic quality would be below average.

36) Page 201-202 - Visual/Aesthetics Impacts - Configuration F Mod Summary

a) We agree that the visual quality from Highway 101 would be substantially reduced;
however, we don't agree that the resulting scenic quality would be “slightly above
average,” in terms of intactness and unity. They would be below average.

b) Paragraph 4: We believe that the view from Coast Village Road and Old Coast Highway
would be substantially reduced.

c) Last paragraph, last line mentions Configuration M. Should this be Configuration F
Mod?

d) Page 202 first paragraph last line. We believe that the decrease in visual quality would
be substantial.

37) Page 202-203 - Visual/Aesthetics Impacts - Configuration J Summary
a) Paragraph 2: We believe that the degree of intactness and unity as a result of the
reduced median landscaping (compared to existing) would be average at best, not
“above average.”
b) Paragraph 4. We believe that the believe that the reduction in visual quality that would
result from the new Los Patos onramp and associated vegetation removal and retaining
wall construction would be substantial.

38) Page 203-204 - Visual/Aesthetics Impacts - Configuration M Summary
a) Paragraph 3: We believe that the view from Coast Village Road and Old Coast Highway
would be substantially reduced.
b) Paragraph 4: We believe that the believe that the reduction in visual quality that would
result from the new Los Patos onramp and associated vegetation removal and retaining
wall construction would be substantial.

39) Page 204 - Visual Simulation OV-25 Existing Condition
Paragraph 1: Line 2: Since construction is complete, please update to show the existing
view with simulated landscaping.

40) Page 210 - Table 2.22 - Visual Impact Ratings
This table does not explain the rating scale. What is the threshold used by this DEIR to
determine the level of visual impact. The DEIR does not make a determination of whether
the visual impacts are substantial or merely adverse. We believe that all of the visual
impacts are substantial, except for Observer Viewpoint 23, for Configurations F and F Mod.
Substantial impacts must be mitigated, and the proposed mitigation measures for the loss of
vegetation and reduction in view quality is too vague to analyze.

41)Page 211 — Visual/Aesthetics Impacts - Awvoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation
Measures
a) Paragraph 2, Last line. This is the first time that this DEIR uses the key phrase,
“substantial adverse visual impacts."” We believe that this language should be used in
the previous sections, wherein the visual impacts caused by the various Configurations
are described.

South Coast 101 HOV Project Draft EIR/EA
City of Santa Barbara Comments

July 8, 2012

Page 12 of 15

b) Although paragraph 2 identifies substantial adverse visual impacts, it does not state the
locations of the impacts. We believe that most of the Cabrillo interchange configurations
have substantial visual impacts, and that those impacts need to be mitigated, or
described in detail, so that a statement of overriding considerations can be requested.

c) The following Mitigation Measures should be considered to reduce impacts:

o New K-rail shall include aesthetic treatment with color and/or texture, such as a
sandstone appearance, appropriate to the location.

» Anti graffiti materials and coatings shall be used on new signs and structures
expected to be graffiti targets.

» Replace plants that are removed with similar species unless replacement plants
are provided with increased air quality benefits, subject to review and approval by
the appropriate design review board.

= New bridge structures would be designed to maintain the historic character of the
Cabrillo interchange, and should create a similar ambiance to the existing
bridges, emulating human-scale characteristics using methods including divided
lanes, additional support structures and landscaping to break down the scale.

= Replace degraded highway landscaping with improved landscaping north of the
highway segment improved with the Operational Improvements Project.

42) Page 214 — Cultural Resources — Regulatory Setting
The City's Master Environmental Assessment includes standards for historic structures and
archaeological reports, and requires that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) review
and approve of those reports.

43) Page 215 — Cultural Resources — Area of Potential Effects
The Areas of Potential Effect for cultural resources excludes the Los Patos/Cabrillo Bivd
intersection. If mitigation for traffic impacts is necessary at that intersection, include analysis
of impacts to the state-designated East Cabrillo Boulevard Parkway Historic District, the City
Landmark Charles Caldwell Park Memorial Watering Trough and Fountain, and the known
archaeological site in the vicinity.

44) Page 233-237 - Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff and Water Quality Assessment

a) The City of Santa Barbara’s NPDES Phase |l regulations are not addressed in the
project'’s Draft DEIRMWater Quality Assessment (WQA) Report. The WQA only
recognizes state and federal requirements, which are less protective for water quality
than the City's storm water management requirements.

b) Section 3 of the WQA (page 9) is titled “Federal, State, and Local Regulations,” and yet
local regulations are not addressed in this section. The City's Storm Water Management
Program (SWMP) requirements and Local Coastal Plan must be included.

c) Coastal Act Section 30231 and Policies 6.11-B and 6.12 - 6.14 of the City's Local
Coastal Plan, in order to comply with the CA Coastal Act, address the sensitivity and
necessary preservation of the City's drainages, creeks, marine environment, and the
Andree Clark Bird Refuge. Highway structures and development adjacent to the refuge
are specifically identified as projects having to protect and enhance the bird refuge by
addressing runoff and drainage.

d) On pages 22 and 32 of the WQA, the statement that “channelized watersheds within the
project limits include Sycamore...” is incorrect. Sycamore creek has a largely natural
bottom and many areas with natural creek banks (i.e., not channelized).
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e) If Caltrans intends to claim technical infeasibility for the project to meet the City’s storm

water management requirements; please submit a drainage/hydrology report that
explains why meeting the requirements is infeasible by demonstrating the infeasibility of
the storm water runoff BMPs presented in the City’s Storm Water BMP Guidance
Manual and demonstrate to what extent the currently proposed BMPs (bio-filtration
swales and vegetated drainages) capture and treat storm water (i.e. their combined
capacity) in relation to the total increase in runoff volume and rates that will occur from
the proposed project.
As stated in the City’s Storm Water BMP Guidance Manual on page 6-4; “The City may
allow for one or more of the storm water runoff requirements to be waived for a Tier 3
project if technical or legal infeasibility can be established by the project applicant. The
City shall only grant a waiver of infeasibility when all available storm water runoff BMPs
have been considered and rejected as infeasible. The burden of proof is on the project
applicant to demonstrate that all available measures are infeasible. Where strict
compliance with the City’s storm water runoff requirements is found to be infeasible, the
project applicant must utilize all feasible measures to achieve the greatest compliance
possible.”

f) By not adhering to the City's NPDES Phase Il regulations, the project could result in
potentially significant impacts to water quality. The DEIR should identify this potentially
significant impact and provide mitigation.

45) Page 275 - Air Quality - Paragraph 3

a) The Air Quality section assumes that some traffic will divert or reroute from elsewhere in
the road network but no additional traffic will result from the proposed project. Please
provide justification for this assumption here and in the traffic/circulation section.

b) According to the traffic study, the project will cause more congestion on some local
streets rather than less. Some of the increased local congestion and idling may be
offset by the reduction in congestion on the freeway itself, but this should be analyzed
quantitatively, rather than qualitatively as written in the DEIR.

46) Page 277 - Air Quality

a) Paragraph 1, line 3. Similar to the comment above, based on the traffic study, it is not
clear that the project would improve low-speed and idling emissions with increased
congestion on local streets.

b) Paragraph 2. This states that the project would improve local circulation in the
immediate area, which, according to the traffic study is not the case for some local
intersections.

c) Paragraph 2. How does this project quantitatively affect the development potential of
parcels within 250 feet of Highway 101 based on General Plan Policy ER7? Please
provide a map showing the affected parcels.

47) Page 278 - Air Quality - Paragraph 1
According to the traffic study, the project will increase vehicle backups and idling time at
interchanges and on nearby local streets. A more robust impact analysis is required.

48) Page 282-283 - Air Quality - Mitigation
Consider mitigation that would increase opportunities for use of alternative transportation to
improve air quality, including new bicycle and pedestrian connections and improvements of
existing bicycle and pedestrian paths.
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The mitigations involving trees and vegetation should also be placed in the Visual Quality
section.

49) Page 286 - Noise - Regulatory Setting
Use the City of Santa Barbara’s noise impact thresholds from the City's General Plan
Environmental Resources Element to determine project effects for areas affected by
portions of the project within the City.

50) Page 350 — Biology - Natural Communities
The DEIR makes no mention of the skyline trees to be removed in most of the Cabrillo
interchange options. The document should inform the reader as to the numbers and
locations of trees to be removed, the reason for their removal, and mitigation to replace the
trees that must be removed for each of the proposed configurations.

51) Page 379 - Biological Study Area
Why is the Andree Clark Bird Refuge excluded from the Biclogical Study Area? Three
alternatives include construction of a temporary railroad bridge toward the Bird Refuge and
conversion of Los Patos to a major access to Highway 101. Impacts to this coastal wetland
should be analyzed in the DEIR.

52) Page 397 - Construction Impacts
The DEIR should assess temporary and permanent economic impacts on the community
resulting from the duration and extent of project construction, and proposed mitigations as
necessary.

53) Page 400 - Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities - Paragraph 1
The traffic study indicated that there will be increased delay at some local intersections.
How will decreasing local intersection delay lead to enhanced pedestrian and bicycle
circulation at other locations? This is a long term issue, which is misplaced in this
construction impacts section.

54) Page 406 - Noise Impacts Resulting from Temporary Relocation of Railroad Tracks
Paragraph 1, line 5: A doubling of the distance should reduce the noise impacts by 6dB
(see page 405, last two lines), not increase them by 3dB.

55) Page 408 - Construction Impacts — Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures
Recommended additional mitigations:

« Caltrans should work closely with City Public Works regarding the construction traffic
management plan for all improvements involving road or ramp closures.

e Prior to project construction, Caltrans shall provide a closure plan that identifies
methods to protect access to visitor-serving businesses and visitor destinations and
points of interest, proposed signage and any other methods to mitigate the impacts
of the closure.

« Upeon completion of construction, Caltrans should repair and repave the surrounding
local streets to mitigate for construction impacts caused by large trucks, heavy
equipment, and detours.

South Coast 101 HOV Project Draft EIR/EA
City of Santa Barbara Comments

July 9, 2012

Page 15 of 15

56) Page 430 - Discussion of Significant Impacts
It would be helpful at the Coastal Development Permit stage to specify which jurisdictions
have impacts and where. Impacts on Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities are not included in this section.

57) Page 432 - Biological Resources, line 4

Delete the word, “County,” so that the phrase reads, “City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal
Plan."

58) Page 448 - Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies, 3rd bullet
Will the overall biomass of the replacement vegetation equal that removed by the project? If
not, the planting will only partially offset the removal of mature vegetation.

59) Page 450 - Sea Level Rise Paragraph 1, line 6.
Has the report been released? Update either way.

60) Page 461 - Design Life of the Proposed Project
Why do the bridges have a design life of 50 years? Considering the planning time and
expense of the project, a longer design life may be more appropriate.
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City of Santa Barbara

General Response

Throughout its project development process, Caltrans seeks consistency with
the California Coastal Act and local coastal plans. Caltrans recognizes and
appreciates the need for a Coastal Development Permit and Local Coastal Plan
Amendments so that this project gains the necessary approvals.

Through careful consideration of the current environment and thoughtful
design, Caltrans has worked to tailor the project to avoid or minimize coastal
impacts as much as possible. This has been achieved by extensively studying
the project area, obtaining many exceptions to the standard design
requirements, adjusting the pavement width in consideration of resources,
and following the Caltrans soundwall protocol which determines whether
soundwalls are reasonable or feasible. Further along in this project’s process,
as Caltrans refines its details, Caltrans staff will work with the City of Santa
Barbara to address the requirements of the California Coastal Act and the
Local Coastal Plans.

Caltrans and the project team understand and respect the visual importance
of the Cabrillo-Hot Springs Interchange to the City of Santa Barbara and other
communities. In addition to sensitive project planning and design features
included in the project alternatives and configurations, the draft
environmental document identified 31 mitigation measures to reduce visual
impacts at the Cabrillo-Hot Springs Interchange and project corridor. The
project will be designed to preserve as much existing vegetation as possible.
Where existing vegetation cannot be preserved, the project will be re-
landscaped to the greatest extent possible considering safety and
maintenance requirements. Refinement of aesthetic and landscaping design
details, although not required to meet the intent of mitigation, will be
developed in collaboration with representatives of each affected community.
In addition, each permitting jurisdiction may require additional measures

beyond the California Environmental Quality Act-required mitigation
identified in the Draft (now Final) Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment.

Some local agencies combine their California Environmental Quality Act and
Coastal Permitting processes. This is appropriate for agencies with a Local
Coastal Plan and lead agency status under the California Environmental
Quality Act. In the case of this project, Caltrans is lead under the California
Environmental Quality Act and, as a state agency, adheres to an established
state process in which the California Environmental Quality Act and the
California Coastal Act are addressed separately.

The HOV lanes proposal is one project in a larger consensus-approved
package of improvements that came out of the Santa Barbara County
Association of Governments-sponsored 101 In Motion process. This larger
package, which has since been further funded through the Measure A local
transportation sales tax measure and included as planned improvements in
the 2013 Regional Transportation Plan, provides a multimodal approach to
long-term congestion relief in this corridor. In relation to the HOV project
alternatives, the No-Build Alternative would result in decreased coastal access
due to increased delays on U.S. 101, the main travel artery in the region.
Pedestrian traffic and bicycle traffic are prohibited on U.S. 101 in the project
area. However, the project would maintain or improve any bicycle or
pedestrian facilities on the local street system that would otherwise be
directly affected by the project. Caltrans will coordinate with the City of Santa
Barbara and Santa Barbara County Association of Governments in the
endeavor to replace the existing Union Pacific Railroad bridge near the
Cabrillo Boulevard Interchange. Also, Caltrans will work with our local
partners and Coastal Commission staff during the Coastal Development
Permit process to address any needed Local Coastal Plan Amendments.
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Summary Table

Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

a) As part of the revisions to the final environmental document, the

summary impact table was separated into two tables (see Tables S.1

and S.2). Impacts requiring mitigation are listed along with a summary

of related measures. Impacts to visual resources/aesthetics and

cumulative impacts to visual resources remain significant after

incorporating mitigation.

b) Per your request, wetland and riparian impacts were broken out for

each jurisdiction and are included below. Typically, this information is

not broken down by jurisdiction in acres, but quantified for the entire

project. As these numbers are refined during final design, they will be

Toro Canyon (PM 4.59 - 7.1)

Resource Type

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm
Coastal Wetlands
roadside drainage 0.053 0.030 0.049 0.034 0.053 0.030
features
Creek bed
(Arroyo Paredon, 0.152 0 0.152 0 0.152 0
Toro Canyon)
Riparian 0.082 0 0.082 0 0.082 0

Summerland (PM 7.10 - 8.87)

Resource Type

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

. Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm
made available as part of the coastal development process.
Coastal Wetlands
roadside drainage 0 0 0 0 0 0
Carpinteria (PM 1.4 - 4.59) features
Creek bed 0.006 | 0042 | 0006 | 0042 | 0.006 0.042
R T Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 (Greenwell) ' ' ' ' ' '
esource e
ol Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm Riparian 0.099 0.030 0.099 0.030 0.099 0.030
Coastal Wetlands
roadside drainage 0.249 0.160 0.249 0.349 0.249 0.160 Montecito (PM 8.87 - 10.53)
features
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Creek beds Resource Type
(Franklin, Santa 0.182 0 0.182 0 0.182 0 Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm
Monica) Coastal Wetlands
i i 0 0 0 0 0 0
Riparian 0 0 0 0 0 0 roadside drainage
features
Creek bed
(Romero, San 0.074 0 0.074 0 0.074 0
Ysidro, Oak)
Riparian 0.012 0 0.012 0 0.012 0
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City of Santa Barbara
Comment 2 Background
Per your comment, the final environmental document was revised to reflect

the fact that the Milpas to Hot Springs Operational project is now completed.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 3 Background

See response to comment 2 above.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 4 Cabrillo Interchange Variations
a) Cost information was provided to inform the public of the cost for each

alternative.

b) The City of Santa Barbara has taken the lead to study the replacement of
the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) bridge and provide bicycle and
pedestrian improvements within UPRR and City right-of-way. SBCAG has
identified the UPRR bridge as a high priority project for funding. That
project is being handled separately from the South Coast 101 HOV project
and will have its own environmental document.

c) The F configuration proposes to maintain the existing alignment of the
northbound lanes. The northbound structure would be widened on both
sides, so the bridge was planned for replacement. The alignment of the
southbound lanes is proposed to be shifted nearer to the center of the
existing right-of-way to provide sufficient room to add right-side
southbound on- and off-ramps. This would result in a smaller separation
in the median than currently exists. It also requires replacement of the
existing southbound structure in the new location. The Hermosillo ramp
would remain open as the only northbound off-ramp.

The F Modified configuration proposes new alignments for both
northbound and southbound freeway lanes to be located near the center

of the existing right-of-way with a minimum separation in the median.
This is necessary to allow sufficient room for standard right-side ramps for
both directions of traffic. This requires replacement of both existing
structures. The Hermosillo ramp would remain open.

The M and M Modified configurations propose maintaining the existing
location of the southbound lanes. The existing southbound structure
would be slightly widened to the outside to provide for a new southbound
on-ramp at Los Patos Way. This would require removing the existing
northbound structure and replacing it in the new location. The only
difference between the two is that the M configuration proposes to close
the ramp at Hermosillo, while the M Modified configuration proposes to
maintain the existing ramp at Hermosillo.

The J configuration combines the features of the M and M Modified
configurations in the southbound direction and features of the F
configuration in the northbound direction. It requires the northbound
structure be widened on both sides, so the bridge was planned for
replacement. The existing southbound interchange structure is planned
for widening at Cabrillo Boulevard. The Hermosillo ramp would remain
open as the only northbound off-ramp.

City of Santa Barbara
Section 1.3.3
The alternatives noted in Section 1.3.3 are a result of the 101 In Motion report

Comment 5

that studied long-term solutions to the growing congestion throughout the
U.S. 101 corridor in Southern Santa Barbara County. As a result of the 101 In
Motion process (see Section 1.3.3 of the draft environmental document), an
HOV lane was one of the solutions in a package designed to relieve
congestion. The other three main components in the package were providing
commuter rail, increasing bus services, and Transportation Demand
Management. The 101 In Motion report concluded that Transportation
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Demand Management solutions that did not include adding a lane on U.S. 101
were found to be inadequate in reducing long-term congestion in this
corridor.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 6 Comparison of Alternatives

The options studied for the Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs Road Interchange
are considered variations; they have been compared appropriately in terms of
traffic circulation, visual elements, right-of-way issues, and potential impacts
to resources. In respect to other resource areas, early assessments identified
only minor differences between the five interchange configurations and the
determination was made that further configuration specific conclusions were
not warranted.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 7 Permits and Approvals Needed

Table 1.3, Permits and Approvals Required, has been updated in the final
environmental document to include the Historic Landmarks Commission and

Architectural Board of Review.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 8 Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans

a) A policy consistency analysis was conducted for the project, however a
matrix is not included in the environmental document. The statement in
Section 2.1.1.2 of the final environmental document was revised to

correct this error.

b) Section 2.1.1.2 was revised to include the adoption of the City’s General
Plan update in December 2011 and add the County of Santa Barbara's
Bicycle Master Plan, City of Santa Barbara’s Pedestrian Master Plan, and

the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments Regional Bicycle
Plan.

¢) As noted in the general response to the City of Santa Barbara and Coastal
Commission, Caltrans acknowledges that the project will go through the
Coastal Development Permit process and there will be further
refinements needed including potential enhancements. The South Coast
101 HOV Lanes project does not include the separately funded
bicycle/pedestrian trails being initiated by Santa Barbara County
Association of Governments. Where there are direct impacts to existing
sidewalks/trails, they will be replaced in-kind and meet the Americans
with Disabilities Act standards.

No utility poles currently exist within the project limits of the freeway in
the City of Santa Barbara; therefore, no undergrounding analysis was
done. Caltrans has a strict policy that freeways will have no longitudinal
encroachments (i.e., utility lines whether underground or overhead). For
this project, all nearby utility pole lines are located on adjacent local roads
that are outside of the highway right-of-way and outside the project
limits. Undergrounding of utilities would need to be considered with
future development permits associated with those local agency roadways.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 9 Environmental Consequences of Build Alternatives
Revisions have been made to Section 2.1.1.2 Consistency with State, Regional
and Local Plans to include any additional applicable policies that the project

may not be consistent with.

The 101 HOV project will improve travel time on a large stretch of U.S. 101,
which would represent a regional benefit and enhance access to coastal
resources. Some local intersections may see added traffic as a result of
improved travel time on U.S. 101, which would lead to vehicles arriving at
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their destinations quicker. Overall vehicle travel time will still improve with
the project whenever there will be a combination of highway and local road
travel because the local road delays are minor compared to the improved
highway travel times.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 10 Environmental Consequences of Build Alternatives

The final environmental document has been revised to cite that the City of
Santa Barbara U.S. 101 Coastal Parkway Design Guidelines identify median

landscape widths.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 11 Environmental Consequences of Build Alternatives

The correction has been made to the final environmental document. It now
refers to the City of Santa Barbara U.S. 101 Coastal Parkway Design Guidelines

instead of the County.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 12 Potential Policy Inconsistencies
The policy was updated to refer to the City of Santa Barbara’s Local Coastal

Plan.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 13  Park and Recreational Facilities
The table includes only publicly owned park and recreational facilities. The

Country Club is privately owned.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 14 Parks and Recreation—Environmental Consequences
Although there may be increased delay at some local intersections, access to
parks and recreational facilities would improve with the quicker travel time on

the highway when vehicles use a combination of highway and local road travel
to access those locations.

City of Santa Barbara
Growth
Your comment refers to a statement relative to the unconstrained growth

Comment 15

analysis. This type of analysis removes growth constraints such as planned
population capacity and only considers accessibility to jobs. When planned
growth is removed from the model, Santa Barbara's growth pressure
decreases, which results in an increase in residential growth. This situation
offsets the growth pressure in Ventura whereby the decrease in growth
pressure in Ventura is less than 3%.

The Growth Study was prepared prior to the release of the City of Santa
Barbara’s General Plan that was adopted in December 2011. Ventura’s growth
was not used in the constrained analysis because the City of Ventura’s
General Plan projected growth to only 2020. However, as the study suggests,
the City of Ventura would not exceed planned growth for the area. Although
the Ventura General Plan projected growth to only 2020, Caltrans assumed
the same projected growth rate of for 2030 and 2040 since Ventura is nearing
its build out capacity of 95% in 2020. In addition, the City of Ventura is
committed to Smart Growth which focuses on infilling development within
existing developed areas.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 16 Community Impacts

Alternative 1 has been selected as the preferred alternative, and F Modified
has been selected as the configuration for the Cabrillo Interchange.
Configurations F and J both included a northbound on-ramp but no off-ramp.
As described in Section 2.1.5 of the draft environmental document these
configurations would have resulted in traffic previously using the northbound

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project « M - 78



Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

Cabrillo Boulevard off-ramp to divert to Hermosillo Road, Milpas Street and
Garden Street northbound off-ramps. However, with the selection of the F
Modified alternative those diversions would not happen.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 17 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

a) The Forecast Operations Report (originally prepared October 19, 2009,
and amended December 9, 2011) and the Cabrillo/Hot Springs
Interchange Configuration Analysis Technical Memorandums (March 21,
2011 and July 19, 2011) were prepared as part of the traffic technical
studies to support the draft environmental document. The studies were
made available to the public via the project website on the internet, in the
form of a CD as part of the draft environmental document placed in
several area libraries, and could be requested as part of the records
request process. Because the traffic studies are lengthy and are
incorporated by reference, only significant traffic impacts resulting from
the project were included in the draft environmental document. This is in
keeping with CEQA Guidelines that encourage agencies to disclose key
environmental issues only and to eliminate unneeded bulk in an
Environmental Impact Report [Section 15132 and 15141].

The Forecast Operations Report (amended December 9, 2011) did not
characterize traffic impacts as being significant environmental impacts
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Project-level impacts and cumulative-
plus-project impacts were identified in the project traffic studies, however
having an impact does not automatically make the impact significant
under CEQA or NEPA.

Although local agencies may set their own thresholds for determining
CEQA significance for local projects, when determining significance under

b)

CEQA, the State considers the type of project proposed—a congestion
relief project in this case—and the degree of increased delay at spot
locations relative to the overall congestion relief benefits of the project.

The purpose behind this project is to improve poor travel conditions that
exist and are projected to worsen under a no-build scenario on U.S. 101 in
the South Coast while also encouraging a mode shift to carpooling and
transit. The delay changes at the above-referenced locations are largely
the result of travelers having the ability to travel at times under the build
condition that they would find problematic under no-build conditions.
Based on the traffic analysis, this change in travel patterns provides for
delay reduction at some intersections while adding delay in others.

The final determination by Caltrans was that the impacts identified in the
traffic studies do not reach a level of significance that requires mitigation.
This determination is rooted in the fact that the purpose and need for the
HOV project is to provide significant daily congestion relief in the larger
corridor and the traffic studies demonstrate that this overall congestion
relief is achieved by the project (the project is anticipated to result in
nearly 14,000 person hours of delay savings daily in 2040). Intersections
outside the project limits where some increases in delay are projected to
occur under a build scenario are tradeoffs associated with the project and
are not significant in comparison to the overall level of congestion relief
achieved by the project.

Caltrans supports City and County planning efforts to improve these
intersections and will coordinate with City and County staff to study
appropriate improvement options. However, Caltrans has no plans to
improve these intersections as part of the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
project.
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Three Olive Mill intersections were analyzed as part of the traffic studies
conducted for the project: Northbound off-ramp/Olive Mill (#39), North
Jameson Lane/Olive Mill (#39a) and Southbound on-ramp/Olive Mill

(#40). The table below shows levels of service (LOS) and the seconds of

delay for configurations F and F Modified as reported in the Cabrillo/Hot
Springs Interchange Configuration Analysis Technical Memorandums

(March 21, 2011 and July 19, 2011). This information supersedes the c)

values shown in the Forecast Operations report as the superseding

reports provide outputs related to specific Hot Springs/Cabrillo

configurations.

D Existing 2040 2040
Condition No-Build Build
39 | NB off-ramp/ D/31.3s -AM E/37.9s -AM E/37.9s -AM
Olive Mill C/16.6s -PM E/47.9s -PM E/A7.9s -PM
39a | North Jameson C/15.4s -AM C/20.1s -AM C/20.1s -AM
Lane/ Olive Mill B/11.4s -PM C/16.7s -PM C/16.7s -PM
40 | SB on-ramp/ B/14.7s -AM C/17.1s -AM C/15.1s -AM
Olive Mill B/14.4s -PM F/66.6s -PM E/38.1s -PM

Level of Service (LOS) identified by letter grades, "s" = seconds

As noted in the table above, 2040 build conditions are projected to be the
same or better than 2040 no-build conditions at these intersections.
Impacts were identified in the traffic studies at this location since the LOS
values were lower than “C” in the forecast year. Having an impact does
not automatically make the impact significant under Caltrans criteria or
CEQA criteria, and the project traffic studies did not identify changes as
significant environmental impacts under CEQA. Although local agencies
may set their own thresholds for determining CEQA significance for local
projects, when determining significance under CEQA, the State considers
the type of project proposed—a congestion relief project in this case—
and the degree of increased delay at spot locations relative to the overall
congestion relief benefits of the project.

As identified in Section 2.1.5 of the draft environmental document and
the California Environmental Quality Act checklist in Appendix A, these
impacts were considered to be less than significant per the California
Environmental Quality Act. Improvement of those intersections is outside
the scope of this project and should be addressed separately.

Circulation at the Cabrillo Interchange:
At the time the existing condition was analyzed in 2008, the Cabrillo
southbound on-ramp still existed. Therefore, no adjustment is needed
for what is assumed to be the existing condition. Under the 2040 no-
build scenarios, the Cabrillo southbound on-ramp was removed to
simulate the Milpas to Hot Springs Operations Improvement project as
completed.

A series of technical meetings was held in the fall of 2013 involving
Caltrans, City and SBCAG staff related to Cabrillo interchange
operations. This involved evaluation of 2040 conditions for Cabrillo
Boulevard related to the South Coast 101 HOV lanes “F Modified
configuration” features at the northbound and southbound ramp
junctions with Cabrillo Boulevard. These assessments took into account
lane configuration and bike/pedestrian facility expectations associated
with the future replacement of the UPRR structure over Cabrillo
Boulevard. Through this coordination, refinements were made with
respect to lane configurations in the interchange, future year
northbound on-ramp volumes, as well as anticipated pedestrian
movements through the interchange. The Preferred “F Modified”
interchange configuration includes refinements recommended by City
staff through this coordination.
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Based on the traffic analysis for 2040, the Level of Service at the
intersection of the southbound ramps and Cabrillo Boulevard for
Configuration F would be B/24.7s (AM) and C/30.8s (PM). With the
Preferred F Modified configuration, the 2040 Level of Service operations
at this intersection would be B/17.3(AM) and C/21.0s (PM). Under these
scenarios, there is an increase in the northbound or eastbound (traffic
coming from the beach/harbor area) direction queue from future
baseline to build on Cabrillo Boulevard. For configuration F, the queue
increases by 191 feet in 2040, which translates to approximately eight
vehicles over the baseline condition. The queue for F Modified increases
by 118 feet in 2040, which translates to approximately five vehicles over
the baseline condition.

The City of Santa Barbara and SBCAG are working jointly to study the
replacement of the railroad bridge and provide improved bicycle and
pedestrian access along Cabrillo Boulevard in the Union Pacific and City
rights-of-way. SBCAG has provided funding for the preliminary design
work and will continue seeking additional funds. This project is being
handled separately from the South Coast 101 HOV project and will have
its own environmental document. This project could add an additional
right-turn lane on Cabrillo, which will help improve operations and
further shorten the queue on northbound Cabrillo.

iii. Please see response in c) ii above.

d) The traffic diversion plan for 2040 did take into account the Milpas
Operations Improvement project and the closure of the southbound on-
ramp. Refer to the Traffic Diversion Rules, established in the Cabrillo/Hot
Springs Road Interchange Configuration Analysis, dated March 21, 2011,
pages 9 and 10.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 18 Cabrillo Interchange Descriptions

Configuration F would remove the southbound off-ramp and replace it with a
complete set of new southbound off-and on-ramps. A reference to Chapter 1
was added to Section 2.1.5 (Traffic) so that the reader could find the detailed
descriptions of the five configurations for the Cabrillo Interchange.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 19 Cabrillo Interchange—Primary and Secondary Intersections
As indicated in the definition of primary and secondary intersections in
Section 2.1.5 under the Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs Interchange heading,
any intersection that will be physically altered by the design of a given
Cabrillo/Hot Springs Interchange configuration is a primary intersection.
Otherwise, it is considered a secondary intersection. While the Cabrillo/Los
Patos intersection would see increased traffic volumes with selection of J, M
or M Modified, the intersection was not proposed to be physically altered by
the project design.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 20 Cabrillo Interchange (Los Patos Way)

With selection of the F Modified configuration, the intersection will degrade
from a level of service (LOS) “E” to ”F” during peak hours in 2040 between no-
build and build condition, based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) Two
Way Stop Controlled (TWSC) methodology.

The HCM two way stop control (TWSC) methodology does not effectively
reflect the anticipated conditions for travelers on Cabrillo Boulevard as most
users of this intersection would experience little to no delay. The HCM two
way stop control (TWSC) intersection level of service (LOS) is based on worst
approach control delay per vehicle and therefore provides a single output that
does not represent travel conditions for other intersection users. Conversely,
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all-way stop and signal controlled intersection LOS in the 2000 Highway
Capacity Manual is based on weighted average control delay per vehicle. At
the Los Patos/Cabrillo intersection, the low LOS value indicated by the TWSC
methodology is based on a limited number of vehicles making left turns that
would experience a 95th percentile queue of 2-4 vehicles in 2040 from the
side streets. Vehicles traveling through the intersection on Cabrillo Blvd,
however, would experience little to no control delay.

Under F Modified, if no further improvements were made at this intersection
apart from this project, the average vehicle control delay in 2040 for vehicles
that travel through this intersection would be 3.1 seconds/vehicle in the AM
peak hour and 12.1 seconds/vehicle in the PM peak hour. Using a weighted
average control delay methodology, this would represent a 2040 LOS value of
“A” in the AM peak hour and LOS “B” in the PM peak hour. The northbound
and southbound ramp junction intersection improvements associated with
the preferred interchange configuration is also anticipated to reduce queuing
that would otherwise extend back into the Los Patos/Cabrillo intersection
during peak times under the 2040 no-build condition.

The City of Santa Barbara in coordination with SBCAG has initiated a project to
replace the Cabrillo railroad structure, and a consultant has been hired to
complete this work. The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments
and the City are coordinating to identify ways to fully fund these
improvements. Caltrans will coordinate with the Cabrillo Railroad Structure
Replacement team in the design phase of the HOV Lanes project.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 21 Los Patos/Cabrillo Intersection Mitigation

See above for responses to comments 19 and 20.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 22  Bicycle and Pedestrian Routes

After release of the draft environmental document, discussions continued
regarding the need to replace the Union Pacific Railroad bridge at Cabrillo
Boulevard. The railroad bridge replacement would improve bicycle and
pedestrian access along Cabrillo Boulevard at this location. This goal was to be
achieved by a tunnel behind the Union Pacific Bridge abutment, but the
improvement was determined not to be allowable by Union Pacific. This
resulted in an outstanding coastal development permit requirement from the

U.S. 101 Operational Improvement project (Milpas to Hot Springs).

The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments explored options to
provide alternative measures within this area that could be constructed for
costs similar to what was set aside for construction of the tunnel. After a
decision by the City to discontinue consideration of these alternatives, it was
decided that the City of Santa Barbara would take the lead in designing and
constructing the bridge while working with SBCAG to acquire preliminary
funding. This coordination led to an approved MOU between the two agencies
on March 6, 2013. The MOU includes funding and assigns responsibility for
the preliminary bridge design work to the City of Santa Barbara.

The City of Santa Barbara has hired HDR Engineering, a firm that has
experience working with Union Pacific Railroad, to compete the preliminary
design. On January 6, 2014, the SBCAG Executive Director sent a letter to the
City Manager reiterating the history of improvement efforts in this area and
the commitment by SBCAG to help fund the replacement of the UPRR Bridge
over Cabrillo. At the January 16, 2014 SBCAG meeting, the SBCAG Board
passed a motion related to the South Coast 101 HOV Lane project that
clarified that the replacement of the UPRR Bridge, and related bicycle and
pedestrian improvements, were to be given a high priority for funding.
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The City/SBCAG project proposes to improve bicycle and pedestrian
connectivity along Cabrillo Boulevard by replacing the Union Pacific Railroad
structure over Cabrillo Boulevard, providing bike and pedestrian facilities on
both sides of Cabrillo Boulevard and controlled pedestrian crossing
opportunities at the Los Patos/Cabrillo Boulevard intersection. The Caltrans
team has coordinated with City and SBCAG staff to ensure that F Modified can
be designed in a manner that provides for bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular
connectivity when the SBCAG/City improvement project is completed.

The South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project will replace or improve bicycle and
pedestrian facilities that exist within the State Highway right-of-way at this
interchange. It is not anticipated to permanently affect parking, bicycle
facilities or pedestrian facilities, including the Pacific Coast Trail. All pedestrian
facilities within the project limits that are modified as part of this project
would comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). During
construction, consideration would be given to bicycles, pedestrians, and
persons with disabilities for continued access through construction areas. Any
improvements considered as part of this project would be coordinated with
adjacent project efforts to ensure continuity of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities with adjacent City of Santa Barbara/SBCAG project efforts for bicycle
and pedestrian facility improvements along Cabrillo Boulevard.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 23  Cabrillo Interchange—Visual Simulations

Conceptual interchange configurations for the Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs
interchange were provided in Figures 2-12 through 2-17 (Section 2.1.6
Visual/Aesthetics) in the draft environmental document. Also included as OV-
23 (Proposed Condition) in the draft environmental document was a photo-
simulation and description of the proposed railroad profile as seen from Los
Patos Way for Configurations J, M and M Modified. There was also an OV- 25
in the draft environmental document that showed the proposed conditions

for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 and described the proposed railroad profile and its
potential effect on views from U.S. 101.

Note: During the course of updating the environmental document, there may
have been changes in figure and table numbers.

City of Santa Barbara
Photo of Existing Conditions at Cabrillo Interchange
An aerial is not currently available showing recent construction changes

Comment 24

between Milpas Street and Hot Springs Road (101 Operational Improvement
project). However, Figure 2-11 in the final environmental document is an
accurate illustration of the existing conditions at the Hot Springs/Cabrillo
interchange. It should be noted that the following five images (Figures 2-12
through 2-17) are concept-level illustrations that provide a clear
understanding of the comparative differences between roadway
configurations. Highway lanes, ramps, local roadway alignments, connections,
and adjacent land uses are shown. The figures are not intended to show
vegetation removal or potential replanting areas. Text has been added to
Figures 2-11 through 2-15 of the final environmental document to clarify their
intended purpose.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 25 Visual Simulation OV-21—Configurations F, F Modified and

M

a) Figures 2-11 through 2-15 show the configuration of the roadway in the
context of the surrounding region. Actual depiction of trees and specific
plant material to remain and replanted is not intended. Text will be added
to Figures 2-11 through 2-15 to clarify their use as overall road
configurations only. Per CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR Visual/Aesthetics
section analyzes and discloses a reasonable and foreseeable scenario
regarding vegetation removal. The removal of skyline trees is caused by
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different reasons for different project configurations. Configurations J, M
and M Modified all have large retaining walls, widen Cabrillo
undercrossing and change the grade of the railroad by approximately 4
feet. These retaining walls would all be very close to existing large
eucalyptus. Configurations F and F Modified widen to the outside and
have fewer retaining walls, but change the roadway from an bridge
structure crossing over at Cabrillo to ramps connecting to it. All of this
requires extensive grading. Most of the eucalyptus trees are within the
footprint of this excavation and grading. Existing trees that are outside of
the grading area are very close to it, and root impacts on extremely large
trees would require their removal. There are two rows of trees on either
side of the railroad tracks, the row south of the tracks is not as large and is
set back much further from the freeway, as such these trees are shown in
all the simulations.

The analysis for Configuration M describes a reduction in visual quality as
seen from OV-21, however no implication is made that the resulting visual
quality would be below average. The numerical ratings developed as part
of the FHWA process and provided in the Visual Impact Assessment
technical document show that in spite of the reduction, visual quality of M
Modified would remain slightly above average. This is similar to the
findings for Configuration F Modified.

As seen from OV-21, Configurations F and F-Modified are each correctly
described as resulting a reduction in visual quality. The resulting visual
quality of Configuration F is defined as remaining “above average,” and
the resulting visual quality for Configuration F Modified is defined as
“slightly above average.” This wording accurately represents the
magnitude of numerical rating change for each configuration developed
as part of the FHWA process and provided in the Visual Impact
Assessment technical document. As stated in the analysis narrative for

d)

M

Comment 27

M

each configuration, the post-project visual quality would remain above-
average to varying degrees primarily because of the surrounding well-
vegetated roadsides and community.

Most of the eucalyptus trees are within the footprint of this excavation
and grading. Existing trees that are outside the grading area are very close
to it, and root impacts on extremely large trees would require their
removal. There are two rows of trees on either side of the railroad tracks;
the row south of the tracks is not as large and is set back much farther
from the freeway. These trees are shown in all of the simulations.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 26  Visual Simulation OV-22—Configurations F Modified, M and

Modified

a) The photo-simulation for OV-22 will be revised to show trees planted in
the vegetation strip between the proposed off-ramp and Cabrillo/Coast
Village Road.

b) The retaining wall associated with OV-22 extends from the structure
east to past the roundabout, which cannot be entirely shown in the
photo-simulation. The height of the retaining wall varies along its
length, from full undercrossing height down to only 2 or 3 feet. The
retaining wall would, however, have a barrier on top of its entire length.
The wall shown in photo-simulation OV-22 has been corrected to show
the accurate height of the bridge rail in the final environmental
document.

City of Santa Barbara

Visual Simulation OV-23—Configurations J, M and M
odified

The Visual Quality Evaluation ratings showed that the existing visual quality at
OV-23 is somewhat compromised by visually discordant elements, clutter and
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lack of unity. As seen from this specific viewpoint, Interchange Configurations
J, M, and M Modified were found to reduce visual quality more than others.
None of these configurations was selected.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 28 Visual Simulation OV-24—Configuration F
a) The tree removal shown in OV-24 Configuration F results from

constructing the new southbound off-ramp. The proposed edge of ramp
pavement would widen approximately 18 feet closer to the southern
trees at the widest point. As seen from this location, much of the actual
off-ramp is screened from view by low vegetation between the mainline
and the ramp.

b) The Visual/Aesthetics section in the draft environmental document was
prepared according to Federal Highway Administration visual impact
assessment criteria, including the rating of observer viewpoints by a
multi-jurisdictional, multi-disciplinary team. The team ratings showed a
moderately substantial reduction in visual quality at this viewpoint. The
process also revealed that despite project changes, much of the existing
vegetation, particularly in the adjacent community, would remain. With
existing vegetation combined with a modest level of re-landscaping, the
view would still retain some degree of vegetative character, unity and
visual quality.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 29 Visual Simulation OV-24—Configuration F Modified
a) The photo-simulation for OV-24 accurately shows the physical changes
to the view and specifically discloses on page 190 of the draft
environmental document that “views to the northbound lanes would
increase, resulting in a more urban visual character.”

b) The simulation for OV-24 accurately shows the proposed condition, and
the numerical ratings consider the narrower median width. No change
in the statement is necessary.

c) The Visual/Aesthetics section of the draft environmental document was
prepared according to Federal Highway Administration visual impact
assessment criteria, including the rating of observer viewpoints by a
multi-jurisdictional, multi-disciplinary team. The team ratings showed a
moderately substantial reduction in visual quality at this viewpoint. The
rating process also revealed that despite project changes, much existing
vegetation, particularly in the adjacent community, would remain. With
existing vegetation combined with a modest level of re-landscaping, the
view would retain some degree of vegetative character, unity and visual
quality.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 30 Visual Simulation OV-24—Configuration J

The reduction in skyline trees shown in OV-24 Configuration J is shown
because a retaining wall is proposed at this location behind the existing
skyline trees. The existing skyline trees would be removed by the future
roadway alignment. The environmental document Visual/Aesthetics section
analyzes and discloses a reasonable worst-case scenario on vegetation
removal and replanting.

City of Santa Barbara
Visual Simulation OV-24—Configuration M
The reduction in skyline trees shown in OV-24 Configuration M is caused by a

Comment 31

retaining wall that is proposed at this location, behind the existing skyline
trees. The existing skyline trees would be removed to make way for the
expanded roadway alignment. The Visual/Aesthetics section in the
environmental document analyzes and discloses a reasonable worst-case
scenario on vegetation removal and replanting.
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City of Santa Barbara
Comment 32 Visual Simulation OV-24A—Configuration F

a)

b)

Figures 2-12 through 2-17 are concept-level illustrations that show
comparative differences between the roadway configurations. Highway
lanes, ramps, local roadway alignments, connections, and adjacent land
uses are shown. The figures are not intended to show vegetation removal
or potential replanting areas. Text has been added to section 2.1.6 in the
final environmental document to clarify their intended purpose.

Tree removal in OV-24A Configuration F is caused by the new off-ramp. It
would not be built in the same location as the southbound lanes. The
edge of pavement widens about 18 feet to the south at the widest point.
Note that the solid white line right of center in the simulation in the
existing condition corresponds roughly to the left side of the new off-
ramp. Also note in the simulation, the new retaining wall and the
difference in grading as the ramp descends to the elevation of Cabrillo
Boulevard. The environmental document Visual/Aesthetics section
analyzes and discloses a reasonable worst-case scenario on vegetation
removal and replanting.

The Visual/Aesthetics section of the draft environmental document was
prepared according to Federal Highway Administration visual impact
assessment criteria, including the rating of observer viewpoints by a multi-
jurisdictional, multi-disciplinary team. The team ratings showed a
moderately substantial reduction in visual quality at this viewpoint. The
rating process also revealed that despite project changes, much existing
vegetation, particularly in the adjacent community, would remain. With
the existing vegetation combined with a modest level of re-landscaping,
the view would retain some degree of vegetative character, unity and
visual quality.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 33  Visual Simulation OV-24A—Configuration F Modified

a)

b)

Figures 2-12 through 2-17 are concept-level illustrations that show
comparative differences between roadway configurations. Highway lanes,
ramps, local roadway alignments, connections, and adjacent land uses are
shown. The figures are not intended to show vegetation removal or
potential replanting areas. Text has been added to section 2.1.6 in the
final environmental document to clarify their intended purpose.

See response to comment 32(a) for information related to tree removal.

The photo-simulation for OV-24A Configuration F Modified accurately
shows the physical changes to the view and specifically discloses in the
text beneath the photo that “Views across to the northbound lanes of
traffic as well as the railroad tracks to the south would be increased.”

The Visual/Aesthetics section of the draft environmental document was
prepared according to Federal Highway Administration visual impact
assessment criteria, including the rating of observer viewpoints by a multi-
jurisdictional, multi-disciplinary team. The team ratings showed a
moderately substantial reduction in visual quality at this viewpoint. The
rating process also revealed that despite project changes, much existing
vegetation, particularly in the adjacent community would remain. With
the existing vegetation and combined with a modest level of re-
landscaping, the view would still retain some degree of vegetative
character, unity and visual quality.
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City of Santa Barbara

Comment 34 Visual Simulation OV-24A

a) The photo-simulations for OV-24A Configurations J, M, and M Modified
clearly and accurately show the southbound retaining wall and specifically
disclose that: “A retaining wall would be required along the southbound
lanes to fit the new southbound Los Patos on-ramp between the highway
and the adjacent railroad track” and “The most noticeable characteristics
of configuration J at this location would be the retaining wall, the loss of
the left-hand off-ramp, the wider expanse of pavement, and the reduction
of mature landscaping and skyline trees.”

b) The median for Configurations M and M Modified is up to 67 feet wide,
but tapers down to a single barrier near the location of viewpoint OV-24A
(for a short period, then it widens back out to 10 feet). The photo-
simulation for OV-24A Configurations M and M Modified have been
revised in the final environmental document to show less median planting
in the foreground. The text associated with OV-24A Configurations J, M,
and M Modified accurately describes the visual changes in terms of a
reduction in median planting, an increase in views of the northbound
lanes, and a resulting increase in urban visual character. The draft
environmental document Visual/Aesthetics section was prepared
according to Federal Highway Administration visual impact assessment
criteria, including the rating of observer viewpoints by a multi-
jurisdictional, multi-disciplinary team. When rating this viewpoint, the
team realized the context of the specific view, including the varying extent
of median planting in this area. The rating considered the fact that some
of the median planting in this section would be substantial and that one
section would be not accommodate it. With that understanding, the team
ratings showed a moderately substantial reduction in visual quality at this
viewpoint. The rating process also revealed that despite project changes,
much existing vegetation, particularly in the adjacent community, would

remain. With the existing vegetation combined with a modest level of re-
landscaping, the view would still retain some degree of vegetative
character, unity and visual quality.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 35 Visual/Aesthetics Impacts—Configuration F Summary

The Visual/Aesthetics section of the draft environmental document was
prepared according to Federal Highway Administration visual impact
assessment criteria, including the rating of observer viewpoints by a multi-
jurisdictional, multi-disciplinary team. The team ratings showed a moderately
substantial reduction in visual quality at this viewpoint. The rating process
also revealed that despite project changes, much existing vegetation,
particularly in the adjacent community, would remain. With the existing
vegetation combined with a modest level of re-landscaping, the view would

still retain some degree of vegetative character, unity and visual quality.

California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act
guidance on the assessment of visual resources requires that the potential
viewer groups be considered when determining the extent of impacts. The
sensitivity of the local community regarding changes to the visual
environment is discussed, acknowledged, and factored into the draft
environmental document Visual/Aesthetics section. In addition, however,
viewers from outside the adjacent communities must also be considered.
From this perspective, it is important to note that most viewers’ expectations
would be based on the understanding that they are in a freeway environment.
As a result, to many casual observers, the completed project and highway
corridor would likely appear as an “above average” freeway traveling
experience in terms of visual quality.
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City of Santa Barbara

Comment 36 Visual/Aesthetics Impacts—Configuration F Modified
Summary

a, b and d) Refer to the response to comment 35.

c) The final environmental document Visual/Aesthetics section will correct
this typographical error from “configuration M” to "Configuration F
Modified.”

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 37 Visual/Aesthetics Impacts—Configuration J Summary
Refer to the response to comment 35.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 38 Visual/Aesthetics Impacts—Configuration M Summary
Refer to the response to comment 35.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 39 Visual Simulation OV-25 Existing Condition

The photographs for OV-25 have been revised in the final environmental
document to show current and proposed conditions.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 40 Visual Impact Ratings

The Visual/Aesthetics section of the draft environmental document includes a
thorough summary analysis of the project’s potential visual effects. The Visual
Impact Assessment technical supporting document is bound separately as
shown in the draft environmental document Table of Contents. Consistent
with the Federal Highway Administration methodology, the Visual Impact
Assessment includes complete technical rating criteria, numerical equations,
evaluations, and definitions.

Based on California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, National
Environmental Policy Act guidance, the extent of physical changes, and
expected viewer sensitivity based in part on local visual policy, the draft
environmental document determined the following: “Implementation of the
project would result in substantial visual changes throughout much of the
highway corridor due to loss of vegetation, increased paving, and potential
soundwalls. Mitigation measures, combined with proposed project features
such as replacement landscaping and aesthetic treatments to walls, would
lessen the adverse visual change to the corridor. However, because of the
inherent alteration of scale, increase of hard surface, and loss of vegetative
character, substantial adverse visual impacts would remain.” Refer to the
Summary of Project Impacts (subsection of Section 2.1.6).

In addition, the draft environmental document included 31 mitigation
measures related to reducing potential impacts to coastal visual resources.
Identified mitigation measures are related to specific impacts, consistent with
project purpose and need, are implementable and feasible, and are consistent
with state and national safety design practices. All aesthetic design elements,
landscaping and visual mitigation will be further developed in collaboration
with representatives of each affected community, in addition to a thorough
review by the permitting jurisdiction. Refer to Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation measures in Section 2.1.6.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 41 Visual/Aesthetics Impacts—Avoidance, Minimization,

and/or Mitigation Measures

a) and b) The Visual/Aesthetics section of the draft environmental document
text analysis and photo-simulations provide a thorough disclosure of the
project’s potential effects. Using consistent language, the analysis

describes the magnitude of changes associated with each alternative, as
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well as comparisons between alternatives. Appropriately, the section
summary clearly disclosed substantial adverse visual impacts related to
the project Summary of Project Impacts (subsection of Section 2.1.6). This
finding was stated again in Table S.1. Visual impacts were also identified
under Section 3.2.5, Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects. Also,
in Appendix A, the California Environmental Quality Act Checklist stated
that the project would result in Potentially Significant Impacts for visual
resources, would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista,
would substantially damage scenic resources, and would substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.

c) The avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures listed in Section
2.1.6 and Appendix F specifically included measures related to all bridge
structures, walls, median barriers, and landscaping, as well as other
features. Refinement of aesthetic and landscaping design details, although
not required to meet the intent of mitigation, will be developed in
collaboration with representatives of each affected community. Each
permitting jurisdiction may require additional measures beyond the
California Environmental Quality Act-required mitigation identified in the
draft environmental document.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 42 Cultural Resources—Regulatory Setting

Caltrans sent a copy of the three-volume Historic Property Survey Report,
which included project-related archaeological and architectural technical
studies, to Mr. Jake Jacobus of the City of Santa Barbara Historic Landmarks
Commission on March 3, 2011 (refer to Chapter 4). Caltrans also sent a letter
to Mr. Jacobus on April 7, 2011, advising him of Caltrans’ Finding of Adverse
Effect, due to project effects on the Via Real Redeposited Midden, and of
concurrence of this finding from the State Historic Preservation Officer. On

October 22, 2012, Caltrans forwarded a copy of the February 2011 Finding of
Adverse Effect (with the April 7, 2011, letter of concurrence from the State
Historic Preservation Officer) and a copy of the September 2011 Revised
Finding of Adverse Effect (with the November 16, 2011, letter of concurrence
from the State Historic Preservation Officer) to the City of Santa Barbara
Historic Landmarks Commission for your archives.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 43  Cultural Resources

Under Stipulation VI.B of the January 2004 Programmatic Agreement Among
the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the
California State Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, As It Pertains to the
Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (the
Programmatic Agreement), the Federal Highway Administration authorizes
the Department of Transportation to carry out, among others, the following
steps on its behalf:

(2) Determine under 36 CFR 800.3(a) whether the undertaking [i.e., the
project] is a type of activity that has the potential to affect historic
properties.

(7) Determine under 36 CFR 800.4 the undertaking’s Area of Potential
Effects, identify and evaluate properties within the Area of Potential
Effects in order to determine their eligibility for the National Register of
Historic Places, and determine whether historic properties may be
affected by the undertaking.

Caltrans duly carried out its responsibilities under this stipulation, producing a
three-volume Historic Property Survey Report that fulfilled three
responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act: 1)
determination of the Area of Potential Effects, 2) identification of cultural
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resources located within the Area of Potential Effects, and 3) evaluation of
those resources for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places.

The Historic Property Survey Report was submitted to the State Historic
Preservation Officer on November 4, 2010, and a copy of the entire Historic
Property Survey Report was sent to the City’s Historic Landmarks Commission
on March 3, 2011. The report included a detailed map of the architectural
Area of Potential Effects, as well as a written description of and rationale for
the manner of delineating the architectural Area of Potential Effects. The
discussion further documented that the Area of Potential Effects was revised
and expanded on two separate occasions during architectural studies to
accommodate design changes. The Second Supplemental Historical Resources
Evaluation Report, in particular, was developed in response to project design
refinements associated with the proposed construction of soundwalls,
retaining walls and bridge structures. Consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer resulted in concurrence with our eligibility
determinations and no objection to the adequacy of the architectural Area of
Potential Effects (November 4, 2010; January 26, 2011; February 2, 2011; and
February 16, 2011).

The additional cultural resources to which you refer are not included in the
Area of Potential Effects because there is no potential for project-related
effects on these historic properties. If the project footprint should change in
the future in a way that requires us to expand the study area and Area of
Potential Effects, we will conduct any additional studies needed in conformity
with our responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and under the California Environmental Quality Act.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 44 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff and Water Quality

Assessment

a-c) The State Water Resources Control Board has identified Caltrans as an
owner/operator of a Stormwater Discharge From Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) pursuant to federal regulations. Pursuant to
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) section 402(p),
storm water permits are required for discharges from a municipal
separate storm sewer system (MS4) serving a population of 10,000 or
more. The U.S. EPA defines an MS4 as a conveyance or system of
conveyances (including roads with drainage systems, municipal streets,
catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels, or storm drains)
owned or operated by a State (40 CFR 122.26(b)(8)). The California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is responsible for the design,
construction, management, and maintenance of the State highway
system, including freeways, bridges, tunnels, Caltrans’ facilities, and
related properties, and is subject to the permitting requirements of Clean
Water Act section 402(p). The Caltrans MS4 permit covers all Caltrans
rights-of-way, properties, facilities, and activities in the state. The MS4
permit contains the following requirements:

e Caltrans must implement a year-round program in all parts of the
state to effectively control storm water and non-storm water
discharges; and

e Caltrans storm water discharges must meet water quality standards
through implementation of permanent and temporary (construction )
best management practices (BMPs) to the Maximum Extent
Practicable, and other measures as the State Water Regional Control
Board determines necessary.

In addition to meeting the above water quality requirements, Caltrans will
be required to obtain Coastal Development Permits from three local
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jurisdictions, including the City of Santa Barbara. During the Coastal is projected to increase to over 3,900 vehicles in the northbound

Development Permit process, when the project design is further refined, direction, a 14% increase over the No-Build condition. Peak period

there will likely be additional water quality requirements. Any additional volumes are projected to increase by 11% over No-Build conditions. These

requirements will be addressed as part of that process. increases are primarily the result of traffic diverting back on to the
freeway that under the No-Build condition was avoiding heavy freeway

d) The description was updated in the final environmental document as congestion by utilizing local parallel facilities. Induced travel in the form of
follows: Sycamore Creek originates in the foothills of the Santa Ynez longer trip lengths or changed origin-destination pairs as a result of
Mountains and drains a 2,360-acre watershed. Upstream, Sycamore Creek improved freeway accessibility is also present but determined to
is characterized by a relatively deep channel with well-vegetated banks. contribute less than 5% of additional trips (see South Coast 101 HOV
The lower creek reaches are fairly flat, and the channel is mostly Forecast Operations Report, October 2009 Revised December 2011). Only
unvegetated with weedy species dominating creek banks. The creek bed is minor congestion is forecast at a few locations — primarily outside the
composed of boulders, cobble and silt. During most years, the lower project limits, with free flow conditions forecasted through most of the
portion of Sycamore Creek dries up from about Cacique Street study area. Similar to the northbound morning peak hour period results
downstream. At U.S. 101, Caltrans recently replaced the box culvert at and for similar reasons, the southbound afternoon peak hour and period
Sycamore Creek with a bridge, allowing the natural creek bottom to be throughput is projected to increase by 26% (3,660 to 4,618) and 22%
restored at this location. WIth the selection of F Modified there will be no (13,930 to 16,937) respectively over No-Build conditions. Free-flow
work performed in Sycamore Creek or its watershed. conditions with only minor bottlenecks are projected.”

e-f) As mentioned above, Caltrans is a Phase | (applies to cities with b) Due to the size of this project and the volumes on U.S. 101, the delays at
population over 100,000 people and Caltrans) MS4, with an established the three intersections pale in comparison with the congestion relief and
Statewide Storm Water Program, which includes the incorporation of added benefit to the traveling public within the project limits. As shown in
design pollution prevention best management practices, permanent the traffic study, three intersections will be affected (Linden Avenue/
storm water treatment best management practices, post-construction Sawyer Avenue, Northbound on-and off-ramp/Via Real, and Via
runoff control requirements, all of which have been incorporated into all Real/Padaro Lane). The increase in delay per car at these intersections is
Caltrans projects and have been approved by the State Water Quality 14 seconds, 34 seconds and 1 second, respectively. As shown in the traffic
Regional Control Board. section in Table 2.16 when comparing the delay for the build and no-build

in 2040, the delay time will be reduced by 29-40% in the peak hour, which

City of Santa Barbara equates to a 19.2-minute savings in travel time for the northbound traffic

Comment 45 Air Quality in the morning peak hour and a 10.2-minute savings in travel time for the

a) Asstated in the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project Traffic Study, page 56, southbound traffic in the afternoon peak hour. As shown in Table 2.17 of
“With the addition of an HOV lane, morning peak hour vehicle throughput the draft environmental document, this would equate to a 62% reduction
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in total hours of delay, which equates to 11,435 vehicle hours of delay
reduction with the project.
City of Santa Barbara
Comment 46  Air Quality—Traffic Circulation City of
a) Refer to the response to comment 45. Santa Barbara =
b) As stated in the traffic study, the intersections analyzed were those that __," 2
interface between the freeway and local connector streets. The few e — f 3
i i . e —— | <]
locations where an intersection may see added delay are as a result of a _ o \\‘@k\ = ey AN
S . . . . . . ' e e e L e i
slight increase in traffic arriving to certain locations quicker due to less 7 \}"”ﬁx 2> ;
. . . T . — — e
delay from the freeway. Because several traffic-related questions were i ——
raised during the comment period, addiitonal information from the traffic :
studies has been provided in Section 2.1.5 of the final environmental = e
Potentially Affected Parcels within
document. =L @ the City of Santa Barbara (GP ER7)
c) The project will widen in areas within the median as well as to the outside == E’;f"';g:"‘gee"';‘a"ef":"'a”ETW""US“”
0 00501 02 H j City of Santa Barbara Limits
of the existing lanes. The shift would be about 12 feet on either side of the U —— e e

freeway and would not affect the development potential of parcels next

to the highway. The following map shows affected parcels within 250 feet

Note: Because several traffic-related questions were raised during the
of U.S. 101.

comment period, additional information from the traffic studies is now
provided in Section 2.1.5 of the final environmental document.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 47 Traffic Impacts

Please see response to comment #45. The purpose behind this project is to
improve poor travel conditions that exist and are projected to worsen under a
no-build scenario on U.S. 101 in the South Coast while also encouraging a
mode shift to carpooling and transit. The delay changes at the above-
referenced locations are largely the result of travelers having the ability to
travel at times under the build condition that they would find problematic
under no-build conditions. Based on the traffic analysis, this change in travel
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patterns provides for delay reduction at some intersections while adding
delay in others. The project is anticipated to result in nearly 14,000 person
hours of delay savings daily in 2040. Intersections where some increases in
delay are projected to occur under a build scenario are tradeoffs associated
with the project and are not significant in comparison to the overall level of
congestion relief achieved by the project.

According to the Air Quality Report prepared September 2011 and the
addendum to the Air Quality Report prepared 2013, the project would not
result in significant air quality impacts. Furthermore, since the project will
relieve traffic congestion within the corridor, the additional HOV lane coupled
with fleet turnover over time that meet the Environmental Protection
Agency’s vehicle and fuel regulations, the regional air pollution time would
see a substantial decrease in mobile source air toxics. Refer to Volume |,
Sections 2.2.6 and 2.5 in the final environmental document for discussion of
air quality minimization measures and Caltrans Standard Specifications that
would decrease operational air emissions during construction. Refer to
Section 2.2.6 for discussion of entrained dust.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 48 Air Quality

The following was stated on page viii in the summary table: “The proposed
project, in combination with others, would reduce congestion through the
U.S. 101 corridor and encourage car-pooling and public transportation with
the introduction of HOV lanes. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be
maintained in areas where construction occurs.”

None of the three build alternatives would permanently affect parking, bicycle
or pedestrian facilities, including the Pacific Coast Bike Route. The project
would facilitate pedestrian and bicycle access by ensuring all existing paths
are retained or replaced as necessitated by the project. The construction of

the overall six-lane facility would reduce diversion of through trips by
vehicular traffic onto the local street system by those seeking to avoid U.S.
101 congestion. This reduction of through traffic onto the local streets is
expected to benefit bicycle, pedestrian and local transit users that depend on
the local street system for travel.

Where appropriate, mitigation information involving trees and vegetation is
contained in the visual section. However, when the discussion is specifically
tied to the loss of specific trees or habitat, refer to the discussion under
biological resources.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 49 Noise

Caltrans is lead agency on this project for both the California Environmental
Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act. Caltrans determines the
significance of environmental impacts, including noise impacts, under the
California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act
criteria of context and intensity. Caltrans uses the Federal Highway
Administration guidelines to determine when noise abatement must be
considered, however that is not considered a threshold of significance. To
maintain consistency statewide, Caltrans does not use local noise thresholds

to determine the significance of noise impacts.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 50 Visual/Aesthetics

The draft environmental document fully discloses the potential effects to
landscaping associated with the Cabrillo Interchange configurations. The value
of skyline trees, median planting and roadside landscaping is shown in
photographs, photo-simulations, and numeric and narrative analysis in
Section 2.1.6. Mitigation measures are specifically identified that relate to the
loss and replacement of existing skyline trees.
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City of Santa Barbara
Comment 51 Biological Study Area

The area was evaluated for all potential impacts in January 2011, including
wetlands. This evaluation was included in the Natural Environment Study,
dated January 2011. However, the biological study area mapping was not
updated to reflect that evaluation, which was an oversight. That has been
corrected in the final environmental document. A work window was proposed
for Configurations M and J, prohibiting work between February 15 and
September 1 near the refuge to avoid impacts to nesting birds. With the
selection of the F Modified configuration for the Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot
Springs Road Interchange, no impacts to the bird refuge are anticipated. The F
Modified configuration will not build a Los Patos Way on-ramp or require

work in the railroad right-of-way next to the Andree Clark Bird Refuge.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 52 Construction Impacts

Most circulation and access impacts that might occur as a result of street
closures and detours would be temporary and construction related. Two lanes
in each direction of the freeway will remain open during construction. The
long-term impacts of the project on transportation and vehicular traffic would
generally be positive due to the reduction of traffic delay throughout the U.S.
101 project area. Transit providers would be notified of any road closures or
detours. See Section 2.4 for a discussion on traffic circulation during
construction.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 53 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
As indicated in the document, some delays were projected for a number of
intersections in the year 2040. However, the project provides an overall
benefit to local circulation as it removes traffic that otherwise traveled local

streets to avoid congestion on U.S. 101. With construction of the South Coast
101 HOV lanes project, some intersections are expected to see increased
delays because vehicles can reach a location quicker, but long-term significant
delays should not be attributed to the project. During construction, the
Transportation Management Plan would address temporary impacts to
bicycles and pedestrians as well as vehicles during those periods when access
is limited.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 54 Temporary Noise Impacts

The final environmental document was revised to correct the statement and
make it clearer for the reader. It now reads: Doubling the distance towards
the noise source increases the noise impacts by 6 dBA. Doubling the distance
away from the noise source decreases the noise impacts by 6 dBA.

It should be noted that with the selection of the F Modified configuration, no
temporary relocation of the railroad tracks is necessary.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 55 Construction Impacts Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures

A Traffic Management Plan will be developed during the design phase of the
project to address potential impacts on traffic flow during construction. The
project’s final design will ensure there are two lanes in each direction on U.S.
101 throughout construction, although some short-term mainline lane
closures may be required for night work. Although some on- and off-ramps
would be closed for part of the construction period in other areas of the
project, significant traffic impacts are not expected within the City of Santa
Barbara. Specific construction staging plans developed for the Cabrillo
Boulevard Interchange Configuration F Modified allow for new ramp
connections to be built before the closure of the ramps to be replaced.
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Therefore, no ramp or local road closures are planned within the City of Santa
Barbara for this project. See the updated discussion in Volume I, Section 2.4
(Construction Impacts) of the final environmental document.

The Traffic Management Plan for this project would include the following
items:
¢ Public Awareness Campaign: Flyers, brochures, press releases, website,
and advertising, as required to inform travelers of the project.

e Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement Plan (COZEEP): Additional
California Highway Patrol staff patrolling the construction zone during
peak travel times to ensure construction zone safety.

e Damages to local streets that result from any freeway construction
activities will be repaired.

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 56 Significant Environmental Effects of Proposed Project
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities were not added to
the issues that fell into the significant environmental effects category. The
final determination by Caltrans was that the impacts identified in the traffic
studies do not reach a level of significance that requires mitigation. This
determination is rooted in the fact that the purpose and need for the HOV
project is to provide significant daily congestion relief in the larger corridor
and the traffic studies demonstrate that this overall congestion relief is
achieved by the project (the project is anticipated to result in nearly 14,000
person hours of delay savings daily in 2040). Intersections outside the project
limits where some increases in delay are projected to occur under a build
scenario are tradeoffs associated with the project and are not significant in
comparison to the overall level of congestion relief achieved by the project.
Refer to the discussion in Section 2.1.5 (Traffic).

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 57 Significant Environmental Effects - Biological Resources
The word “County” was deleted from Section 3.2.3, so it now reads “City of

Santa Barbara Local Coastal Plan.”

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 58 Greenhouse Gas Reduction -Biomass

Although the replacement planting for the portions of mature vegetation
removed as part of constructing the project may not occur in the very location
from which it was removed, there will be a balanced approach to the
replanting efforts for the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project. Some areas
currently have much less existing biomass compared to others and will see an
overall increase in vegetation/biomass over time. Approximately four years
ago, a landscape rehabilitation project planted over 500 trees within the
southern half of the project limits. This planting is maturing and already
contributing an increasing amount of vegetation to the corridor. These trees
and associated shrubs were not planted as mitigation. Any native trees
removed as part of the project will be replaced at a 3:1 ratio, resulting in
continued increases to the biomass within the project limits.

City of Santa Barbara
Comment 59 Sea Level Rise

The National Academy of Science Sea Level Rise Assessment Report was
released in June 2012. The report includes: relative sea level rise projections
for California, Oregon and Washington, taking into account coastal erosion
rates, tidal impacts, El Nino and La Nina events, storm surge and land
subsistence rates; the range of uncertainty in selected sea level rise
projections; a synthesis of existing information on projected sea level rise
impacts to state infrastructure (roads, public facilities and beaches), natural
areas, and coastal and marine ecosystems; a discussion of future research

needs regarding sea level rise. The final environmental document was
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updated to reflect release of the study. Refer to Section 3.2.6 (Climate
Change).

City of Santa Barbara

Comment 60 Design Life of Project

While the hydraulic design normally accommodates a 50-year storm
frequency, reinforced concrete structures will have a significantly longer
design life duration of 75 years.
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Dear Matt:
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"South.Coast 101, HOY @dat.ca.gow"
<South Coast.101.HOV @dot. ca gov>

"Gullett, Daniel P." <DGullett@®SantaBarbarala govs, "Kato,

Danry" <DKatoi@5antaBarbaraCh.gov>

Fwi: HOW 101 - DEIR Cormments

| am serving on the Planning Commission for the City of Santa Barbara. | attended the first review for the
DEIR of the South Coast 101 Lanes Project. | was absert for the second session, but reviewed thetape of

the meetirg. | have several guestions onthe DEIR.

Comparison of Alternate F and Alternate F Modified -

Village Road compared to F?

1}  Page 105 of the DEIR, Table 2.13 Prirmary Intersection Level of Service Surmmary -—

For the Northbound off-ramp {right) at Hermosillo, the table shows an improvement in level of
service from “NWo-Build” {CE CF)to "Cabrillo Interchange F* (B B B C). “Cabrillo Intercharge F
Modified”, doesnot show a level of service onthetable because it’s not a primary intersection,
but a secondary intersection given it would remain physically unchanged relative to their
ba=eline conditions {as sated on page 101). Doesthat mean that “MNo-Build” level of service {CE
CF)would remain under F Modified and have an unfavorable impact on Hermasillo and Coast

The Northbound on-ramp {only}at Cabrillo under F produces a level of serviceunfavorable (B C
B D Jeompared to having both Northbound on-and offramps under F Modified {B BB B L This
appearsto be due to a new dedicated right turn on+amp lane proposed under F Modified.
Couldr’t this also bedone for F, resulting in the same level of service?

2} Appendix H—Project Mapping, Corfiguration 'F {H-37) shows off- ramp improvements
{"MNew Roacway™)and a new |eft turn lane for east bound Coast Village traffic to go up
Hermosillo. Configuration ‘F Mod” shows neither. Both F and F Modified conceptual images
{Figure 2-11 and 2-12} show a nurmber of Coaz Village Road improvernents. Can F and F Mod
improvements on Coast Village Road be better explained and compared?

3)  Atrafficlight would be required under F Modified, wherethe Northbound on-ramp and

new off-ramp meet on Cabrillo. This would be in addition to the traffic light at the intersection of
the new Southbound on- and off- ramps. Alternate F would only require the latter. Would this

3 be benefit of F, since traffic from the roundabout that is continuing on Cabrillo, would flow
through better with less chance of stacking up towards the roundabout?

4 4) | don't believe there is conceptual exhibit of the retaining walls and landscaping needed for

the new Northbound off-ramp under F Modified. Can this be provided in the final document?
RR undercrossing —

1) Canthe estimated cost of raising the RR bridge at Los Patos be reduced and used to widen
the Cabrillo RR undercrossing to provide a dedicated entry lane for the new Southbound

5 on-ramp? This would serve traffic coming from the beach. Until that’s done Scuthbound traffic
from the beach will continue to stack up before the RR undercrossing along with the traffic going
to the current Northbound on-ramp or to the roundabout.
2)  This would also provide a safer path of travel for pedestrians.

Thank you for considering the above.

John Campanella.
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Campenella - City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission
Comment 1 Traffic Circulation

Table 2.19 is now Table 2.20 in the final environmental document.

In Configuration F, the intersection of Hermosillo/Coast Village Road would be
the only northbound off-ramp for this interchange. This would result in
additional off-ramp volumes at this intersection and a signal was proposed to
address this shift in volumes. Under Configuration F, this signalized
intersection is projected to operate with a (B B B C) LOS in 2040. For
Configuration F Modified, two off-ramp options would exist in the northbound
direction which would provide for traffic in a manner similar to the existing
configuration. In the F-Modified configuration, the Hermosillo/Coast Village
Road intersection is expected to remain as two way stop control intersection,
therefore, the level of service at Hermosillo is expected to operate at (CE CE),
which is slightly better than the “No-Build” (C E C F) LOS at this location. These
operational outputs are shown on page 7 of 13 in the “Cabrillo/Hot Springs
Interchange Configuration Analysis,” dated July 19, 2011.

The level of service values are engineering terms that predict traffic delay in
terms of qualitative values. They can be used to compare delay for
intersections with various traffic counts and specific traffic control methods.
The only conclusions that can be drawn from this data are that Configuration
F Modified will have more delay (assumes equivalent existing traffic demand)
with a two-way stop sign at the Hermosillo/Coast Village Road intersection
compared to Configuration F, which will carry all exiting beach traffic with a
proposed traffic signal.

Configuration F at the Cabrillo Boulevard northbound on-ramp intersection is
uncontrolled and would remain the same as the existing condition, meaning
the right-turn lane would have free access to the northbound on-ramp. This
free right turn does not provide protection for pedestrians. Also, the left-turn

traffic would have to give the right-of-way to the heavy right-turn traffic. The
F Modified configuration will be signalized at this location. Configuration F
Modified improves traffic operations and provides pedestrians with a
protected signal phase that facilitates crossing for pedestrians across traffic
lanes. At the northbound ramp terminal at Cabrillo Boulevard, the Preferred F
Modified Configuration is expected to operate at LOS (A A A B). See Table 2.20
in Volume 1, of the final environmental document.

Campenella - City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission

Comment 2

Figure 2-11 was corrected to show the improvement at Hermosillo for
Configuration F. The configuration F Interchange features only one
northbound off-ramp at Hermosillo Road, which would require improvements
at Hermosillo Road to accommodate significantly higher traffic volumes. The
necessary traffic improvements would include lengthening the ramp
deceleration, increasing the radius alignment curvature at the end, and
widening the ramp shoulders. In addition, a traffic signal would be installed to
maintain an adequate level of service for the intersection. A left-turn lane in
the existing median of Coast Village Road would also be installed. This is
because all of the northbound traffic that currently exits through the median
ramp must exit instead through the Hermosillo ramp.

Configuration F Modified proposes two ramps and therefore does not route
additional traffic to the Hermosillo ramp. Consequently, with the selection of
the Configuration F Modified, no improvements are proposed at the
intersection of Hermosillo at Coast Village Road because it would continue to
have limited use since a second northbound off-ramp would be built to
provide direct access to Cabrillo Boulevard.
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Campenella - City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission

Comment 3

Both Interchange Configurations F and F Modified originally included dual
right-turn lanes into the northbound on-ramp at Cabrillo Boulevard to prevent
traffic from backing up into the roundabout and would provide for acceptable
level of service at this intersection. The addition of a traffic signal at the
northbound ramps for Configuration F Modified allows for northbound off-
ramp traffic turning left onto Cabrillo Boulevard. The signal also has the
benefit of allowing for a pedestrian signal phase. A series of technical
meetings were held in the fall of 2013 involving Caltrans, City and SBCAG staff
related to Cabrillo interchange operations. This involved evaluation of the
2040 conditions for Cabrillo Boulevard related to the F Modified configuration
(proposed for the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project) features at the
northbound and southbound ramp junctions with Cabrillo Boulevard. The
selected F Modified interchange configuration now includes refinements
recommended by City staff that evolved through this coordination. One of the
refinements made for interchange configuration F Modified is replacement of
the dual right-turn lane approaching the northbound on-ramp from the Hot
Springs/Cabrillo roundabout with a single right-turn lane.

Campenella - City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission

Comment 4

The draft environmental document included a photo-simulation and
discussion of the retaining walls and landscaping related to the proposed
northbound off-ramp associated with Configuration F Modified. The photo-
simulation was included as part of the Observer Viewpoint 22 (OV-22) analysis
in the draft environmental document and is found in Section 2.1.6 of the final
environmental document.

Campenella - City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission

Comment 5

The selection of Configuration F Modified requires no replacement of the Los
Patos railroad structure and has lower costs than other configurations that
proposed this work (Configurations J, M and M Modified). The HOV Lanes
project does not include replacement of the Cabrillo railroad structure
because this improvement is not essential to providing the added mainline
lane in each direction. Based on the project traffic studies, operations on
Cabrillo Boulevard are expected to be better under F Modified than the no-
build condition. Caltrans concurs that widening the Cabrillo Railroad bridge
would help to enhance pedestrian and bicycle circulation, which is currently
restricted by the railroad structure abutments. The City of Santa Barbara in
coordination with SBCAG has initiated a project to assess options and costs for
replacement of the Cabrillo Road Union Pacific Railroad structure. A
consultant has been hired to complete this work. The Santa Barbara County
Association of Governments and City staff are collaborating to identify funds
for these improvements. Caltrans will coordinate with the Cabrillo Railroad
Structure Replacement team during the design phase of the HOV Lanes
project.
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County Of Santa Barbara

Chandra L. Wallar
County Executive Officer

Executive Office

July 5, 2012

Department of Transportation

Matt Fowler, Senior Envireonmental Planner

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Email: South.Coast.101.HOV@dot.ca.gov

RE:  South Coast 101 HOV Lanes — Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Fowler:

Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

105 East Anapanmm Street, Room 406
Santa Barbara, California 93101
805-568-3400 + Fax 805-568-3414
www.countyofsb.org

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment. At this time, the County submits a comment letter from the
Planning and Development Department, drafted with input from the Public Works Department, as well as a
letter from the Fire Department. Also attached are comments provided by members of the County
Planning Commission and Montecito Planning Commission, as well as public comment letters received by

the Planning and Development Department.

The County looks forward to continued dialogue on the HOV Lanes project. If you should have further
questions, please do not hesitate to contact my office directly or Glenn Russell, Director, Planning and

Development Department, at (805) 568-2085.

Sincerely,

Q,\"\Q\«\X\DL \k GX\QV\

Chandra L. Wallar
County Executive Officer

Cc:  Renee Bahl, Assistant County Executive Officer
Glenn Russell, Director, Planning and Development Department
Scott McGolpin, Director, Public Works Department
Eric Peterson, Division Chief/Fire Marshal, Fire Department

Enclosures:  Planning and Development Department letter, July 2, 2012
Fire Department letter, May 18, 2012
Planning Commission Comments, June 6, 2012
Public Comment Letters

Renée E. Bahl Terri Maus-Nisich
Assistant County Executive Officer Assistant County Executive Officer
rbahl@co.santa-barbara.caus tmansiE@ countyofsh.org

Dennis Bozanich
Assistant to the County Executive Officer
dbozanichi@co. santa-barbara.ca.us

County of Santa Barbara
Planning and Development

Glenn S. Russell, Ph.D., Director
Dianne Black, Assistant Director

July 2, 2012

Department of Transportation

Matt Fowler, Senior Environmental Planner
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

RE: South Coast 101 HOV Lanes — Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Fowler:

The County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development Department has received the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
Project. Thank you for the opportunity to review this environmental document and provide
comments and input for your consideration. As a Responsible Agency with permitting
Jjurisdiction over the portion of the project located within the unincorporated areas of the County,
the County will be relying upon this environmental document in its permitting process.

The Planning and Development Department’s comments address the general adequacy of the
environmental analysis of the entire project, with specific emphasis on the portions of the project
within the Summerland Community Plan, Montecito Community Plan, and Toro Canyon
Community Plan areas. Consistent with Section 15096(d) of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the comments “focus on any shortcomings in the EIR. .. or on
additional alternatives or mitigation measures which the EIR should include” within the context
of each community plan.

General Comments

Coordination with Other Agencies. In addition to the Coastal Development Permit (CDP)
identified in the list of local permits required for the project, the summary discussion (Page xi)
should specify that a Final Development Plan is required by the County of Santa Barbara to
accompany the CDP. The summary correctly states that an Amendment to the Local Coastal
Program (LCP) is required in order to allow a modification to the 100-foot wetland buffer policy
(Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 9-9). In the absence of this amendment, the project would be
inconsistent with this wetland protection policy. California Coastal Commission staff has
indicated that potential project impacts to coastal wetlands would be in conflict with policies of
the California Coastal Act. Benefits of the project in other key priorities of the Coastal Act, such
as enhanced public access to coastal resources and increased recreational opportunities, would
influence consideration of a LCP Amendment and the project as a whole. On balance, the
project and associated LCP Amendment must be the most protective of coastal resources.
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To that end, the EIR should provide greater detail as to the specific ways in which the project
would enhance public access to coastal resources. As discussed further below, opportunities for
the establishment of linkages in pedestrian and bike paths along the coast, such as connecting
Santa Claus Lane with Carpinteria Avenue, Carpinteria Avenue at Highway 150 to Rincon
Beach County Park, and Evans Avenue to Padaro Lane on the south side of the highway with
Class I bike paths/pedestrian paths, should be discussed and included as part of the project as
clear project benefits.

Santa Claus Lane Streetscape Improvements, Beach Access, and Parking. The County is
currently preparing conceptual plans for streetscape improvements, beach access and parking for
Santa Claus Lane. In 2011, Caltrans District 5 staff reviewed two concept alternative plans for
Santa Claus Lane and provided initial feedback. The HOV lane project could potentially impact
design features planned for Santa Claus Lane and coordination between the County and Caltrans
will be important to ensure successful implementation of both projects. The comments below
identify specific sections where potential impacts to Santa Claus Lane should be addressed. The
following comments are specific to Santa Claus Lane.

1. Alternative 3 (widen to the inside) is the preferred build alternative in this location
because it would not require a retaining wall on Caltrans right-of-way along the southeast
end of Santa Claus Lane and it does not include median landscaping which could
potentially block ocean views.

2. As part of the project or as additional mitigation, the County requests that Caltrans
improve the substandard U.S. 101 southbound onramp on Santa Claus Lane. This request
is consistent with Toro Canyon Plan Action CIRC-TC-9.2: The County shall work with
Caltrans to investigate possible ways to calm traffic and minimize vehicle movement
conflicts on Santa Claus Lane. This investigation shall include the possible relocation of
the southbound Hwy. 101 onramp to a more northwesterly location, in order to avoid
commercial parking areas and the access for the Sand Point Road and Casa Blanca
residential developments.

The County has documented that cars travel in excess speeds on Santa Claus Lane
(posted at 25 miles per hour) in order to merge successfully on U.S. 101 southbound.
County Public Works recently concluded that a proposed roundabout at the Santa Claus
Lane/101 southbound onramp/Sand Point Road intersection is infeasible because vehicles
would not be able to reach safe merging speeds on U.S. 101 after going through the
roundabout, Consistent with Action CIRC-TC-9.2, Caltrans should evaluate alternatives
for this onramp as part of the HOV lane project. The County may still be able to pursue
the roundabout design option if changes were made to this onramp, such as increasing the
length to meet current standards.

3. The County requests as part of the project or as additional mitigation for significant
impacts to coastal resources including visual and aesthetics, the loss of Memorial Oaks,
temporary construction, noise, and multimodal circulation impacts during construction,
Caltrans should contribute funds towards the Santa Claus Lane Streetscape, Beach
Access and Parking project. For example, the conceptual plans for Santa Claus Lane

5
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include diagonal parking on both sides of Santa Claus Lane. This parking arrangement is
contingent upon Caltrans relinquishment of a right-of-way strip between the landward
side of Santa Claus Lane and U.S. 101. Support for the County’s planning effort,
including the right-of-way relinquishments, landscaping/screening, dedicated park and
ride spaces, and a commemorative area for the Memorial Oaks would help mitigate for
potentially significant HOV lane project impacts.

U.S. 101 Community Plan Policies. Page 47, 4™ paragraph, 1% sentence of the DEIR, as well as
the specific sections referenced below, should recognize that the Toro Canyon Plan (TCP),
Montecito Community Plan (MCP), and Summerland Community Plan (SCP) envision the
following opportunities to collaborate with Caltrans:

TCP:

The DEIR Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities should
discuss as part of the project or as additional mitigation how Caltrans could coordinate with the
County to implement the following Actions and Policy from the TCP:

1. Joint use Park and Ride/beach access parking on Santa Claus Lane (see the Toro Canyon
Plan, page 81);

2. Action HA-TC-2.4: The County shall work with Caltrans to place a sign along Highway
101 which recognizes the commemorative value of the historic memorial oak trees....;

3. Action CIRC-TC-4.3: The County shall coordinate with Caltrans te incorporate
appropriate park-and-ride facilities (including bike lockers, transit stops and benches)
near planned freeway interchange improvement projects;

4. Policy CIRC-TC-5: The County shall encourage Caltrans to accommodate planned
bicycle facilities in the design and construction of new highway overpasses and/or work
on existing overpasses.

5. Action CIRC-TC-9.2: The County shall work with Caltrans to investigate possible ways
to calm traffic and minimize vehicle movement conflicts on Santa Claus Lane. This
investigation shall include the possible relocation of the southbound Hwy. 101 onramp to
a more northwesterly location, in order to avoid commercial parking areas and the
access for the Sand Point Road and Casa Blanca residential developments.

SCP:

The DEIR Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities should
discuss as part of the project or as additional mitigation how Caltrans could coordinate with the
County to implement the following SCP Action:

1. Action PRT-S-1.4: The County shall consider a freeway overpass or underpass in the
vicinity of Greenwell Avenue as a high priority as an alternative beach access route. If
Sfunds are available, a second freeway crossing in the center of the community would also
be desired.

The DEIR Section 2.1.6 Visual/Aesthetics should discuss as part of the project or as additional
mitigation how Caltrans could coordinate with the County to implement the following SCP
Policy:
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1. Policy VIS-S-6: The Evans Avenue/Lillie Avenue/Ortega Hill Road underpass and
intersection shall be enhanced to create an inviting, aesthetic entrance to the I 8
Summerland community and the beach area.

MCP:

The DEIR Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities should

discuss as part of the project or as additional mitigation how Caltrans could coordinate with the

County to implement the following MCP Action:

1. Action CIRC-M-1.6.2: The County shall support efforts by the City of Santa Barbara and
Caltrans to signalize the intersection of Olive Mill, Coast Village Road, and the U.S. 101 9
ramps (within the Santa Barbara City Limits) for LOS C at build-out.

Summerland Community Plan (SCP) Update. The County of Santa Barbara is in the process
of updating the 1992 SCP and design guidelines. More information about the updated plan and
design guidelines can be found at the following website:

hitp://longrange.sbeountyplanning.org/planareas/summerland/summerland. php

Adoption of the updated plan and design guidelines by the Board of Supervisors is anticipated in
winter 2012, with Coastal Commission certification anticipated in early 2014. )

The Highway 101 HOV Lanes project would be subject to this plan when adopted. The draft
updated plan does not contain any highway widening specific policies, but encourages 10
reunification of community with the ocean and enhanced coastal and multi-modal connection.

Overall Traffic Impacts. The DEIR does not adequately discuss all the project-level traffic
impacts resulting from the project. The Forecast Operations Report, dated October 19, 2009, “is
to provide requisite technical traffic support information for the PS&E and environmental phases
of the Highway 101 HOV Widening Project” (Study Purpose, Page 1). This report concludes
that the proposed project will have significant project-level traffic impacts to a total of nine
intersections, and significant cumulative traffic impacts at a total of 15 intersections (Intersection
Operational Results, Page 4) throughout the region from Carpinteria to Goleta. The DEIR
references this study, but does not disclose these significant adverse traffic impacts or explain 11
why the impacts were not disclosed. The DEIR, rather, concludes that there are no traffic
impacts as a result of the proposed project. The conclusions of the Forecast Operations Report
should be incorporated into the DEIR in order to fully inform the public and decision makers of
the traffic impacts of the project.

Specific Comments
1.2.2 Need

Figure 1-3, Page 11. This table should be described in the text to aid in the public’s

understanding of the data provided in the graphic. 112

1.3.1 Build Alternatives
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Build Alternatives. Page 12, 1* paragraph. This discussion states that “All build alternatives

would be built mainly within the existing public right-of-way with only slight variations between | 13
all three.” Please describe or clarify what is meant by the word “mainly” in terms of the

instances when the project alternatives extend beyond the right-of-way.

Cabrillo Boulevard Interchange. Page 17. This discussion describes the proposed changes to
the Cabrillo interchange. However, the DEIR provides no discussion of the reasons for changes
and why the changes are necessary. During the joint review of the DEIR by the County Planning
Commission (CPC) and Montecito Planning Commission (MPC) on June 6, 2012, several
Commissioners expressed an interest in retaining at least some of the left-hand ramps at this
interchange as well as the Sheffield Drive interchange. They also questioned the need for
replacing these left-hand ramps with right-hand on and off ramps.

14

The DEIR includes a thorough analysis of alternative configurations for the Cabrillo interchange.
However, as discussed at the joint CPC/MPC hearing on June 6, 2012, the DEIR contains no
discussion of alternative configurations for the Sheffield Drive interchange. If no alternatives to
the proposed standard diamond-shaped interchange are feasible, including potential closure of
the southbound left-hand ramps and retention of the existing northbound ramps, this should be
discussed in the EIR.

15

Utility Undergrounding. Page 16, bullet 4. Specify whether existing above ground utilities I 16
would be placed underground. MCP Policy LU-M-2.3 supports undergrounding of utilities.

1.3.4 Comparison of Alternatives

Table 1.2 Comparison of Alternatives with Similarities. Table 1.2, which identifies where
there are similarities between the three build alternatives within the project limits, is not
informative without an accompanying graphic. Additional graphics to help describe the
proposed project alternatives should be included in Chapter 1 and not relegated to the technical
appendices in order for the DEIR to better function as an informational document.

|17

1.4 Permits and Approvals Needed

Table 1.4 Permits and Approval Required for Proposed Project. Table 1.4 should be revised
to reflect that a Final Development Plan and Local Coastal Program (LCP) Amendment will be
required by the County of Santa Barbara in addition to the Coastal Development Permit.

|18

2.1.1.1 Existing and Future Land Use

Montecito. Page 37. There is a discrepancy in the acreages assigned to the unincorporated

Montecito Community Plan area. In one place it refers to total land area of approximately 8,320 | 49
acres, whereas elsewhere it states that there are approximately 9,984 acres in the Mountain

Subarea. Please correct.
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Table 2.1 Proposed Development. Table 2.1 incorrectly identifies the County of Santa Barbara
as being the jurisdiction for the Milpas to Hot Springs Road Operational Improvements project 20
and Linden Avenue to Casitas Pass Road Interchanges project. Please correct.

2.1.1.2 Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans

Highway 101 Corridor Design Guidelines. Page 42, last paragraph. The US 101 Corridor
Design Guidelines, as adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1999, is also included in the
[comprehensive] plan. Correct the text as follows: U8 Highway 101 Corridor Design

Guidelines.
21

Additionally, the Highway 101 Corridor Design Guidelines is not a part of the Comprehensive
Plan, It is a set of design criteria intended to be implemented in the Coastal Zone through Section
35-102E (HC - Highway 101 Corridor Overlay District) of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance.
Consistent with the Land Use Element, South Coast Policies, Policy #6, the County encourages
all agencies (including Caltrans) working within the Highway 101 Corridor to design projects to
comply with the Highway 101 Corridor Design Guidelines.

Highway Widening Community Plan Policies. Page 47, 4 paragraph, 1¥ sentence. It is incorrect

that no community plan has specific policies for widening of U.S. 101. MCP Policy CIRC-M-3.8
requires community review for all widening and interchange improvements. SCP Action VIS-5-6.1 I 22
requires Caltrans, the County, and community groups to develop design criteria for underpass
plans. Page 47 should mention these policies and discuss completed and proposed community
review efforts.

Environmental Consequences. Page 48, 3™ paragraph. This discussion mistakenly identifies
the stream buffer limits as being 100 feet in urban areas and 50 feet in rural areas, when in fact it
is the opposite (i.e. 50 feet in urban areas and 100 feet in rural areas). In addition, please add the
Toro Canyon Plan to the list of plans that contain buffer limits.

23

MCP Tree Protection Policies. Page 48, 4™ paragraph, 2" sentence. Add the MCP to the list of
plans that include protection and preservation of trees and landscaping as scenic resources. The
following MCP policies protect specimen and native trees:

Policy BIO-M-1.15: To the maximum extent feasible, specimen trees shall be preserved... Native
o1 non-native trees that have unusual scenic or aesthetic quality, have important historic value,
or are unique due to species type or location shall be preserved to the maximum extent feasible.

24

Development Standard BIO-M-1.15.1: All existing specimen trees shall be protected from
damage or removal by development to the maximum extent feasible.

Policy BIO-M-1.16: All existing native trees regardless of size that have biological value shall be
preserved to the maximum extent feasible.

Development Standard BIO-M-1.16.1: Where native trees of biological value may be impacted
by new development... a Tree Protection Plan shall be required... A report shall be prepared by
a County approved arborist/biologist which indicates measures to be taken to protect affected
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trees where standard measures are determined to be inadequate. If necessary, an appropriate
replacement/replanting program may be required...

Design Guidelines References. Page 48, 5" paragraph, 2" sentence. Correct the text as follows:
Santa Barbara County Highway 101 Corridor Design Guidelines.

Page 48, 6" paragraph, 1°' sentence. Correct the text as follows: “The project would also
potentially conflict with the City of Santa Barbara Ceunty Coastal Parkway Design
Guidelines...” Page 49, 1% sentence, same correction. 25

Page 50, Table 2.2 Potential Policy Inconsistencies, Scenic and Visual Resources, row 1. Correct
the text to: Santa Barbara County Highway 101 Corridor Design Guidelines. As noted earlier, the
County recommends that Caltrans comply with the design guidelines. In addition to the listed
Guideline L-3, there are more guidelines addressing scenic and visual resources including:

$16: Sound barriers and walls should be carefully designed to minimize aesthetic impacts on
freeway users as well as on surrounding areas...

L1: To the maximum extent feasible, all development, including expansion of U.S. Highway
101, shall incorporate provisions for landscaping to preserve the scenic and visual amenities
which exist along the affected transportation corridor, or to replace such landscaping with
comparable scenic and visual amenities. To the extent feasible, the historic landscaping
scheme shall be preserved and restored.

Specimen Tree Protection. Page 50 and Table 2.2. Provide a discussion of project consistency

with SCP and MCP native and specimen tree protection policies (SCP Policy BIO-8-6 and MCP l 26
Policy BIO-M-1.15). The DEIR should include an exhibit showing the quantity, species, size, and
location of specimen and native trees proposed for removal.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. Page 51, 2™ paragraph. The list of
local coastal policies with which the three build alternatives would potentially conflict should
include biological resources, since the project’s encroachment into the 100-foot buffer of several
wetlands is in violation of Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 9-9. Wetland setbacks are referenced
later in the paragraph, so this appears to be a simple oversight.

2.1.1.3 Coastal Zone

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. This discussion, beginning on page

52, should be corrected to reflect that a Final Development Plan is required by the County of 28
Santa Barbara in addition to the Coastal Development Permit. This change should be made
throughout the document where applicable.

2.1.1.4 Parks and Recreation

County Parks. Page 53, 3" paragraph, and page 57, Table 2.3. Add Santa Claus Lane, an area
extensively used by the public although no official beach access easement exists. Add Loon |29
Point, an open public beach access area immediately west of Toro Canyon. Loon Point has a

parking lot on the north side of Padaro Lane with trail access to the beach.

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project « M - 103



Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes - Draft EIR Comments
July 2, 2012
Page 8§

2.1.2 Growth

Growth Assumptions. Page 59, 5" paragraph. Please explain the basis for assuming a 55

percent growth in the population of Hope Ranch by 2040. Also, the reference to City of Santa | 30
Barbara/Mission Canyon should note that Mission Canyon is not part of the City; it is an
unincorporated community in Santa Barbara County.

2.1.3 Community Impacts

Census Year. Page 67, 3" paragraph, 1% sentence. The demographics section references the I a1
2000 census. The DEIR should use 2010 census information.

2.1.5 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Intersection Safety. In addition to the proposed left exit ramps that would be reconfigured, the
document should describe the safety conditions, such as those that do not meet design standards

or have higher collision rates, for all on/off ramps. Safety issues and recommended improvements 32
should be disclosed in the text of the DEIR for all ramps and intersections within the project study

area. During review of the DEIR by the County and Montecito Planning Commissions, as well as

during the community workshops that preceded these hearings, many local residents expressed

concern regarding the substandard length of this Posilipo Lane southbound on-ramp and the

hazardous condition it presents to motorists entering the highway. They have requested Caltrans to
consider incorporating improvements to this facility as part of the proposed project.

Sheffield Interchange. For the Sheffield Interchange and southbound auxiliary lanes, the DEIR
should include conceptual plans, review at least three different alternatives, and discuss affected l 33
intersections. The alternatives should explore various ramp configurations, landscaping options,

and highway widths while considering impacts to skyline trees, protected views, and noise.

Existing Baseline. The Forecast Operations Report should be amended to include the auxiliary
lane at Sheffield Interchange under TA-B (build), which was evaluated under TA-C (build + 4 I 34
auxiliary lanes), since a southbound auxiliary lane is part of the project.

LOS Intersection Thresholds. The Caltrans LOS D intersection threshold is applicable within

areas of State jurisdiction. Intersections under County jurisdiction are subject to unique

thresholds in each planning area: I 35
* Summerland: LOS B: see SCP, page 69.
* Montecito: LOS standards vary by intersection; see MCP, page 66.
* Toro Canyon: 1LOS B; see TCP, Policy CIRC-TC-2, page 84.

Caltrans should update the DEIR text and appendices to reflect community plan LOS thresholds and
analysis for intersections 26, 29, 34, 36, 38, and any others in the County jurisdiction.
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Environmental Consequences. Table 2.14 indicates that the northbound afternoon peak period
hours of delay (last row of the table) would be greater under the build alternatives than the no |
build alternatives. Please explain the reason for this or correct if the numbers are incorrect.
Traffic Redistribution, Page 99, 2" paragraph. Except for modifications associated with the
Cabrillo Interchange, no improvements associated with the project would address delay changes
from traffic redistribution affecting area intersections. The DEIR should identify and analyze all
delay changes and traffic redistribution, and recommend safety and circulation improvements for
the entire corridor.  The Olive Mill Road and Coast Village Road intersection, discussed further
below, is one example of an intersection that would be adversely impacted by the proposed project
and for which no mitigation is proposed.

37

Olive Mill and Coast Village Road Intersection. Page 101. The DEIR recommends signalization
of three interchanges within the City of Santa Barbara, but does not include the Olive Mill Road
seven-way intersection. MCP Action CIRC-M-1.6.2 encourages a signal at the intersection of Olive
Mill Road, Coast Village Road, and freeway on-ramps for LOS C at build-out. The DEIR divides
the Olive Mill/Coast Village intersection into 3 intersections for the purpose of level-of-service
analysis. This methodology does not appropriately portray the poor level-of-service experienced
by the intersection users, which has been measured as Level of Service F using actual average
vehicle delay rather than volume counting. The DEIR does show that the proposed project will
decrease the level-of-service at the intersection. The DEIR should be amended to show that the
proposed project will have a significant impact to this intersection and demonstrate how that
impact will be mitigated. While MCP Action CIRC-M-1.6.2 calls for the signalization of that
intersection, other solutions, including potentially a roundabout, may be more effective
mitigation given the confusing nature of that intersection.

38

Primary and Secondary Intersections and LOS. Page 105, Table 2.19 only indentifies LOS for
primary and secondary intersections that would be rebuilt. Section 2.1.5 of the DEIR should identify
LOS for all affected primary and secondary intersections, and include in the text a summary chart
comparing LOS for existing, project, and no-build conditions. ag

The DEIR should state why under Table 2.19 the Sheffield Interchange LOS would degrade
under all Cabrillo Interchange options compared to no-build conditions.

Safety. Page 107, 1% paragraph, states that each ramp with a higher than expected accident level
will be closed or rebuilt to current standards. The DEIR should specify whether the
improvements would be limited to the left exit ramps mentioned under Collision Rates on page
89, 3" paragraph.

Page 3 of the Forecast Operations Report indicates the on-ramps from Santa Claus Lane to
Carpinteria Street southbound and between San Ysidro Road and Olive Mill Road in both directions
do not meet design standards. All traffic assessments analyzed in the Forecast Operations Report
should be discussed in the DEIR. The DEIR should disclose the existing and future safety
conditions in both directions between Olive Mill Road and San Ysidro Road and consider
mitigation measures.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements. Page 107, 3" paragraph. The paragraph states that the
HOV project would not preclude bicycle and pedestrian improvements desired by local agencies
or permanently affect facilities, including the Caltrans Pacific Coast Bike Route. This is not
entirely correct. Please provide additional details for each of the following planning areas:

Toro Canyon: The retaining wall included in Alternatives 1 and 2 (page 5 of 12 in Appendix H,
Project Mapping) would preclude some of the concept plan design features for Santa Claus Lane,
which include securing right-of-way easements from Caltrans on the landward side of Santa
Claus Lane to provide the space required for proposed sidewalks and parking improvements.
Thus, the County cannot finalize design plans for this segment of Santa Claus Lane until it is
known whether the preferred HOV project includes the retaining walls along Santa Claus Lane.

Summerland and Montecito: The SCP contains specific Park, Recreation, Trail (PRT) corridors
that under Action PRT-S-2.3 “shall be kept clear from encroachment by new uses or
development, to the extent reasonably feasible.” Additionally, under the Santa Barbara County
Coastal Zoning Ordinance (Article IT), Section 35-191 (Summerland) and Section 35-215
(Montecito), the project is subject to the SCP and MCP Overlay findings that “development will
not adversely impact recreational facilities and uses.”

The DEIR should discuss how the project would affect the following Montecito and Summerland

PRT corridors:
o Via Real: Alternative 2 retaining walls on the northbound side would affect the ability to
expand the bike path along the south side of Via Real and Lillie Avenue.

o Evans Avenue and Padaro Lane: Bridge widening would affect existing and future multi-

modal circulation during and after construction.

s Wallace Avenue Bike Path: SCP Action CIRC-S-12.3 envisions a Class [ bike path along
the south side of U.S. 101. Evaluate whether the project would affect the ability to
develop a Class I bike path along this corridor.

s North and South Jameson Lane: Consider the impacts of proposed soundwalls on
existing facilities and future expansion of adopted bikeways. Identify mitigation
measures that could address potential impacts.

The 101 Operational Improvements project included provision for walking and biking
through the Cabrillo Boulevard Interchange with Caltrans standard accommodations in the
form of sidewalks, class I and II bike lanes. Since that time, the project team has failed to
gain Union Pacific’s permission to implement these proposed accommodations under its
right of way via a new tunnel. Union Pacific has suggested a different accommodation that
requires replacement of the Union Pacific Railroad bridge with a wider road section under it.
These bike and pedestrian accommodations were included as a part of the City’s Coastal
Development Permit to widen Highway 101 in the vicinity. The DEIR does not indicate that
this bike/pedestrian improvement is no longer proposed. The DEIR simply concludes on
page 102 that the project will maintain the continuity of existing and future bike and/or
pedestrian paths as a part of all interchange configurations. This is not true. The DEIR does
not describe how the class I bike path or sidewalk will be impacted by the removal of the
center traffic signal. The DEIR does not describe how bikes and pedestrians are to transition

41

42

43
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under the Union Pacific Railroad Bridge where there are no accommodations for
pedestrians. We concur with the City of Santa Barbara staff that this must be described and
addressed appropriately, both as a change to the environment and based on the project’s
consistency with the City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Plan, which requires improvement
of pedestrian and bicycle access with the widening of Highway 101. We believe that
replacement of the Union Pacific Bridge will be necessary to provide a safe and appropriate
bicycle and pedestrian facility, and would enhance circulation with the two Cabrillo
southbound diamond intersection configurations by providing additional space for a
dedicated right turn lane for the southbound on ramp.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Routes. Page 107. This discussion references the desire by local
agencies to improve bicyele and pedestrian circulation within the project limits. The County of
Santa Barbara echoes the City of Carpinteria’s interest in establishing a Class [ bike
path/pedestrian trail to connect Santa Claus Lane to Carpinteria Avenue and a Class I bike
path/pedestrian trail to connect Carpinteria Avenue at Highway 150 to Rincon Beach County
Park. An additional Class I bike path along the south side of the highway connecting Evans
Avenue (Lookout Park) with Padaro Lane is envisioned in the Summerland Community Plan
(Action CIRC-8-12.3). County staff encourages Caltrans to consider incorporating these
improvements into the analysis of project alternatives. California Coastal Commission staff has
indicated that enhancing public access to coastal resources must be demonstrated in order to
balance against the impacts of the project on coastal resources including wetlands. To this end,
the EIR should provide greater detail as to the specific ways in which the project would enhance
public access to coastal resources in a regionally important manner, particularly with regard to
alternative transportation modes that also serve the goal of decreasing greenhouse gas emissions
and play a critical role in reducing traffic congestion through the project corridor. These projects
would help to close gaps in bicycle and pedestrian facilities and connect coastal areas.

2.1.6 Visual/Aesthetics

County Comprehensive Plan Visual Impacts. Analysis of observer viewpoints should consider
significant visual resources, as noted in the Comprehensive Plan Open Space Element and the
County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, which have aesthetic value and
include:

* Scenic highway corridors.

o Parks and recreational areas.

o Views of coastal bluffs, streams, lakes, estuaries, rivers, water sheds, mountains, and

cultural resource sites.
e Scenic areas.

Evans Avenue Undercrossing. The following SCP policy and action should be taken into
account when considering design and mitigation measures for expansion of the underpass at
Evans Avenue:

Policy VIS-8-6: The Evans Avenue/Lillie Avenue/Ortega Hill Road underpass and
intersection shall be enhanced to create an inviting, aesthetic entrance to the Summerland
community and the beach area.
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Action VIS-8-6.1: The County, Caltrans and SCA shall work together to develop design
criteria which should be used in the underpass plans. View Corridor Overlay Distriet. Page 110. The View Corridor Overlay District (Article II,
The DEIR should discuss construction and operational visual impacts from bridge expansion at Se;' 351_-196(%’ wi:uch Prcge]c ts&;oa;ta;’:é;w cgmdors {m\; U'S .Iv]‘lm’ 1s.m1?ju?g ﬁ,[?r th;qISCUSSIOB
Evans Avenue and include a site plan and elevations. under the Larpinteria Sa t Marsh, Sy BRI M N Cor i Ses chiom
Corridor overlays extend along the coast south of U.S. 101:
SCP View Corridors. The SCP (page 137) identifies and protects the following views and * From Via Real on the north to the Pacific Ocean to the south, from just south of Padaro
visual resources that could be affected by the project: Lane for appmx1mﬂteh.f 2,?.50 feet to the end of Santa Claus Lane. ) 49
. ¢ South of U.S. 101, beginning at Padaro Lane Interchange and spanning west
* Padaro Lane area view corridor of the foothills, ocean, and Loon Point. approximately 3500 feet.
¢ Summerland from U.8.101. ¢ South of U.S.101, beginning at the industrial QAD parcel terminating at Fernald Point in
¢ Eucalyptus groves at Padaro Lane. 45 Montecito, spanning approximately 4500 feet.
e Lillie Avenue and the "Downtown" of Summerland.
« Jostens Hill. Community Plan References. Page 111, Padaro Unit. Correct text as follows: “This unit I 50
Maintaining these views and character is required under the following SCP policies: e s e e ed Toro Canyon area between the City of Carpinteria and the
unincorporated community of Summerland.”
Policy VIS-S-3: Public views from Summerland to the ocean and from the Highway to the
Jfoothills shall be protected and enhanced, Where practical, private views shall also be Memorial Oaks. Page 115. The DEIR references the recommendations developed by the
protected. Memorial Oaks Focus Review Group to achieve the goal of minimizing project impacts to the |51
Policy VIS-S-4: New development in Summerland shall be compatible with and shall enhance memorial Oaks and reviving their commemorative significance. These recommendations should
the community's architectural character. be specifically identified in the EIR and not merely referenced in order to better inform the
. . - L public and decision makers.
Further information and analysis is needed to determine if the soundwalls, Sheffield Interchange
and .al}x1llary lane, tree rf:moval, Padaro Lane and Evans Av‘enue Bl:ldge w1deru.ng, Aliema{lve 2 Additional Observer Viewpoints. Page 115. Page 109 acknowledges that local policies protect
retaining walls/landscaping, and clear panels would be consistent with SCP policies protecting visual resources. The DEIR should include the following observer viewpoints based on
views and visual character (Policy VIS-8-3, VIS-S8-4, and VIS-S-7). community plan policies:
MCP View Corridors. The MCP (see page 123) identifies scenic primary corridors, including Summerland Landscape Asses‘sment Uf‘it: . .
“U.S. Highway 101 which has views to the south of curving beaches with rocky headlands and to * Padaro Lane overpass in both directions (Policy VIS-5-3 and VIS-8-7). )
the north of chaparral covered mountains.” The following MCP policy protects views from * Summerland (between #11 and #12) towards the underpass at Evans Avenue (Policy
public roads: VIS-8-4, VIS-8-6, and Action VIS-§-6.1).
Policy VIS-M-1.3: Development of property should minimize impacts lo open space views as 46 A L L roiile 'Sum_merland f1.-om .#1 . -a.nd e e a.n.d VIS-S-‘?)'
seen from public roads and viewpoints e Crest of Ortega Hill from both directions; include the proposed auxiliary lane in the
: analysis (Policy VIS-M-1.3 and VIS-S-3). 52
The Montecito Landscape Unit analysis should consider impacts on views from scenic primary o #10,#11, and #12 with clear panel soundwalls (Policy VIS-S-3 and VIS-S-4).

corridors and public roads . :
P Montecito Landscape Assessment Unit:

Toro Canyon Reference. Page 109, 3" paragraph. Add Toro Canyon to the list of | a7 ¢ Public beach at Fernald Point towards the proposed retaining walls on the bluff (Policy

unincorporated communities. VIS-M-1.3).
. ) Carpinteria Salt Marsh and Padaro Landscape Unit:
Santa Claus Lane. Page 110, 2 paragraph. Add the commercial development along Santa e The view to Santa Claus Lane beach from southbound U.S. 101 (Development Standard
Claus Lane and the highway commercial projects at the eastern Padaro Lane/101 interchange, VIS-TC-1.1).
both of which are visible from U.S. 101. |48
Page 111, 2™ paragraph. Add the view to Santa Claus Lane Beach and the views of the Santa Carpinteria Salt Marsh Unit. Page 129. This unit includes important views of Santa Claus
Claus Lane business district from U.S. 101 as an important visual element in the Carpinteria Salt Lane beach, particularly from U.S. 101 southbound near the Santa Claus Lane exit. The
Marsh Unit. assessment should include the existing condition and proposed conditions from Alternative 1, 2,

and 3 for the views of Santa Claus Lane beach. It should also be noted that Caltrans has a large
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storage yard in the right-of-way between U.S. 101 and Santa Claus Lane. The storage yard,
which can block views of the ocean, should be assessed as part of the existing visual setting. An
additional observer viewpoint should be positioned between #4 and #5 near the Santa Claus Lane
exit to specifically access visual impacts. The analysis needs to clarify if Alternative 1 and 2,
which include new median planting, would block views of Santa Claus Lane beach from U.S.

101 or the ocean.

Padaro Lane Views. Page 138, Observer Viewpoint 5A, from U.S. 101 west of South Padaro
Lane looking southbound. There is no discussion of the visual impact of the soundwall as viewed
from Padaro Lane, which is often used by bicyclists traveling between Summerland and
Carpinteria.

Soundwall Plantings. Page 139. Alternatives 1 and 3 do not describe how the planting along the
soundwall will occur.

Padaro Lane Impacts. Page 142, Summary — Padaro Landscape Assessment Unit, Although the
proposed soundwall would not block views of the ocean, salt marsh or Santa Ynez Mountains,
what are the visual impacts on the Padaro Lane side of the soundwall? Would any planting occur
on the Padaro Lane side to minimize the urbanizing effect of the wall?

Santa Claus Lane Construction Impacts. Page 210. This section needs to specifically detail
what the visual impacts will be at the Caltrans maintenance/storage yard along Santa Claus Lane.
Currently, the storage of construction materials and debris at this yard can overwhelm the visual
character of this important recreational asset, as well as impact the business community and
nearby residential areas. At times the pile of debris towers over the fence and minimal
landscaping that currently exists on the site, obstructing views of the ocean from the highway.
To reduce the visual impacts during construction, the stockpiles should be lowered and screened
from view with appropriate landscaping and fencing. Caltrans should consult with the County
on an appropriate plant palette and planting locations to help ensure compatibility with the
conceptual plan for the area. Once construction is completed, the County strongly recommends
permanent removal of any remaining stockpiles in order to help mitigate effects on visual
resources, provide for the long-term protection of views of the coast from the highway, and
preserve the visual character of this important recreational area.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. Page 211. The mitigation measures
identified to reduce the project’s visual impacts lack sufficient detail with which to evaluate their
efficacy in reducing impacts and to understand what the project would look like with their
incorporation. Greater detail and specificity should be provided where possible. Visual graphics
to aid in depicting the mitigation measures applied to the project may be helpful and should be
considered. Caltrans is encouraged to make every effort to soften the visual impacts of any
soundwalls constructed, including techniques such as varying the finish of the walls, modifying
their placement to avoid a single unified wall, and through the use of landscaping and/or public
art. As with the Milpas Street and Cacique Street undercrossings in the City of Santa Barbara,
Caltrans may wish to consider aesthetic upgrades at the Evans Avenue and Sheffield Drive
interchanges as mitigation of visual impacts of the project. Features could include scored,
stamped and/or colored concrete forms, public art, decorative lighting and landscaping. These
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design details will be worked out during the permit review process, including review of the
project by the South County and Montecito Boards of Architectural Review as well as through
working with the locally appointed Design Review Team.

Mitigation measures should also be identified to reduce construction-related impacts given the
extended length of the proposed construction. In addition, the County strongly recommends
Caltrans to consider, as a mitigation measure to help reduce the visual impacts of the project, the
removal of the stockpiles along Santa Claus Lane. This area is located within a View Corridor
Overlay identified in the County’s Coastal Land Use Plan and is intended to protect unobstructed
views of the coast from the highway.

2.1.7 Cultural Resources

Archeological Site Report. To complete our review of archeological impacts and mitigations,
the County needs additional information on the Via Real redeposited midden site (CA-SBA-
3943). Specifically, we would like a copy of the Archeological Site Report for CA-SBA-3943.
With the understanding that this report is confidential, please contact Joyce Gerber, County
Archeologist, at jgerber(@co.santa-barbara.ca.us or (805) 934-6265 to arrange for us to receive a
copy of the report.

Memorial Qaks. Page 214. The TCP (Table 13) identifies U.S. 101 between Nidever Road and
Toro Canyon Road “Eligible as a County Place of Historic Merit” based on the oak trees planted
in memory of soldiers who died in World War I, known as the Memorial Oaks. The DEIR
discusses the Memorial Oaks in the Visual and Aesthetic section, stating they are not eligible as
a historical resource. The Cultural Resource section should also include a short discussion of the
historic significance of the Memorial Oaks in relationship to the TCP designation of this resource
as potentially a place of historic merit.

Local Historical Significance. The DEIR suggests that potential historic resources were
evaluated for significance at the local level, not just the national level. However, this is not
always clear or explicit. For example, page 221, 2™ bullet, states that 108 Pierpont Avenue “was
determined eligible, at the local level of significance.” Conversely, page 224, last paragraph,
indicates that historical properties considered in the impact analysis include only resources listed
or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NHRP) or resources considered historic
for the purposes CEQA,; a discussion of local significance is omitted. The DEIR needs to clarify
whether any structures important at the local level (i.e., eligible as County Landmarks or Places
of Historic Merit) would be affected.

Area of Potential Effects Buffer. Page 216, 1* paragraph. The DEIR states that a buffer around
the outer limits of anticipated ground-disturbing activities is included within the archaeological
Area of Potential Effects to accommodate construction and minor design changes. The 2008
Historic Property Survey Report (Kirkish, 2008) states that the buffer is 10-120 feet. However,
the buffer extent and location should be made clear in the DEIR.

Historic Properties in the Architectural Area of Potential Effects. A summary description of
the potential historic resources within the project area is provided beginning on page 21 8. An
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exhibit depicting the location of these historic properties on a map would help to better I
understand their relationship to the project. Such an exhibit should be included in the body of
the EIR and not relegated to a technical appendix.

County Comprehensive Plan and Cultural Resources. Page 225, 1* paragraph. The DEIR

states that all three alternatives would result in impacts to CA-SBA-3943. The County

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element Historical and Archaeological Sites Policy 1 and Coastal | 62
Land Use Plan Policy 10-1 specify that “all available measures... shall be explored to avoid
development on significant historic, prehistoric, archaeological and other classes of cultural

sites.” The DEIR should discuss why CA-SBA-3943 cannot be avoided.

Data Recovery Plan. Page 226, 2" bullet. The Data Recovery Plan should include a research

design that would inform data recovery—what will be collected, how it will be collected, and 63
what will be analyzed. The plan should follow to the Santa Barbara County Cultural

Resources Guidelines for preparation of a Phase 3 Data Recovery Plan. For projects in the

County, the Chumash tribes should have an opportunity to participate in crafting the Data

Recovery Plan.

2.2.1 Hydrology and Floodplain

Toro Canyon Drainage and Project Details, The TCP area experiences local drainage

problems in the vicinity of the HOV lane project, particularly along the southeastern end of

Padaro Lane where runoff exceeds the capacity of local drainage channels and along the

southeast end of Santa Claus Lane in the business area. The HOV lane project proposes to add 52
acres of new impervious surface to the project area overall. There is not enough detail in this 64
section to determine what is proposed to ensure that existing drainage problems are not

exacerbated. The document states that the project will be designed to meet the post construction
runoff requirements in the Construction General Permit, or the new Caltrans NPDES Permit if
applicable. These requirements should be specified. Will post-development runoff volumes

exceed pre-development volumes?

Bluff Development. The DEIR should address SCP bluff drainage requirements for the
Sheffield Interchange and auxiliary lane (Policy GEO-S-3, Action GEO-S-3.2, and Action GEO-
S-3.3).

|65

Arroyo Paredon Creek. Page 232, 2" paragraph. The project would replace the bridge and
proposes a soundwall on the south side of U.S. 101 within the floodplain of Arroyo Paredon
Creek. The DEIR states that the new bridge would have more capacity than the existing one and
the proposed soundwall would be designed to pass flood flows. Please clarify the existing
capacity of the bridge and the proposed capacity with the project. Specify the design features to
be included to ensure the soundwall would pass flood flows.

Ias

Soundwalls and Montecito Creek. Page 232, 4" paragraph. Quantify how much of the 100-
year flow escapes the main channel and describe design features that would pass flood flows for
each bridge.

|67
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Drainage Design. Page 233. This paragraph only describes the portions of the project that were
dropped from consideration due to significant impacts. This paragraph should also include the
measures that are included in project design to minimize and/or mitigate impacts.

|es

Arroyo Paredon Creek and Flooding. Page 242, Arroyo Paredon Creek. This section should
also note that where the creek passes under U.S. 101 and discharges to the ocean is also subject I
to flooding.

2.2.3 Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography

Retaining Walls. The DEIR should provide a site plan and elevations for the two proposed I 70
retaining walls along the bluff at the Sheffield Interchange.

Special Problems Area (SPA). Approximately 3,500 linear feet of the project bisects the
Summerland SPA. This portion requires a geology/soils report and review by the County Special
Problems Committee. The Committee must find that the project would not impact existing
drainage (Policy FLD-S-2 and Action GEQ-S-2.2). This will occur during the County permit
process for the project.

7

Coastal Bluff. SCP policies regulate bluff top development through setbacks, drainage

requirements, and design (Policy GEO-8-3, Action GEO-8-3.1, Action GEO-S-3.2, and Action
GEO-§-3.3). The DEIR and geologic reports should analyze whether the Sheffield Interchange 72
improvements would affect bluff retreat rates. Under Section 2.5, Cumulative Impacts, the DEIR
should discuss how sea level rise would affect bluff retreat.

2.2.5 Hazardous Waste or Materials

Contaminated Soil. Pages 267 and 283. The DEIR should address the reuse of aerially

deposited lead contaminated soil. For example, it should specify whether the soil would be

reused, and if so, where it would be reused. Alteratively, if the soil is diverted, the DEIR should 73
clarify where and how it would be disposed of. SCP Policy RISK-8-1 requires that “safety

measures shall be provided to minimize the potential for risk of upset and public safety impacts...
Sensitive uses should be accounted for and impacts should be mitigated to the maximum extent
feasible.”

0il Wells. Page 265, 2™ paragraph. The Site Investigation Report did not discover any

abandoned oil wells. Numerous known and unknown abandoned oil wells exist along the coast in
Summerland near the project. The mitigation measures should include the following SCP

requirement: 74

Policy HAZ-S-1: If any abandoned oil wells are discovered, State Department of
Conservation, Division of Qil and Gas abandonment removal procedures shall be followed.

In addition, the mitigation section should reference the safety and abandonment procedures on
page 11 of the Site Investigation Report to address unknown oil wells that are discovered during
construction.
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Site #27. Page 265, 3" paragraph. Site #27 refers to the former Iron Horse gasoline service
station, but does not correlate to Table 2.4 or Figure 2-18. The DEIR needs to reference the
separate project under which tank removal would occur.

|75

Asbestos Mitigation. Page 266, 3" paragraph. For removal of asbestos from the Padaro Lane
overpass and Evans underpass, the mitigation section should reference the Asbestos and Lead- |76
containing Paint Survey abatement recommendations.

2.2.6 Air Quality

Page 277, 2™ paragraph. The last sentence in this paragraph should be corrected to include the I 77
Sheffield Drive interchange among the intersections to be reconfigured as part of the project.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. Pages 282 through 286. Among the
mitigation measures identified to reduce construction-related and operational air quality impacts,

the County also recommends that Caltrans consider mitigation measures that would enhance 78
opportunities for alternative modes of transportation within the project corridor. Such

improvements could reduce the reliance on vehicle use, thereby helping to reduce greenhouse

gas emissions and other pollutants generated by fossil fuel consumption. As discussed earlier in

our comments, two specific opportunities for bike/pedestrian path improvements in the

Carpinteria area could help to offset air emissions generated by the extensive construction

activities as well as the increases in operational emissions.

2.2.7 Noise

Short-term Construction Impacts. The DEIR should analyze noise construction impacts and
duration. Generally, in the county, a construction site located within 1,600 feet of any noise-

sensitive use of would generate a potentially significant short-term noise impact requiring 79
mitigation (Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, Noise Thresholds). Possible

measures to mitigate this impact include limiting construction within 1,600 feet of sensitive

receptors to weekdays between the hours of 8 AM to 5 PM; noise attenuation barriers and

muffling of grading equipment may also be required. The DEIR should include more specific
construction hours in its selection of mitigation measures.

Regulatory Setting. Page 287. The discussion of the California Environmental Quality Act

states that if a proposed project would have a significant noise impact, then CEQA. dictates that
mitigation measures must be incorporated into the project unless such measures are infeasible.

What is missing from this statement is the fact that if there are no feasible mitigation measures to | 80
reduce significant noise impacts of the project, then the impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable. This is relevant given Caltrans’ approach to mitigating noise impacts with

soundwalls and the potential for several identified soundwalls to not be incorporated into the

project if the majority of affected residents vote against them or they are found to be infeasible

for other reasons.

Santa Claus Lane Uses. Page 290, Franklin Creek to South Padaro Lane. This paragraph should
also mention the commercial/business area on Santa Claus Lane. This area includes an outdoor
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facility used for weddings and special events and two restaurants with outdoor seating, one of
which can be seen from U.S. 101. Would these be subject to the outdoor use threshold?

Page 292. The outdoor restaurants and facilities on Santa Claus Lane should be included as a
receptor site in the study.

Summerland Uses. Page 291, 3" paragraph. Mixed-use is incorporated into most of the existing
and proposed commercial development along Lillie Avenue. The DEIR should address how
second story residential units would be affected by noise.

The Summerland Church (Activity Category B/E) is missing from the description and analysis
and should be considered a sensitive receptor site. A new public meeting room (Activity
Category B/E) associated with a fire station is proposed on the corner of Lillie Avenue and
Temple Street, and may need to be considered as a sensitive receptor at the time of permit
processing.

SCP Noise Policy. SCP Policy N-S-1 requires that “interior noise-sensitive uses... shall be
protected to minimize significant noise impacts™ and includes special considerations for the
design as it relates to indoor and outdoor noise levels. The DEIR should consider mitigations,
such as noise reducing retrofits, at sensitive locations to abate indoor noise levels over 45
decibels consistent with the SCP and the Noise Element.

2.3.1 Natural Communities

Wildlife Corridors. Page 350, first paragraph. The paragraph mentions wildlife corridors but
there is no further discussion about them. The DEIR should determine if the creeks under U.S.
101 serve as wildlife corridors and discuss any potential impacts, consistent with TCP
Development Standard BIO-TC-1.1, SCP Action BIO-S-1.4 and MCP Development Standard
BIO-M-1.14.1, which protect wildlife corridors.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures - Riparian (page 353), Coast Live
Oaks (page 354). The replacement ratio for native trees removed is identified as 3:1, with a note
that higher replacement ratios are sometimes appropriate, but that project-specific circumstances
warrant this level of replacement. In either this discussion or the discussion of biological
resources in section 3.2.2, or both, it should be noted that mitigation with higher replacement
ratios may be requested or required by the County and/or the Coastal Commission in order to
achieve greater protection for coastal resources and achieve consistency with applicable County
policies.

Raptor Nests. Page 354, 3 bullet. The DEIR and appendices should describe raptor nest survey
methods. No raptor nests were observed in the biological study area on January 26 and February
2, 2010, which are outside of the nesting season. (According to the mitigation section, the
nesting season is between February 15 and September 1). Both the SCP and MCP require
preservation to the maximum extent feasible of trees serving as raptor nesting and roosting sites
(SCP Policy BIO-S-6 and MCP Policy BIO-M-1.18),
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2.3.4 Threatened and Endangered Species

Monarch Butterfly Habitat. Page 389, 3" bullet. The DEIR only lists two butterfly
overwintering sites near the project limits.

The Toro Canyon, Summerland, and Montecito Planning areas contain eight total mapped
butterfly ESH near the project. SCP Action BIO-S-3.2 and MCP Development Standard BIO-M-
1.4.2 require a roost protection plan for development within 200 feet of known or historic
butterfly roosts. Four of these ESH sites are located within approximately 200 feet of the project:

* Summerland: North of the intersection of Padaro Lane and Via Real.
* Montecito: Northeast of the intersection of La Vuelta and North Jameson.
¢ Toro Canyon: Two along Padaro Lane.

This section should assess potential impacts to this habitat per TCP Development Standard BIO-
TC-1.4 (Coastal), SCP Action BIO-S8-3.2, and MCP Development Standard BI0O-M-1.4.2, which
require a minimum buffer of 50 feet from any side of the roost. The DEIR and appendices should
describe of all eight mapped butterfly Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) and assess
impacts to the four mapped sites located within 200 feet of the project.

2.3.2 Wetlands and Other Waters

Regulatory Setting. In the third complete paragraph on Page 355, the discussion of wetlands at
the state level should include reference to the fact that the Department of Fish and Game and
California Coastal Commission, as well as local agencies, rely on single parameters in
determining the presence or absence of wetlands versus the three-parameter test used at the
federal level.

Affected Environment. Page 356. The second paragraph under this section references a map
depicting the locations of the various wetlands within the project site being included in the
Natural Environment Study. The location of this study (i.e. where it can be reviewed) should be
provided. Moreover, the referenced map (as well as other key biological resource maps) should
be incorporated into the body of the Draft EIR to aid in the public’s review of this document,
rather than relegated to a study that is not easily accessible. To this end, Figures 2-31 through 2-
38 should be enhanced to provide this information.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures — Wetlands. Page 383. Compensatory
mitigation for the loss of wetlands is presented as a range from 1:1 to 3:1. The project as
proposed would be inconsistent with wetland protection policies of the County’s Coastal Land
Use Plan, thus necessitating a LCP Amendment. Since the LCP Amendment directly involves
wetland resources, it should be assumed that not less than the 3:1 replacement ratio would be
acceptable to the California Coastal Commission. In either this discussion or the discussion of
biological resources in Section 3.2.2, or both, it should be noted that compensatory mitigation for
wetlands above these ratios could be requested or required by the California Coastal Commission
in order to achieve, “on balance,” greater protection for coastal resources in association of the
necessary LCP Amendments for this project.

87

88

89

90

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes — Draft EIR. Comments
July 2,2012
Page 21

2.4 Construction Impacts

Visual Construction Impacts. Page 397. This section of the DEIR omits any mention of visual
or aesthetic impacts during construction. As noted earlier, the visual impact of the Caltrans
storage yard along Santa Claus Lane during construction needs to be evaluated.

Bicycling Construction Impacts. Page 400, Environmental Consequences, Traffic and
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. The extensive construction schedule has the
potential of shifting traffic off U.S. 101 on to local roads. The frontage roads along U.S. 101 are 91
the only coast route for bicyclists from Santa Barbara to Carpinteria. This section should discuss
the impacts to bicyclists from increased vehicle traffic on Jameson Lane, Lillie Avenue, Via Real
and Padaro Lane during construction.

Caltrans should work closely with County Public Works regarding the construction traffic
management plan for neighborhood streets surrounding the Sheffield Drive interchange. Upon
completion of construction, Caltrans should repair and repave the surrounding local streets to
mitigate for construction impacts caused by large trucks, heavy equipment, and detours.

2.5 Cunulative Impacts

Impacts. Analysis of cumulative impacts should be provided for all issue areas with significant | 92
impacts, in addition to visual resources.

Visual/Aesthetics Cumulative Impact Analysis. Page 419, e paragraph. Add Santa Claus I 93
Lane as a location outside of the Caltrans right-of-way that can be seen from frontage roads.

Table 2.43 Potential Cumulative Project List. The Santa Claus Lane Streetscape, Beach I 94
Access and Parking project should be added to the list of cumulative projects in Table 2.43.

3.2 Discussion of Significant Impacts

Noise. Page 431. In the discussion of noise impacts, only one significance threshold is
identified for determination of potential noise impacts under CEQA, “a significant impact occurs
when the design year noise levels (20 years after construction of the project) increase by 12 or
more decibels over existing noise levels.” However, the Initial Study Checklist in Appendix G
of the CEQA Guidelines includes the following consideration:

Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to the generation of noise levels in excess of standards 95
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

Thus, under CEQA, it is important to evaluate whether the project would expose persons to noise
levels in excess of adopted local standards. This discussion should be augmented with reference
to the County of Santa Barbara Noise Element as well as the County of Santa Barbara’s
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, which indicate that projects that expose
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persons to exterior noise levels in excess of 65 dBA may have a significant impact on the
environment. Specifically, the County’s noise threshold states: “A project will generally have a
significant effect on the environment if it will increase substantially the ambient noise levels for
noise-sensitive receptors in adjoining areas. Per item a., this may generally be presumed when
ambient noise levels affecting sensitive receptors are increased to 65 db(A) CNEL or more.”

Where noise levels would exceed 65 dBA and soundwalls are not installed because of Caltrans’
determination of infeasibility, noise impacts may remain significant and unavoidable (Class I).
The analysis in this section of the document needs to be revised to address this issue.

To provide for the long-term reduction of noise impacts resulting from the project, Caltrans
should commit to using state of the art sound attenuating pavement during the initial construction
of the project and during future pavement maintenance throughout the project corridor.

In addition, please clarify what authority the County has over the approval of soundwalls in the
event the affected residents vote to have a soundwall constructed or vice versa.

3.2.2 Significant Effects of the Proposed Project

Cultural Resources. Page 431. The DEIR indicates that a draft memorandum of agreement,
which would stipulate mitigation measures that must be carried out as part of the current project,
will be available for review and comment when the DEIR is in public circulation. Please provide
the County with a copy of the draft memorandum so that our archeologist can evaluate how
cultural resource impacts will be addressed.

The Summerland WW [ Monument is Santa Barbara County Historic Landmark #35 and
adjacent to the northbound Lillie Avenue exit. Although the monument is no longer eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places due to its relocation, it has been “identified as a historic
resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act” and warrants measures to
protect it. In particular, the concrete monument itself is cracked and susceptible to further
damage. Noise impacts warrant the construction of a soundwall adjacent to the masonry
structure but it is unclear whether this section of soundwall will be erected. The DEIR identifies
adjacent sections of soundwall to have severe visual impacts and notes that if they are not built
the remaining portion of wall “will not be financially reasonable.”

Because it is immediately adjacent to the Lillie Avenue off-ramp, vibration or any other
disturbance from the construction project potentially poses a serious threat to the structural
integrity of the Landmark. This should be identified as a potentially significant impact and
mitigation measures should be identified to reduce the impact to less than significant levels. This
could include measures to protect the Landmark, such as structural reinforcement and
conservation of the monument itself, and possibly relocation of the monument to a suitable
public site further from the project limits.

Biological Resources. Page 432. This discussion should identify the mitigation measures that
would be implemented to reduce impacts to biological resources to less than significant levels.
This discussion should also note that the project is currently inconsistent with County wetland
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protection policies. As such, a LCP Amendment will be required. Compensatory mitigation for
wetlands alone may not be sufficient to resolve the policy conflict at the Coastal Act level, and 97
other benefits of the project may need to be demonstrated in order to achieve, “on balance,”

greater protection for coastal resources in association with the California Coastal Commission’s
consideration of the LCP Amendment for this project.

3.2.3 Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects
See the comments above related to the evaluation of noise impacts under CEQA and the

potential for significant and unavoidable noise impacts in the event soundwalls required for noise
attenuation are not constructed as part of the project.

98

3.2.4 Climate Change under the California Environmental Quality Act

California Environmental Quality Act Conclusion. Page 445. The impact analysis concludes
that it is too speculative to make a determination as to the significance of the project’s impacts
on climate change and greenhouse gas emissions, but notes that Caltrans is committed to
implementing measures to help reduce the potential effects of the project. On the following
pages, Caltrans discusses various strategies that would be pursued in furtherance of this
commitment. The County strongly encourages Caltrans to consider opportunities for improving 99
non-vehicular modes of transportation throughout the project corridor as a means of offsetting
the increases in greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the project. This letter has identified at
least two specific areas where a bike/pedestrian path could be established to improve non-
vehicular transportation along the coast, including connecting Santa Claus Lane with Carpinteria
Avenue and Carpinteria Avenue at Highway 150 to Rincon Beach County Park with Class I bike
paths/pedestrian paths.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this environmental document. We look
forward to continuing to work with you and the other affected jurisdictions on this important
project to address regional traffic congestion through the South Coast area of Santa Barbara

County.

Sincgrely,

Glenn Russell, PhD.
Director, Planning & Development
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Joint County Planning Commission/Montecito Planning Commission
Briefing on Draft EIR/EA for Caltrans South Coast HOV Lanes Project
June 6, 2012
Commissioner Comments

Commissioner Brooks
* Anything that can be done to mitigate the visual impacts of the soundwalls and medians
should be considered, including landscaping at a minimum
s [ave the traffic numbers and studies used in the analysis changed?
» Mitigation should include litter cleanup and ongoing maintenance associated with the
soundwalls and medians in order to reduce long-term visual impacts

Commissioner Brown

s Concerned about the increase in pavement occurring along the corridor, bringing a sense
of Los Angeles to Santa Barbara

» Hopes that Caltrans will consider the local context of Santa Barbara in designing the
project

* It is mostly local drivers who use the left-hand on and off-ramps at Cabrillo/Hot Springs
Road and Sheftield Drive and not visitors to the area, so there is not the concern of
having an interchange that does not meet driver expectations if these left hand ramps are
maintained
The project should be targeting local drivers and not visitors to the area
All of these comments are about the extent of the visual impact to the community
Caltrans should make every effort to deviate from the standards to accommodate the local
context

Commissioner Valencia

»  Would like to see the Sheffield Drive interchange protected
* The project needs good landscaping and relief for the soundwalls, but it is too early to
evaluate that now

Commissioner Cooney

Concerns have to do with the project and not the environmental review

Questions the need to close or replace the left off ramps

Statewide standards are being applied to this project and he is concerned that this corridor
will look like Highway 210 after the project 1s completed

The view over Ortega Ridge is special and needs to be considered

The EIR is not the problem, it is with the project itself

The Montecito Association has identified inadequacies in the EIR, so there is room for
revisions and improvements to the document, with the changes potentially sufficient to
require recirculation
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* Caltrans’ position is for safety over aesthetics and there is room for significant
improvement

Commissioner Burrows

s Primarily concerned with visual and historic impacts of the project

& There must be a way to save the cypress trees at Sheffield Drive and the Memorial Qaks
between Carpinteria and Summerland

s Supports Hermosillo Road not being the only exit to the western end of Coast Village
Road; need to have an exit at Cabrillo/Hot Springs

s The project should incorporate improvements to the San Ysidro Road interchange as well
as the Posolipo on-ramp.

+ Concerned about the impacts of the soundwalls on property owners, but is happy that
Caltrans has a process in place for the neighbors to provide input on the treatment and
location of soundwalls

Commissioner Gottsdanker

& There is a lack of information in the Draft EIR regarding the Sheffield Drive interchange
and no alternatives, especially as compared to the Cabrillo/Hot Springs Road interchange

® The Sheffield Drive interchange is barely used by the public, so it should be able to retain
the existing configuration

e That interchange represents the gateway to the community coming from the south

¢ That segment needs to be redesigned to reduce the pavement width

+ The visual impacts of the changes to that interchange need to be evaluated from the beach
at Fernald Point; need a visual simulation from the beach

Commissioner Eidelson

o The project needs to protect the entrance to the community coming from Summerland

* Landscaping is important

* Property values are important too, and the potential negative impact to property values in
the area is of concern

+ Caltrans should give special consideration to the Montecito Association and Bob Short
and consult with them through this process to develop a workable solution

Commissioner Overall

e There is a need for flexibility and special consideration through the corridor to maintain
the local character

o The format of the document does not serve the public well as an informational document;
it is difficult to understand and the necessary reference materials were not readily
available for review

o There is aneed to look at the underlying assumptions for this project

A lack of funding has led Caltrans to not consider the purchase of ROW despite the
potential to improve the project with additional ROW; this should be re-examined
Recent information has come out indicating that HOV lanes do not encourage carpooling
and actually reduce the total capacity of the highway; this assumption should be re-
examined

The anytime in and out HOV lane is a significant flaw in the project because it
encourages more weaving through the travel lanes

The HOV lanes will require a fourth lane in Montecito

Major impacts to the Montecito community include impacts to visual resources and the
protracted construction schedule

Visual simulations distort views and are misleading and minimize depiction of vegetation
removal and retaining walls

Sheffield interchange is a gateway to Santa Barbara. There should be a project
alternative that evaluates alternatives to the Sheffield Drive interchange, including
closing the ramps completely, closing the southbound on and off ramps, or retaining the
left-hand ramps

Need to consider who is using that interchange in designing it

The fact that improvements to Olive Mill Road and San Ysidro Road interchanges were
not included as part of this project is a major oversight

There is a lack of traffic data incorporated into the EIR

Traffic data related to Cabrillo and Milpas areas over the last few years is likely distorted
due to construction activities and should not be relied upon in the traffic analysis

It is inefficient use of funding to completely reconstruct the Cabrillo/Hot Springs Road
interchange simply because of the left-hand ramps; that money could be better used
elsewhere

Alternatives to this interchange including the purchase of ROW to enlarge the roundabout
should be considered

It is difficult to read the document and make judgments regarding tradeoffs between road
widths and median landscaping due to a lack of information regarding lane and shoulder
widths. This information should be provided and made clear with accurate visual
representations

Pockets of median landscaping should be worked into the Montecito portion of the
corridor in order to soften visual impacts

Construction impacts are not adequately evaluated in the EIR

Would like to see more alternatives and design exceptions considered and the document
recirculated for further review and comment
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Santa Barbara County Planning Commission Briefing and Attached
Comments

In addition to submitting its comment letter along with attachments from the
Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission and Fire Department, the County of
Santa Barbara submitted a summary of minutes from a Joint County Planning
Commission/Montecito Planning Commission Briefing held June 6, 2012. As
one of the agenda items at that meeting, the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
project was discussed by the commissioners. Public comments were also
provided to the County of Santa Barbara Planning Commissioners and were
attached to the County’s letter.

These comment letters were sent to the County Planning Commissioners in
anticipation of the hearing. They were sent to the County Planning
Commission to facilitate any decision process and provide content for the
preparation of the County’s comments to Caltrans. During the briefing, the
Planning Commissioners and/or Santa Barbara County staff announced that
comments submitted orally or written would not be accepted and any
comments should be directed to Caltrans. As a result, many of the attached
comment letters are very similar or duplicates of those received by Caltrans.
Of the following attached letters, only those that weren’t sent directly to
Caltrans are responded to.

The following individuals or groups provided a letter to the County:
Planning Commissioner's Verbal Comments (no response needed)

Las Aves Business Complex (refer to page 228)

Montecito Association - May 30, 2012 (refer to page 230)

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project Frequently Asked Questions for the

County-Montecito Planning Commission Joint Meeting, June 6, 2012

Randall and Shelley Badat - May 7, 2012 (refer to page 306)
Karla Bonoff - April 29, 2012 (refer to page 582)
J'Amy Brown - April 30, 2012 9 - (refer to page 325)

Serena Carroll - April 28, 2012 (refer to page 583)
Mark and Barbara Hacken - April 29, 2012 (refer to page 593)
Lynda Hickman - April 30, 2012 (refer to page 597)
Darryl Hickman - April 30, 2012 (refer to page 596)
Doralee S. Jacobson - May 8, 2012 (refer to page 410)
Jeffrey MacCorkle - April 24, 2012 (refer to page 605)
John S. Handloser - April 26, 2012 (refer to page 393)
Diane Handloser - April 26, 2012 (refer to page 390)
Sybil Rosen - April 26, 2012 (refer to page 612)

Carla Tomson - April 26, 2012 (refer to page 619)
Thorn Robertson - May 10, 2012 - (refer to page 619)
Justin Ruhge - May 8, 2012 (refer to page 521)

Save Our Village (Pujo and Associates) - April 30, 2012 (refer to page 270)

Martha Siegel - April 25, 2012 - (refer to page 539)

Bruce Russell/Andrew Oakley - May 16, 2012 (refer to page 523)

Nina Warner - April 26, 2012 (refer to page 568)
Caren and Erwin, Sokol - April 23, 2012 (refer to page 617)

Mike Zoradi and Susan Malde - April 29, 2012 (refer to page 578)
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Chandra L. Wallar, Executive Officer County of Santa Barbara

General Response

Throughout its project development process, Caltrans seeks to be consistent
with the California Coastal Act and local coastal plans. Caltrans recognizes and
appreciates the need for a Coastal Development Permit and Local Coastal Plan
Amendments so that this project gains the necessary approvals. In fact,
amendments to the Local Coastal Plans for the City of Carpinteria and Santa
Barbara County are currently in process.

Through careful consideration of the current environment and thoughtful
design, Caltrans has worked to tailor the project to avoid or minimize coastal
impacts as much as possible. This has been achieved by extensive study of the
project area, obtaining many exceptions to its standard design process,
adjusting the freeway design in consideration of resources, and removing
soundwalls from the project where they are not reasonable or feasible.
Further along in this project’s process, as Caltrans refines its details, Caltrans
staff will work with Santa Barbara County and the Cities of Carpinteria and
Santa Barbara to address the requirements of the California Coastal Act.

Some local agencies combine their CEQA and coastal permitting processes.
This is appropriate for agencies with a Local Coastal Plan and lead agency
status under the California Environmental Quality Act. In the case of this
project, Caltrans is lead under the California Environmental Quality Act and, as
a state agency, adheres to an established state process in which the California
Environmental Quality Act and the California Coastal Act are addressed
separately. In general, the California Coastal Commission staff comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment make a
number of recommendations and reference information that are not
necessarily required during the California Environmental Quality Act process
and are beyond the scope of the process for which this document was
written. The Local Coastal Plans and any needed amendments are related but

distinctly different and stand-alone actions. Caltrans appreciates the
comments and will work with Coastal Commission staff to address them
during the coastal permitting process.

The South Coast 101 HOV lanes proposal is one project in a larger consensus-
approved package of improvements that came out of the SBCAG-sponsored
101 In Motion process. This larger package, which has since been further
funded through the Measure A local transportation sales tax measure and
included as planned improvements in the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan,
provides a multimodal approach to long-term congestion relief in this
corridor. In relation to the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project alternatives,
the No-Build Alternative would result in decreased coastal access due to
increased delays on U.S. 101, the main travel artery in the region. Pedestrians
and bicycle traffic are prohibited on U.S. 101 in the project area. However, the
project would maintain any bicycle or pedestrian facilities on the local street
system that would otherwise be directly impacted by the project. Caltrans will
coordinate with the City of Santa Barbara and SBCAG in the endeavor to
replace the existing railroad structure that is a deterrent to bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity. Additionally, Caltrans will work with local partners
and Coastal Commission staff during the Coastal Development Permit process
to address any needed Local Coastal Plan Amendments.
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County of Santa Barbara
Pedestrian and Bike Paths
Because the project is an HOV lanes project and most work will occur on the

Comment 1

highway, added benefits with regard to coastal access will be realized.
Improvements would primarily come as a result of an added lane for each
direction on the highway. The added lanes would help decrease congestion,
and the reconstructed interchanges would improve circulation for local traffic
and recreational drivers trying to reach the water. There are no significant
upgrades proposed to pedestrian or bicycle facilities as part of this project.
Any existing facilities would be retained in their present configuration or
replaced in kind. Separate from the HOV lanes project is a coordinated effort
led by the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments to build the
Coastal Route Bike path connection between Santa Claus Lane and Carpinteria
Avenue and the Rincon Coastal Trail. Each of these trails/paths would provide
critical links in the local and regional trail system.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 2 Santa Claus Lane Streetscape Improvements

Because the preferred alternative (Alternative 1) allows for flexibility at this
location, the Caltrans design team was able to make changes in response to
the County’s request to widen toward the median at this area. The South
Coast 101 HOV Lanes project design team will continue to consider the Santa
Claus Lane conceptual plan during the upcoming design phase. We agree that
careful coordination between Caltrans and the County of Santa Barbara is
necessary to prevent conflicts between the proposed project and the County’s

improvement plan for Santa Claus Lane.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 3 Santa Claus Lane Streetscape Improvements
The South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project does not include plans to improve the

southbound Santa Claus Lane on-ramp as these improvements are not

essential to providing the added lane within the project limits. Nor does the
South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project preclude County-proposed improvements
such as traffic calming measures to slow down vehicles along Santa Claus
Lane. Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the County as the Santa Claus
Lane plans continue to evolve. It is likely most effective for the County if
easements, right-of-way exchange, and other arrangements associated with
the Santa Claus Lane improvements were to occur separate from the HOV
project. Mitigation is added to a project as a means to reduce significant
impacts that the project is having to the environment. The project is not
resulting in a significant impact that would require mitigation of this nature.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 4 Santa Claus Lane Streetscape Improvements

Please refer to response to comment 3 above.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 5 Beach Access

As indicated in the draft environmental document, the only resource with
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated is visual/aesthetic resources both
individually and cumulatively. The draft environmental document already
included minimization measures for the project, designed to reduce visual and
other anticipated project impacts. While there are no current plans to
contribute funds toward the Santa Claus Lane Streetscape Beach Access and
Parking project, Caltrans and County of Santa Barbara staff will continue to
work together on a plan that works best for both parties. This action is
separate from the California Environmental Quality Act/National
Environmental Policy Act process. The discussion will continue as the project
makes its way through the Local Coastal Plan Amendment and Coastal
Development process. As now discussed in Section 1.3 of the final
environmental document, the preferred alternative was modified to
accommodate the Santa Claus Lane parking plan.
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Regarding the Memorial Oaks, they were determined not to be eligible as a
Historic Resource. They are analyzed strictly for their potential scenic value
along with other corridor vegetation on pages 135-137 of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment. Applicable
mitigation measures associated with the Memorial Oaks' visual condition are
identified in Section 2.1.6, Chapter 3, and Appendix F of the draft
environmental document. All landscaping and aesthetic design elements will
be developed in collaboration with representatives of each affected
community, in addition to a thorough review by the permitting jurisdiction.
The Memorial Oaks Focus Review Group has contributed ideas for Memorial
Oaks-related design treatments that will be given additional consideration in
the design phase of the project.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 6 Community Plan Policies — Toro Canyon Plan (TCP)

This project is an HOV lanes project, and most work would occur on the
highway within the State right-of-way. These actions and policies related to
Santa Claus Lane are outside the scope of the HOV lanes project. However,
Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the County's implementation of
pedestrian and bicycle facility improvements as an ongoing practice. These
goals cannot be met through this project alone. South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
project improvements within the Toro Canyon Plan area are proposed to
primarily occur within the State Highway right-of-way. In areas where HOV
project features, including soundwalls, are proposed adjacent to existing
County-owned and pedestrian facilities, widths are preserved and/or
improved. In regard to the Memorial Oaks and Santa Claus Lane Streetscape
improvements, please see the response to comment 5 above.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 7 Summerland Community Plan (SCP)

A freeway overpass or underpass in the vicinity of Greenwell Avenue is
outside the scope of the proposed project. A separate planning and/or project
study is needed to identify specific needs and related goals to be achieved by
the crossing(s) and then identify and study-related alternative alignments.
Once this work is completed, environmental studies are performed, and a
preferred alignment is selected, Caltrans can consider the alignment in the

context of the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project.

County of Santa Barbara
Summerland Community Plan (SCP)
The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment identifies

Comment 8

significant visual impacts through Summerland and along the entire project
corridor. Mitigation measures are included to address aesthetic treatment to
new and modified structures, walls and barriers. Refinement of aesthetic
design details, though not required to meet the intent of mitigation, will be
developed in collaboration with representatives of each affected community.
In addition, each local coastal permit may include permit conditions that are
beyond the California Environmental Quality Act-required mitigation. The
environmental document recommends against constructing three soundwalls
in Summerland to avoid blocking prime ocean views.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 9 Montecito Community Plan - Circulation

Caltrans supports City and County planning efforts to improve these
intersections and will coordinate with City and County staff to study
appropriate improvement options. However, Caltrans has no plans to improve

these intersections as part of the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project.
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Three Olive Mill intersections were analyzed as part of the traffic studies
conducted for the project: Northbound off-ramp/Olive Mill (#39), North

Jameson Lane/Olive Mill (#39a) and SB on-ramp/Olive Mill (#40). The table

below shows levels of service (LOS) and the seconds of delay for

configurations F and F Modified as reported in the Cabrillo/Hot Springs

Interchange Configuration Analysis Technical Memorandums (March 21, 2011

and July 19, 2011). This information supersedes the values shown in the

Forecast Operations report as the superseding reports provide outputs

related to specific Hot Springs/Cabrillo configurations.

D Existing 2040 2040
Condition No-Build Build
39 | NB off-ramp/ D/31.3s -AM E/37.9s -AM E/37.9s -AM
Olive Mill C/16.6s -PM E/47.9s -PM E/47.9s -PM
39a | North Jameson C/15.4s -AM C/20.1s -AM C/20.1s -AM
Lane/ Olive Mill B/11.4s -PM C/16.7s -PM C/16.7s -PM
40 | SBon-ramp/ B/14.7s -AM C/17.1s -AM C/15.1s -AM
Olive Mill B/14.4s -PM F/66.6s -PM E/38.1s -PM

Level of Service (LOS) identified by Letter grades; "s" = seconds

As noted in the table above, 2040 build conditions are projected to be the
same or better than 2040 no-build conditions at these intersections. Impacts
were identified in the traffic studies at this location since the LOS values were
lower than “C” in the forecast year. Having an impact does not automatically
make the impact significant under Caltrans criteria or CEQA criteria and the
project traffic studies did not identify changes as significant environmental
impacts under CEQA. Although local agencies may set their own thresholds for
determining CEQA significance for local projects, when determining
significance under CEQA, the State considers the type of project proposed—a
congestion relief project in this case—and the degree of increased delay at
spot locations relative to the overall congestion relief benefits of the project.

As identified in Section 2.1.5 of the draft environmental document and the

California Environmental Quality Act checklist in Appendix A, these impacts
were considered to be less than significant per the California Environmental
Quality Act. Improvement of those intersections is outside the scope of this
project and should be addressed separately.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 10 Summerland Community Plan (SCP) Update

Opportunities for meeting the intent of the future Summerland Community
Plan will continue during the Coastal Development Permit process. Ongoing
collaboration efforts between the County of Santa Barbara and Caltrans can
help both agencies find creative solutions toward reunifying the community
with the ocean and further enhancing coastal and multimodal connections.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 11  Traffic Operations

The Forecast Operations Report (originally prepared October 19, 2009, and
amended December 9, 2011) and the Cabrillo/Hot Springs Interchange
Configuration Analysis Technical Memorandums (March 21, 2011 and July 19,
2011) were prepared as part of the traffic technical studies to support the
environmental document. The studies were made available to the public on
the Caltrans District 5 website during the public review period. They were also
available in the form of a CD contained in several area libraries and could be
requested as part of the records request process. Because the traffic studies
are lengthy and are incorporated by reference, only significant traffic impacts
resulting from the project were included in the draft environmental
document. This is in keeping with CEQA Guidelines that encourage agencies to
disclose key environmental issues only and to eliminate unneeded bulk in an
Environmental Impact Report [Section 15140-15151].
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The Forecast Operations Report (amended December 9, 2011) did not
characterize traffic impacts as being significant environmental impacts under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Project-level impacts and cumulative-plus-
project impacts were identified, however having an impact does not
automatically make the impact significant under Caltrans or CEQA criteria or
under NEPA.

Although local agencies may set their own thresholds for determining CEQA
significance for local projects, when determining significance under CEQA, the
State considers the type of project proposed—a congestion relief project in
this case—and the degree of increased delay at spot locations relative to the
overall congestion relief benefits of the project.

The purpose behind this project is to improve poor travel conditions that exist
and are projected to worsen under a no-build scenario on U.S. 101 in the
South Coast while also encouraging a mode shift to carpooling and transit. The
delay changes at the above-referenced locations are largely the result of
travelers having the ability to travel at times under the build condition that
they would find problematic under no-build conditions. Based on the traffic
analysis, this change in travel patterns provides for delay reduction at some
intersections while adding delay in others.

The final determination by Caltrans was that the impacts identified in the
traffic studies do not reach a level of significance that requires mitigation. This
determination is rooted in the fact that the purpose and need for the HOV
project is to provide significant daily congestion relief in the larger corridor
and the traffic studies demonstrate that this overall congestion relief is
achieved by the project (the project is anticipated to result in nearly 14,000
person hours of delay savings daily in 2040). Intersections outside the project
limits where some increases in delay are projected to occur under a build

scenario are tradeoffs associated with the project and are not significant in
comparison to the overall level of congestion relief achieved by the project.

Because several traffic-related questions were raised by local jurisdictions
during the comment period, additional information has been added to Section
2.1.5 (Traffic) and Section 2.5 (Cumulative Impacts).

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 12 Project Need — Figure 1-13, page 11
Text was added to Section 1.2 (Project Need) of the final environmental

document to explain Figure 1-3.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 13  Build Alternatives

The sentence containing the word “mainly” was intended to convey the fact
that the project would be constructed within the right-of-way, but there are a
few minor exceptions where a subsurface easement or temporary
construction easement may be needed to construct a retaining wall or

soundwall.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 14 Cabrillo Boulevard Interchange

Background

For this project, only two interchanges along the 10-mile length need to be
reconstructed because of the addition of lanes. The Cabrillo Boulevard and
the Sheffield Drive interchanges, both in the vicinity of Montecito, must be
reconstructed to accommodate the final configuration of six lanes. The
locations of the existing left-side ramps at Sheffield Drive do not allow for the
lane improvements to be constructed through the interchange without ramp
reconstruction or excessively costly avoidance of the ramps. The off-ramps
present at Cabrillo Boulevard have significant operational limitations,

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project « M - 119



Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

including limited stopping sight distance and collision rates above statewide
averages. Since the left-side ramps at both locations need to be reconstructed
and/or relocated, they must be constructed to address current engineering
standards.

To provide further clarification of highway design issues for left-side ramps, a
fact sheet was prepared and added to the final environmental document as
Appendix J. The fact sheet explains the operational problems associated with
left-side ramps, including the fact that left-side ramps are increasingly rare on
freeways because they do not meet driver expectations.

Additional details related to the Sheffield Drive interchange have been added
to Section 1.3.6 of the final environmental document and Appendix |
(Presentation at SBCAG Meeting of May 2013) and Appendix J (Left-side
Ramps Fact Sheet). The information includes other interchange options that
were considered for this location but not selected. Similarly, additional details
were added for the Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs Road Interchange in the
same sections of the final environmental document.

County of Santa Barbara
Sheffield Interchange
As mentioned in the response above, additional explanation was added to the

Comment 15

final environmental document in Section 1.3.6, Appendix |, and Appendix J.

The project design team considered several configurations for the Sheffield
interchange, which has limited flexibility for reconstructing due to extremely
restrictive right-of-way and topography. Options that were considered
included retention of existing left-side ramps, removal of one or more
southbound ramps, or a full closure of this interchange (closing all ramps).
Upon consideration of these options, only a tight diamond interchange (the
option proposed) was determined to be viable. Reasons for dismissal of those

preliminarily considered options include: required retention of left-side ramps
to prevent creation of a partial interchange, removal of existing access for
adjacent landowners, traffic volume diversion onto adjacent local streets such
as North Jameson, and impacts related to improvements that would be
required at adjacent interchanges to accommodate diverted volumes.

Caltrans assessed the impacts to adjacent interchanges to accommodate the
diverted traffic volumes if partial or full ramp closures were to occur at the
Sheffield interchange. These assessments concluded that significant changes
would be required at the San Ysidro Interchange, including right-of-way
acquisitions from two listed historical properties at the North Jameson/San
Ysidro intersection. As these impacts could be avoided through reconstruction
of the Sheffield Interchange as proposed, full or partial ramp closure options
at the Sheffield Interchange (to avoid reconstruction) were not pursued.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 16  Utility Undergrounding

Currently, there is no proposal to underground any of the utilities that exist
aboveground. As currently proposed, the project does not require relocation
of any existing power poles. However, this situation could change during the
final design phase when details are solidified and final soundwall locations are
determined. This issue would be addressed during the final design phase and
Coastal Development Permit process.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 17 Comparison of Alternatives with Similarities

Table 1.2 was replaced by Figure 1.7 in the final environmental document to
provide a format that best shows the locations where the build alternatives
overlap. Note that there were a few modifications, including the area adjacent
to Santa Claus Lane where the lane widening will now occur toward the

median to avoid conflicts with the County’s plans for Santa Claus Lane.
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County of Santa Barbara
Comment 18 Permits and Approvals Needed

Table 1.4 was revised in the final environmental document to reflect the fact
that a Local Coastal Plan Amendment, in addition to the Coastal Development

Permit, is required by the County of Santa Barbara.

County of Santa Barbara
Existing and Future Land Use
The acreages for Montecito were corrected in Section 2.1 of the final

Comment 19

environmental document.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 20 Proposed Development

Table 2.1 has been revised to show the City of Santa Barbara has jurisdiction
over the Milpas Street to Hot Springs Road project and the City of Carpinteria

has jurisdiction over Linden Avenue to Casitas Pass Road.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 21 Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans

Revisions were made to Section 2.1.1.2 of the final environmental document
to correct the title of the Highway 101 Corridor Design Guidelines and provide

an explanation of the purpose of the guidelines.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 22 Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans

Revisions were made to Section 2.1.1.2 of the final environmental document
to capture the fact that both the Montecito Community Plan and the
Summerland Community Plan contain language relating to highway widening.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 23  Consistency with State, Regional and Local Plans

Corrections were made to Volume |, Section 2.1.1.2 of the final environmental
document to reflect the correct buffer limits for rural and urban areas as well

as adding the Toro Canyon Plan to the list of plans that contains buffer limits.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 24 Montecito Community Plan Tree Protection Policies

The project proposes to preserve specimen trees—trees with unusual scenic
or aesthetic quality, historic value, and biological value—to the greatest
extent feasible and therefore is consistent with the Montecito Community
Plan policies as identified: BIO-M-1.15 and BIO-M-1.16, and development
standards BIO-M-1.15.1 and BIO-M-1.16.1.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 25 Design Guidelines References

The text was corrected in the final environmental document as follows: "The
project would be potentially inconsistent with the Summerland Community
Plan, City of Santa Barbara Conservation Element and Coastal Parkway Design
Guidelines, and Santa Barbara County Highway 101 Corridor Design

Guidelines."

The text in the final environmental document was corrected in two sentences
as follows: The project would also potentially conflict with the City of Santa
Barbara Coastal Parkway Design Guidelines that identify . . ... The project
would also potentially conflict with the City of Santa Barbara Coastal Parkway
Design Guidelines that list the . . . ..

The text was corrected in the final environmental document for Table 2.2
(fifth line of second column) to read: Santa Barbara County Highway 101
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Corridor Design Guidelines. Additional guidelines have been included in Table
2.2.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 26 Specimen Tree Protection

The project proposes to preserve specimen trees, trees with unusual scenic or
aesthetic quality, historic value, and biological value to the greatest extent
feasible and therefore is consistent with Montecito Community Plan policy
BIO-M-1.15 and SCP policy BIO-S-6. No known raptor nests or monarch
butterfly roosts occur in trees within the project footprint. Measures are now
in place to avoid eucalyptus trees south of U.S. 101 at post mile 8.7 that were
found to support double-crested cormorants’ nests. The draft and final
environmental document show via project mapping, photo-simulations and
discussion the extent of vegetation removal associated with the project. The
draft and final environmental document identify significant impacts related in
part to the removal of vegetation throughout the corridor. This finding is
based on the existing visual character and quantity of existing vegetation and
not on the specific number of existing or affected trees and shrubs. In
addition, visual mitigation for impacts related to vegetation loss is viewer
based rather than ratio based.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 27 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The list of local coastal policies immediately following Table 2.2 was corrected
in the final environmental document to include biological resources. This
omission was an oversight.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 28 Coastal Zone

A Local Coastal Plan Amendment and Coastal Development Permit are
required for the project. This information is noted in Section 2.1.1.3 and Table

2.2 in the final environmental document. The requirement for a Final
Development Plan was not added to the document.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 29 Parks and Recreation

Table 2.3 has been modified along with the text in the final environmental
document to include Loon Point, which contains public parking and a trail that
provides public access to the beach and is overseen by the Santa Barbara
County Park Commission. The Santa Claus Lane location will be included in
Table 2.3, but the text will indicate that it is a plan that includes proposed

public access along with beach parking, but has not yet been constructed.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 30 Growth

This paragraph was rewritten in the final environmental document as follows:
Eight residential locations, shown in Figure 2-4, were selected for testing the
growth-related effects of the project. These residential locations include the
communities of Goleta, Hope Ranch, Montecito, Summerland/Toro Canyon,
City of Santa Barbara/Mission Canyon (Mission Canyon is not part of the City
of Santa Barbara), City of Carpinteria, Ojai (City of Ojai and Qjai Valley), and
City of Ventura. These communities are planning for up to a 4 percent growth
in population by 2040 (this information was updated from the draft
environmental document, which incorrectly stated there could be up to 55
percent growth in Hope Ranch).

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 31 Community Impacts

Demographic data for the draft environmental document was taken from the
Community Impact Assessment (CIA) study that had been prepared for the
project prior to the 2010 census. Since releasing the draft environmental

document, an addendum to the CIA was prepared using 2010 census
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information. As a result, Section 2.1.3 (Community Impacts) of the final
environmental document was updated with 2010 census data where
available. Although the population for Santa Barbara County has increased (in
the north part of the county), much of the population in the project limits has
decreased by approximately 6.1 percent.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 32 Intersection Safety

Safety is paramount in the development of standards. Standards are revised
over time as new information becomes available. Also the application of
standards for a given roadway can change as conditions evolve, such as right-

of-way access being controlled, higher speed limits and heavier traffic usage.

For any state roadway, if spot locations develop a collision history of
significance to satisfy safety program criteria, a safety project would be
proposed. The Montecito freeway section has not experienced correctable
collision patterns of that magnitude. Safety program criteria evaluate the
benefit of collisions that would be reduced and cost of the proposed safety
projects.

The southbound on-ramp at Posilipo Lane has not experienced accident rates
higher than the statewide average. For the three-year period of October 1,
2006 to September 30, 2009, there were no recorded accidents for this ramp.
Work on this ramp is not planned as part of the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
project.

For the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project, the Cabrillo Boulevard
interchange and the Sheffield Drive interchange must both be reconstructed
to accommodate the final configuration of six lanes. The existing locations of
the left-side ramps do not allow for construction of the lane improvements.
Since the ramps need to be relocated, they must be constructed to address

current-day engineering standards. For more information refer to Appendix J
(Left-side Ramps Fact Sheet).

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 33  Sheffield Interchange

In response to public comments received on the draft environmental
document and at the request of the County of Santa Barbara, the interchange
design for Sheffield Drive has been modified to incorporate two separate
bridge structures to provide a narrow median between them. This was
accommodated without the need to widen the outside construction area of
the proposed ramps. Refer to Section 1.3 in the final environmental document
for a description of the preferred alternative (a modified version of
Alternative 1). Please also see the response to the County of Santa Barbara

comment 15.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 34 Existing Traffic Baseline in Forecast Operations Report

The auxiliary lane (or merging lane) proposed at the Sheffield Interchange is
required as a companion feature to the reconstructed interchange
(southbound ramps and southbound lanes reconstructed in new locations.)
Because the interchange is going to be a new configuration and the distance
between the Sheffield Interchange and the Evans Interchange is nonstandard,
an auxiliary lane is being added in compliance with standards of the Highway
Design Manual (HDM). Since this auxiliary lane is being placed as a HDM
design requirement, this specific auxiliary location did not need to be studied

in the Forecast Operations Report. No update of the report is required.

County of Santa Barbara
LOS Intersection Thresholds
The traffic studies prepared for the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project were

Comment 35

quite comprehensive despite the fact that Caltrans is not required to meet or
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evaluate traffic conditions using local thresholds. Refer to the response to the
County's comment 11 for further explanation.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 36 Traffic Environmental Consequences

The freeway traffic analysis shows that the existing bottleneck downstream of
the Las Positas Interchange is the cause of the slight increase in person hours
(25 person hours) of delay. When the other upstream bottlenecks are cleared
up by this project, more vehicles will be able to reach their destination quicker
except for those vehicles with a destination located downstream of the Las
Positas Interchange. At that point, vehicles will still queue up to try to make
their way through the existing bottleneck. Based on the fundamentals of
traffic flow, this slight increase in total person hours of delay is minor in the
context of the overall 27.5-mile-long corridor. When comparing the No-Build
Alternative with existing conditions, there is a volume increase of 1332.8%;
but, when comparing the Build Alternative to the No-Build Alternative, there
is a mere 0.4% volume increase. So, the impact at this one specific location is
inconsequential.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 37 Traffic Redistribution

The draft environmental document disclosed that some delay increases are
expected at a number of intersections associated with this project within and
outside of the project limits. Some of these intersections are under local
jurisdiction; others are under state jurisdiction. Specific information about the
locations where these changes occurred and the extent of added delays were
provided in the traffic studies, which were available for review throughout the
public comment period for the draft environmental document. See the
response to comment 11 for additional information.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 38 Olive Mill and Coast Village Road Intersection
Refer to response for comment 9.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 39 Primary and Secondary Intersections and LOS

The definitions provided for primary and secondary intersections consider the
context of the Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs Road Interchange
improvements. It should be noted that the five configurations considered for
the proposed interchange vary in how they each distribute traffic. Primary
locations are defined as intersections that would be physically altered by an
interchange configuration. Secondary locations are defined as intersections
that would not be physcially altered by a configuration design, but could be
potentially affected by diverted traffic. Refer to Volume |, Section 2.1.5 below
the Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs Interchange heading. Refer to Figure 2.8
for level of service details for various intersections.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 40 Traffic Safety

Additional information was added to Section 2.1.5 of the final environmental
document to better clarify the collision situation.

The Forecast Operations Report evaluated these locations to determine if
proposing auxiliary lanes would enhance operational performance. The
locations were selected based on field conditions that provided a shorter
weaving length than is standard per the Highway Design Manual. The analysis
indicated that auxiliary lanes at these locations could provide improved
operations in 2040. These improvements, however are not essential to the
purpose and need of the HOV project, are not precluded by the HOV project,
and could be constructed separately with another project in the future.
Furthermore, safety conditions in both directions between Olive Mill Road
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and San Ysidro Road, as well as other segments throughout the corridor, have
been analyzed. Most (96 percent) of the accident types can be attributed to
unstable traffic flow caused by congestion. Since the project purpose is to
reduce congestion by adding part-time HOV lanes, the rate of freeway
accidents is expected to drop.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 41 Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements

As indicated in the response to Santa Barbara County’s comment 3, a change
in the project design for Alternative 1 (preferred alternative) occurred in the
vicinity of Santa Claus Lane so that a retaining wall is no longer needed. Any
plans for improvements within the County right-of-way and outside of the
State access-controlled right-of-way near Santa Claus Lane will not be

impacted by the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project.

Where bicycle and pedestrian improvements are desired by local agency
policy to cross over or under the freeway, there will be continued
coordination between the agencies. However, although not part of the
current project, the project would not preclude those facilities from being
undertaken as planned by the City of Santa Barbara and the Santa Barbara
County Association of Governments (SBCAG).

The project is not anticipated to permanently affect parking, bicycle facilities
or pedestrian facilities, including the Pacific Coast Trail. All pedestrian facilities
within the project limits that are modified as part of this project would comply
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). During construction,
consideration would be given to bicycles, pedestrians, and persons with
disabilities for continued access through construction areas. Any
improvements installed with the future City of Santa Barbara project for a
bicycle and pedestrian sidewalk through the Cabrillo Boulevard Interchange

will also be modified, including ADA-compliant ramps, as necessary with the
construction of the new on- and off-ramps.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 42 Summerland Community Plan-- Park, Recreation, Trail (PRT)

Corridors

The proposed project is consistent with Section 35-191 (Summerland) and

Section 35-215 (Montecito) of the Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning

Ordinance. The project would not adversely impact recreational facilities and

users. This statement is further explained for each of the locations cited in

your comment:

e Via Real: The proposed retaining walls are within the State access-

controlled right-of-way and should not conflict with any improvements
proposed within the County right-of-way. Selection of Alternative 1 as

the preferred alternative eliminates any further concern.

e Evans Avenue and Padaro Lane: The bridge widening proposals at Evans
Avenue and the S. Padaro undercrossings would accommodate lane
widening in the median. All modes of travel, including pedestrians, will
be allowed through the construction area. There is no proposed bridge
widening at the N. Padaro Lane overcrossing.

¢ Wallace Avenue Bike Path: There is no planned pavement widening
south of the southbound freeway lanes from Wallace to the North
Padaro southbound off-ramp. There is planned slope protection work
within the Greenwell Creek channel. Neither of these features appear to
preclude a future Class | path area.

e North and South Jameson Lane: The proposed soundwalls are to be
constructed within the State access-controlled right-of-way. So, this
should not conflict with any existing or proposed improvements within
the County right-of-way.
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County of Santa Barbara

Comment 43 Bicycle and Pedestrian Access

Construction of a bike/pedestrian pathway under the Union Pacific Railroad
bridge is an outstanding coastal development permit requirement for the U.S.
101 Operational Improvement project (from Milpas Street to Hot Springs
Road). The City of Santa Barbara, in coordination with SBCAG, has taken the
lead on the preliminary design of the project that would replace the railroad
bridge and provide improved bicycle and pedestrian access within the Union
Pacific and City of Santa Barbara rights-of-way. SBCAG will provide funding for
the preliminary design work and will continue seeking additional funds. This
project is being handled separately from the South Coast 101 HOV project and
will have its own environmental document.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 44 Bicycle and Pedestrian Routes

Following release of the draft environmental document, the Santa Barbara
County Association of Governments (SBCAG) committed to taking the lead on
two separate projects that will be considered as part of the Local Coastal Plan
Amendment package for the City of Carpinteria. Refer to Section 2.1.5 of the
final environmental document under Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. The
amendment is moving forward for both the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
project and the Linden and Casitas Interchanges Improvement project. The
first of these projects is the Coastal Route Bike Path that will extend from
Santa Claus Lane to Carpinteria Avenue. This Class | path will close the coastal
trail gap. The second project is the Rincon Coastal Trail that will extend from
Carpinteria Avenue to Rincon County Park and will close the coastal trail gap
between Carpinteria Avenue and the new Class | trail along U.S. 101 at Rincon.
Caltrans is not aware of any current plans that would connect Class | bike
paths and/or pedestrian paths from the areas of Evans Avenue to Padaro Lane
on the south side of the highway.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 45 County Comprehensive Plan Visual Impacts

Section 2.1.6 (Visual/Aesthetics) of the final environmental document was
revised to discuss the potential visual impacts related to the Evans Avenue
bridge expansion as follows: All three project alternatives required the
widening of the Evans Avenue. Although the profile of the structure would not
appreciably change, the wider bridge deck would result in a somewhat longer
“tunnel-effect” while traveling on Evans Avenue. Views to surrounding coastal
resources would not be greatly affected; however, the larger mass of the

bridge would contribute to a more urbanized visual character.

The draft environmental document acknowledged a high degree of viewer
sensitivity throughout the project’s length based in large part on review and
understanding of the applicable community visual policies. The high degree of
sensitivity indicated in these local policies is included in the Federal Highway
Administration visual assessment process, which resulted in a finding of
increased visual impact in the Summerland, Montecito, Padaro, Carpinteria
and Santa Barbara assessment units. The draft environmental document
made the finding and fully disclosed that significant adverse visual impacts on
scenic vistas, substantial damage to scenic resources, and substantial
degradation of visual character would occur as a result of the project. The
draft environmental document also made the finding that these adverse
impacts, although lessened through specific mitigation measures listed in the
document, would not reduce the impacts to a less than significant level.
Section 2.1.6 (Visual/Aesthetics) of the draft environmental document
included 27 Observer Viewpoints both from on the highway and from the
surrounding communities. Observer Viewpoints include three within the
Padaro assessment unit, seven within the Summerland unit, and three within
the Ortega Hill area.
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The draft environmental document considered the visual condition of the
entire project and does not limit its findings or mitigation measures to only
those specific views shown in the Observer Viewpoint locations. The total
number of potential viewpoints associated with the project is infinite, and the
Federal Highway Administration process recognizes that it is not possible to
show every possible viewing scenario for a project. Applicable visual policies
are cited and included in the analysis, existing visual conditions are discussed,
and the proposed project is thoroughly presented and disclosed in map form,
text narrative, illustrations and simulations. The extent of potential impacts
and mitigation measures are presented for the entire project, not just what
might be seen from the Observer Viewpoints. Refinement of aesthetic design
details, although not required to meet the intent of mitigation, will be
developed in collaboration with representatives of each affected community.
In addition, each permitting jurisdiction may require additional measures
beyond what is identified in the final environmental document.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 46 Montecito Community Plan View Corridors

Section 2.1.6 (Visual/Aesthetics) of the draft environmental document
included seven Observer Viewpoints through Montecito, from the highway
and from the surrounding community. The related analysis documents
disclosed the type and extent of visual impacts to Montecito’s scenic vistas,
visual resources and community character. The draft environmental
document acknowledged a high degree of viewer sensitivity through
Montecito based in large part on review and understanding of Montecito
Community Plan policies. Applicable visual policies are cited and included in
the analysis, existing visual conditions are discussed, and the proposed project
is thoroughly presented and disclosed in map form, text narrative, illustrations
and simulations.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 47 Toro Canyon Reference
Toro Canyon was added to the list of unincorporated communities in the

affected environment of Section 2.1.6 in the final environmental document.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 48 Santa Claus Lane

The existing visual setting in Section 2.1.6 of the final environmental
document was updated to include the commercial development along Santa
Claus Lane and the highway commercial projects at the eastern Padaro
Lane/U.S. 101 Interchange.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 49 View Corridor Overlay District

Although this section simply provides a brief overview of the project’s physical
environment, references to the View Corridor Overlay Districts have been
included in the more detailed Landscape Assessment Unit sections. For more
information please refer to Volume | of the final environmental document,
Section 2.1.6 (Visual/Aesthetics) and Table 2.21.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 50 Community Plan References

The Padaro Unit has been corrected in the final environmental document to
reflect the wording contained in your comment.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 51 Memorial Oaks

Caltrans convened a Memorial Oaks Focus Review Group to help identify
important community values represented by the trees and to advise Caltrans,
and the Project Development Team in general, on ways to minimize project

impacts on the Memorial Oaks, and to potentially revive the commemorative
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aspects of the Memorial Oaks. Participants met five times between April 7,
2009, and May 5, 2010, and assisted in the development of recommendations
for the Project Development Team.

Recommendations made by the Memorial Oaks Focus Review Group that
were adopted by the Project Development Team are included in the list of
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures in Section 2.1.6 of both
the draft and final environmental documents.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 52 Additional Observer Viewpoints

The draft environmental document acknowledged a high degree of viewer
sensitivity throughout the project’s length based in large part on review and
understanding of the applicable community visual policies. The high degree of
sensitivity indicated in these local policies is included in the Federal Highway
Administration visual assessment process, which resulted in a finding of
increased visual impact in the Summerland, Montecito, Padaro, Carpinteria
and Santa Barbara assessment units. Section 2.1.6 (Visual/Aesthetics) of the
draft environmental document included 27 Observer Viewpoints both from on
the highway and from the surrounding communities. Observer Viewpoints
include the Padaro Lane overcrossing, six viewpoints throughout Summerland,
and three viewpoints within the Ortega Hill area.

The draft environmental document considered the visual condition of the
entire project and did not limit its findings or mitigation measures to only
those specific views shown in the Observer Viewpoint locations. The total
number of potential viewpoints associated with the project is infinite, and the
Federal Highway Administration process recognizes that it is not possible to
show every possible viewing scenario for a project. Applicable visual policies
are cited and included in the analysis, existing visual conditions are discussed,
and the proposed project is thoroughly presented and disclosed in map form,

text narrative, illustrations and simulations. The extent of potential impacts
and mitigation measures are presented for the entire project, not just what
might be seen from the Observer Viewpoints. All landscaping and aesthetic
design details will be developed in collaboration with representatives of each
affected community, in addition to a thorough review by the permitting
jurisdiction.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 53 Santa Claus Lane

Section 2.16 of the final environmental document was revised to include
discussion of the beach at Santa Claus Lane, the Caltrans storage yard, and the

potential effect of median planting through the area.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 54 Padaro Lane Soundwall Views
Section 2.16 of the final environmental document was revised to include

discussion of the views from Padaro Lane to the soundwall.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 55 Santa Claus Lane Construction Impacts
A discussion was added to Section 2.1.6 of the final environmental document

that includes the Caltrans storage area as an existing condition.

The Caltrans maintenance area along Santa Claus Lane is critical for Caltrans’
ongoing obligation to operate and maintain Routes 101, 192, and 150 in
Southern Santa Barbara County. There are few areas in this vicinity that
Caltrans can use to meet the needs for periodic storage of materials and/or
other maintenance-related functions. If the County or another entity can
provide Caltrans with a comparable facility in terms of size, storage capacity,
access, and permits for ongoing use, Caltrans is willing to relocate from this
specific location. This facility is not related directly to the South Coast 101
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HOV Lanes project and therefore is not associated with any mitigation
measures for this project.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 56 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The draft environmental document (and now the final environmental
document) fully disclosed the potential impacts to existing landscaping
through the project area (refer to Section 2.1.6). The analysis and
photo-simulations appropriately show proposed landscaping, landscape
removal, wall locations, wall aesthetics and other features based on Caltrans
and Federal Highway Administration standards. The Visual/Aesthetics
discussion found in the draft environmental document (Sections 2.1.6 and 2.5
as well as Chapter 3 ) analyzes and discloses specific impacts based on a
reasonable worst-case scenario relative to vegetation removal and replanting.
The list of mitigation measures are specifically related to these identified
impacts. The draft environmental document also determined that these
adverse impacts, although lessened through specific mitigation measures
contained in the document, would not reduce the impacts to a less than
significant level.

Mitigation measures are extensive and specifically address all new and
modified structures, walls, barriers, railings, landscaping, lighting, signage and
other listed features as it relates to scenic views and community character.
Although not required in order to meet the intent of mitigation, refinement of
aesthetic design details will be developed in collaboration with
representatives of each affected community. Furthermore, each permitting
jurisdiction may require additional measures beyond what is identified in the
final environmental document.

For information regarding the stockpiles on Santa Claus Lane, refer to
response to comment 55 above.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 57  Cultural Resources

The Archaeological Site Report for the Via Real Redeposited Midden (CA-SBA-
3943) was included in the Archaeological Survey Report for the South Coast
101 HOV Lanes project. The Archaeological Survey Report was Attachment B
of the three-volume Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) prepared for the
project and submitted to the State Historic Preservation Officer on November
4, 2010. A copy of the entire three-volume HPSR, including the Archaeological
Survey Report and the site report for CA-SB-3943 (Attachment B of the HPSR),
the Supplemental Archaeological Survey Report (Attachment C of the HPSR),
and the Extended Phase | Archaeological Investigations report (Attachment E
of the HPSR), was provided to the Santa Barbara County Planning and
Development Historical Landmarks Advisory Commission on March 3, 2011.
For your convenience, an additional copy of the HPSR and all of its
attachments was sent to the Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
Department on October 15, 2012.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 58 Memorial Oaks

Although Table 13 of the December 2004 Toro Canyon Plan refers to the
freeway segment between Nidever Road and Toro Canyon Road as “Eligible as
a County Place of Historic Merit,” neither the highway segment nor the
Memorial Oaks have been so designated by the Santa Barbara County
Planning and Development Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission, which is
charged with evaluating “structures of historical significance in the Toro
Canyon area” (Action HA-TC-2.1).

The draft environmental document stated the following in Section 2.1.6 (p.
114) and Chapter 4: “As part of gathering information about historic-period
resources in the project Area of Potential Effects, Caltrans formed a Memorial
Oaks Focus Review group to learn community opinions and hear community
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concerns about the oak trees. Caltrans recognized that, although the
Memorial Oaks are not officially designated as a local historical resource, the
trees are mentioned in the 101 in Motion Final Report (2006) and the Toro
Canyon Plan (Santa Barbara County 2004), and they continue to be of local
interest and will be directly affected by the project.”

The draft environmental document further states, on page 114, that the
Memorial Oaks Focus Group met five times between April 7, 2009, and May 5,
2010, and included six citizen members, an appointed representative from the
Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission, and staff
from Santa Barbara County Planning, among others. During the course of
these meetings, the Caltrans consultants who evaluated the Memorial Oaks
presented the results of their studies and their conclusion that, given that the
trees in their present setting lack sufficient integrity to be able to convey their
significance as a World War | memorial, they are not eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places and do not constitute historical resources
for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act.

In making the determination that the Memorial Oaks are not historical
resources, Caltrans duly considered that, under the California Environmental
Quality Act, resources locally designated may constitute historical resources
for the purposes of the act. The California Environmental Quality Act
guidance, however, states that “resources which are listed in a local historic
register or deemed significant in a historical resource survey as provided
under Section 5024.1(g) are to be presumed historically or culturally
significant unless ‘the preponderance of evidence’ demonstrates they are not.
The next step is to consult the pertinent existing local register and survey.
Because a local register or survey may not employ the same criteria as the
California Register, listing or identification in a local survey does not
necessarily establish if the property is eligible for listing on the Register. The
Lead Agency will need to evaluate the resource in light of the Register’s listing

criteria. . . . The Lead Agency may determine that the preponderance of
evidence demonstrates that the property in question is not historically or
culturally significant despite being listed on a local register or identified in a
local historic survey. When making this determination, OPR [the California
Office of Planning and Research] strongly recommends that the agency cite
for the record the specific, concrete evidence which supports that
determination.” Caltrans provided this specific, concrete evidence in its
evaluation of the resource, as documented in the Historical Resources
Evaluation Report prepared for the proposed South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
project (Attachment H of the HPSR). The State Historic Preservation Officer
concurred with Caltrans’ eligibility determinations on January 26, 2011.

Because it has been demonstrated that the Memorial Oaks are not historical
resources, project impacts to the Memorial Oaks have been appropriately
addressed in the Visual and Aesthetic section of the draft environmental
document.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 59 Local Historical Significance

To meet its responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, Caltrans conducts archaeological and built-environment
(architectural) studies in accordance with the January 2004 Programmatic
Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer and
the California Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, As It Pertains to the
Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California. To meet its
responsibilities under the California Environmental Quality Act, Caltrans
conducts its archaeological and built-environment (architectural) studies in

accordance with Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the California Environmental
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Quality Act, using the criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California
Public Resources Code.

In evaluating a specific built-environment property, Caltrans will consider
whether the property meets any of the criteria (Criterion A, B, C, or D) for
eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places. If a property is
determined to be eligible, Caltrans will determine whether it is eligible at the
local, state, or national level, depending on the geographical range of the
importance of a property and its associations. In this context, properties
determined significant at the local level are those that meet National Register
criteria, not those that meet local criteria. Caltrans does not evaluate
properties for their eligibility to local listings of any kind, although if
properties are locally listed this information will be noted in the Historical
Resources Evaluation Report and in the Historic Property Survey Report. In
some instances, resources that have been listed under local criteria are
determined by Caltrans to be historic resources for the purposes of the
California Environmental Quality Act if they would, in Caltrans’ opinion (as
Lead Agency under CEQA), meet the criteria for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources. The Summerland World War | Monument,
designated Santa Barbara County Landmark No. 35, is a case in point.
Although Caltrans determined, and the State Historic Preservation Officer
concurred, that the monument is not eligible for the National Register, its
status as an officially designated County landmark was considered in
regarding it as a historical resource for the purposes of the California
Environmental Quality Act.

For the purposes of determining project impacts on historic properties within
the area of potential effects, only those resources either listed in or eligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or those resources
considered historical resources for the purposes of the California
Environmental Quality Act are included in the analysis.

The draft environmental document, on page 225, documents that the project
would cause direct adverse effects to the Via Real Redeposited Midden, but
would not have any direct or indirect effects on the National Register-eligible
built-environment resources (which include the Ortega-Masini Adobe, Santa
Barbara County Landmark No. 31) or on the Summerland World War |
Monument (Santa Barbara County Landmark No. 35), which is not a National
Register-eligible built-environment resource but is a historical resource for the
purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 60 Area of Potential Effects Buffer

The 2008 Historic Property Survey Report (Kirkish, 2008) to which you refer
was prepared by Department of Transportation District 7 in connection with a
different project (the 6-mile Ventura/Santa Barbara Highway 101 HOV
Widening project, located between the Mobil Pier in Ventura County and
Carpinteria Creek in Santa Barbara County). The description of the area of
potential effects given in the Historic Property Survey Report (Joslin, 2010)
prepared by Department of Transportation District 5 in connection with the
proposed South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project is, in fact, consistent with the
description of the area of potential effects appearing in the draft
environmental document. As stated on page 215 of the draft environmental
document, the width of the area of potential effects varies between about
170 and 385 feet, except for a maximum of about 570 and 670 feet at
Sheffield Drive and Cabrillo Boulevard, respectively. The vertical area of
potential effects varies between the existing ground surface and a depth of 30
feet where structures will be replaced.
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County of Santa Barbara
Comment 61
Effects

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) is the appropriate technical

Historic Properties in the Architectural Area of Potential

study for documenting the historical resources located within the project area
of potential effects. The State Historic Preservation Officer has concurred with
the sufficiency of Caltrans’ efforts to identify historic properties located within
the area of potential effects and has also concurred that the only historic
property that has the potential to be affected by the project is a prehistoric
site, the Via Real Redeposited Midden. The location of archaeological sites is
confidential and may not be mapped or divulged in an environmental
document. Caltrans discusses historic properties in the draft and final
environmental documents but does not see any utility in including maps of
resources that will not be affected by the project in the environmental
document. The HRER contains mapping of the historic properties and is
available upon request.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 62 County Comprehensive Plan and Cultural Resources

As documented in Section 2.1.7 (Cultural Resources) of the draft
environmental document on pages 216-217, elements of the Via Real
Redeposited Midden were moved onsite from their original location in
connection with an early highway project. Recent design revisions were able
to shift the preferred alternative (Alternative 1) toward the median in an
effort to minimize potential impacts to the site. Comprehensive studies
conducted by Caltrans suggest that the National Register-eligible portion of
the site is not only located below the level of proposed U.S. 101 construction
but is also located outside the State right-of-way—and therefore outside the
Area of Direct Impact. An Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) and
exclusionary fencing will be established and enforced around the known site
limits. Although we do not anticipate that there will be any impacts to the

redeposited midden, or that significant portions of the site extend into the
State right-of-way, or that any other significant archaeological resources are
present, Caltrans has deemed it prudent to consider the remote possibility
that discoveries during construction may still occur.

As a result, Caltrans is acting in conformity with both Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element Historical and Archaeological Sites
Policy 3 and Coastal Land Use Policy 10-3: "When sufficient planning flexibility
does not permit avoiding construction on archaeological or other types of
cultural sites, adequate mitigation shall be required. Mitigation shall be
designed in accord with guidelines of the State Office of Historic Preservation
and the State of California Native American Heritage Commission."

Caltrans takes its stewardship of Native American resources seriously and has
continued to consult with local Chumash individuals and groups since the
inception of this project. Caltrans’ approach is therefore in conformity with
both Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element Historical
and Archaeological Sites Policy 5 and Coastal Land Use Policy 10-5: “Native
Americans shall be consulted when development proposals are submitted
which impact significant archaeological or cultural sites.”

Specifically, Caltrans has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer
and local Chumash representatives identified by the Native American Heritage
Commission to develop a systematic approach to addressing not only any
adverse effects to the Via Real Redeposited Midden but also effects to any
similar as yet unidentified archaeological resources discovered during
construction, in the unlikely event that such discoveries are made. Adverse
effects to this property were initially proposed to be resolved by a
Memorandum of Agreement prepared in consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Chumash representatives. As part of our ongoing
consultation, however, the resolution document was restructured. Adverse
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effects will now be resolved in conformity with the June 20, 2013
Programmatic Agreement between the California Department of
Transportation and the California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding
the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project, U.S. Route 101, Santa Barbara County,
California. Both the Programmatic Agreement and its appended Treatment
and Data Recovery Plan are included in Appendix D of this final environmental
document, State Historic Preservation Officer Correspondence.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 63 Data Recovery Plan

As explained in Section 2.1.7 of the final environmental document, the signed
Programmatic Agreement and the Treatment and Data Recovery Plan,
developed by Caltrans in consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer and the local Chumash community, is an advance plan that allows
Caltrans to proceed on a pre-approved course of action, providing direction
for any contingency involving buried archaeological resources encountered
during construction. It includes a decision matrix to accommodate the
appropriate handling of discoveries during construction, in the unlikely event
that such discoveries occur.

Both the Programmatic Agreement and its appended Treatment and Data
Recovery Plan are included in Appendix D, State Historic Preservation Officer
Correspondence, of this final environmental document. Also, refer to the
above response to the County’s comment 62.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 64 Hydrology and Floodplain — Toro Community Plan
Additional information was added to Section 2.2.1 of the final environmental
document. Additional runoff created by the project will be retained or
detained where possible given the physical constraints in the project limits.
The project goal is to match pre-construction runoff rates. Caltrans will

coordinate with the County when developing the final drainage design to
avoid exacerbating existing drainage problems in the Toro Canyon Planning
Area.

County of Santa Barbara
Bluff Development
All work will be confined to the Caltrans right-of-way. Fencing to protect

Comment 65

environmentally sensitive areas will be installed around sensitive habitats.
Measures will be included to avoid impacts, and a landscaping plan will be
prepared. A landscaping and grading plan will be submitted during the Coastal
Development Permit process. Temporary impacts to water quality from
increased erosion on new cut and fill slopes will be avoided by implementing
best management practices (BMPs) from Caltrans’ National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System statewide permit. Caltrans will use erosion
control methods, which include hydroseeding of disturbed areas with native
seed where practicable to benefit water quality by decreasing runoff and
sedimentation into waterways.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 66 Arroyo Paredon Creek

The proposed work at the Arroyo Paredon Creek Bridge has changed since the
draft environmental document was released as a result of recent
correspondence with the Santa Barbara County Flood Control District. The
agency provided documentation discussing flooding concerns on Arroyo
Paredon downstream of U.S. 101. The updated description of the Arroyo
Paredon Creek Bridge was added to Sections 2.2.1 (Hydrology and Floodplain)
and 2.3.4 (Threatened and Endangered Species) of the final environmental
document.
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County of Santa Barbara

Comment 67 Soundwalls and Montecito Creek

Your comment appears to relate to discussions regarding both Montecito
Creek and the bridges at Romero, San Ysidro, and Oak creeks. As for flow
escaping from Montecito Creek, the amount of flow escaping the main
channel upstream of U.S. 101 would be approximately 2,500 cubic feet per
second (cfs) during the 100-year flow of 5,700 cfs (estimated by FEMA).
Relative to passing flood flows through the soundwalls in the floodplains for
Romero, San Ysidro, Oak and Montecito creeks, where flood flows are high,
they would be passed through the soundwalls with floodgates similar to those
near Salinas Street in Santa Barbara. Where flows are shallow, they would
pass through smaller openings. Details of the openings will be developed in
coordination with the Santa Barbara County Flood Control District during final
design of the project. Approval from the flood control district and FEMA will
be obtained for all work that could impact floodplains.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 68 Drainage Design

Floodgates or low-flow openings will be added to soundwalls in floodplains to
minimize impacts. Several changes were made to the hydraulic section as a
result of additional soundwalls being considered for the project. This includes
a portion of a wall that was reconsidered for feasibility after there was a
revision made to the floodway at Romero Creek (per a revision to the FEMA
Flood Insurance Rate Map on December 4, 2012). Therefore, the following
measures have been added to Section 2.2.1 of the final environmental
document to minimize impacts to flooding:

e A newly proposed soundwall within the limits of the floodplain at
Cravens Lane would be staggered to convey flood flows.

¢ The newly extended portion of the wall in the vicinity of the floodway at
Romero Creek (based on recently revised floodway limit) would

incorporate floodgates to convey flood flows and would not raise base
flood elevations.

¢ The extended portions of the soundwalls located between the frontage
road and U.S. 101 at Montecito Creek encroach into the floodplain.
However, the walls would be designed to pass flood flows and not raise
base flood elevations.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 69 Arroyo Paredon Creek and Flooding

The discussion on page 242 of the draft environmental document pertains to
water quality issues and mentions flooding only as background. The floodplain
section of the draft environmental document is intended to demonstrate
compliance with 23 Code of Federal Regulation 650 Subpart A, which pertains
to only the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The FEMA FIRM doesn’t show 100-year
flooding where Arroyo Paredon Creek discharges to the ocean. It does show a
Zone X on the east side of the creek between the ocean and the railroad,
indicating either 500-year or shallow flooding. Shallow flooding and 500-year
flooding aren’t regulatory issues and consequently aren’t addressed in the
document.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 70  Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography — Retaining Walls

The final environmental document has been modified to include additional
information for the two proposed retaining walls along the bluff at the
Sheffield Interchange. Refer to Section 1.3.1 in the final environmental
document for the updated design of the Sheffield Interchange that includes
eliminating the other retaining walls.
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County of Santa Barbara
Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography
A site-specific geotechnical report prepared by a registered or certified

Comment 71

geologist will be provided during the design phase of the project. This report
will provide documentation that attests to the stability of the proposed
improvements, including any implications to bluff retreat. Recommendations
in that report will be implemented in the grading and drainage plans that will
be submitted during the Coastal Development Permit process.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 72  Coastal Bluff

Detailed grading and drainage plans along with landscaping irrigation plans
will be developed consistent with County coastal development regulations for
the top of the bluff area near Ortega Hill. These plans will be submitted with
the Coastal Development Permit application. Currently, all freeway drainage
in this area is captured within the existing freeway drainage system. That
system is expected to be continued for use and modified if necessary to
accommodate all additional runoff generated from the freeway
improvements in the bluff top area. Landscaping in this area will be developed
with a focus on minimal irrigation to reduce unintentional runoff. Guidance
from the geotechnical report mentioned in response to comment 71 will be
critical to determining final design information for the Sheffield Interchange to
be consistent with the policies specified in your comment.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 73 Hazardous Waste

As indicated in Section 2.2.5 (Hazardous Waste or Materials), if the aerially
deposited lead-contaminated soil is reused, it would be in accordance with
the terms of the Department of Toxic Substances Control Variance. Typically,
aerially deposited lead-contaminated material is disposed of at a Class 1
landfill. To further address your comment, the following wording was added

to Section 2.2.5 to explain possible uses of the soil: The aerially deposited lead
contaminated soil may be used in the construction of new on-ramps and off-
ramps or for the widening of fill sections.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 74 Hazardous Waste - Oil Wells

Per your comment, the following minimization measure consistent with Policy
HAZ-S-1 was added to Section 2.2.5 (Hazardous Waste or Materials): If any
abandoned oil wells are discovered, State Department of Conservation
Division of Oil and Gas abandonment removal procedures shall be followed.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 75 Hazardous Waste — Former Iron Horse Gas Station

The tank at the former Iron Horse gasoline service station was removed in
September 2012 and is no longer an issue. The tank removal was completed
separate from the proposed project. In response to this action, Section 2.2.5

(Hazardous Wastes) was updated in the final environmental document.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 76 Hazardous Waste — Asbestos Mitigation

The following sentence was added to the Avoidance, Minimization, and/or
Mitigation Measures section of Section 2.2.5 and Appendix F of the final
environmental document: The asbestos removal would be conducted in
accordance with all applicable laws and regulations.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 77  Air Quality

This correction was made to the paragraph in Section 2.2.6 (Air Quality) of the
final environmental document to include the Sheffield Drive interchange as
part of the project.
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County of Santa Barbara

Comment 78  Air Quality - Pedestrian/Bike Trails

As stated in the response to comment 1 of the County's comments, the two
pedestrian/bicycle trails your comment refers to are being considered by the
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments. It should be noted
however, that the work proposed for these trails is separate from the South
Coast 101 HOV Lanes project.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 79 Short-term Construction Noise Impacts

Construction noise impacts are currently addressed in Volume |, Section 2.4.
Caltrans follows the Federal Highway Administration Noise Standards and the
Caltrans Noise Protocol to minimize noise levels during construction. Caltrans
understands that local standards may differ from state and federal standards
and tries to abide by them when possible. However, as a state agency,
Caltrans is obligated to maintain consistency in applying state and federal
standards equally across the state. When there is an inconsistency between
state and local standards, state standards must be followed.

A measure was added to Section 2.4 of the final environmental document to
minimize construction activities in areas adjacent to residential areas during
evening, nighttime, weekend, and holiday periods where possible.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 80 Noise

As indicated in Section 3.2 of the draft environmental document, when
determining whether a noise impact is significant under the California
Environmental Quality Act, a comparison is made between the baseline noise
level and the build noise level. The California Environmental Quality Act noise
analysis is completely independent of the National Environmental Policy Act

analysis discussed in Section 2.2.7, which focuses on noise abatement criteria.

Under the California Environmental Quality Act evaluation of an impact is
based on context and intensity. The noise assessment entails establishing the
existing noise environment and then determining how large or perceptible
project-related noise increases would be in the given area. As a result of the
small increases in noise levels, the California Environmental Quality Act
determination concludes that the noise impacts associated with the proposed
build alternatives are less than significant and do not require mitigation. Noise
abatement such as soundwalls is not considered mitigation by the Federal
Highway Administration. It should be noted that four responses categorized
under noise in the CEQA checklist (see Volume II, Appendix A, XIl. Noise) were
mistakenly identified as “significant impact without mitigation.” However, this
error has been corrected along with an explanation within the CEQA checklist.
The responses Xl (a-d) now reflect “less than significant.”

Noise measurements are presented in Table 2.3.2 of the environmental
document. The proposed build alternatives would in general increase noise
levels by around 3-decibels by 2040. Noise increases under 3 decibels are
considered barely audible to the human ear. However, because existing noise
volumes are already high in certain areas, soundwalls are recommended in a
variety of locations to abate highway traffic noise levels based on Caltrans
protocol. The protocol allows for affected residences to vote for or against the
construction of soundwalls. Currently, a total of 28 soundwalls are
recommended, but soundwall voting has not yet occurred. The voting is
scheduled to take place during the project's design phase. Recommended
soundwalls may not all be approved by the affected residents. In addition, the
proposed walls will be evaluated during the Coastal Development Permit
process for each jurisdiction. Evaluations will consider potential visual
concerns associated with any of the recommended soundwalls.

South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project « M - 136



Appendix M ¢ Response to Comments

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 81 Noise

Noise abatement is not considered reasonable for commercial establishments
as set forth in both the Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans noise

protocol.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 82 Noise

Second-story residential units are analyzed only when outdoor noise levels are
measured on second levels such as above a garage or the land topography
exposes the second story to additional traffic noise. Second-story levels are
not used as receivers because exterior uses are negligible and the additional
cost of attenuation is high. The public meeting room, if built, would constitute
future development and receptors R52 and R53 would be the closest
receptors to that proposed meeting room location. The Noise Study Report
indicates that R52 was measured at a higher outdoor noise level of 74
decibels, which also approximates the outdoor noise level for the prospective
location of the public meeting room. With properly closed insulated windows,
the outdoor/indoor noise level difference of 25 decibels yields a 47-decibel
interior noise level for the public meeting room, which is below the Nuisance
Abatement Criteria for interior noise levels.

The Summerland Church was included in both the Noise Study Report and the
draft environmental document. Both reports documented that the church was
affected by noise and recommended that a soundwall be considered
(Soundwall $392). However, due to severe visual impacts that would occur as
a result of blocking prime ocean views, the wall was not recommended for
construction by the Project Development Team. Furthermore, It should be
noted that because Soundwall S392 and Soundwall S414 were both dropped
for significant visual concerns (blocking prime ocean views), the remaining

portions of both soundwalls (not blocking prime views) were not found to be
financially reasonable and therefore not recommended for construction.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 83 Noise

Under the Caltrans noise protocol, unusual and extraordinary abatement
considerations are given to receptors affected by extraordinary noise levels
such as 75 decibels or noise levels with an increase of 30 decibels over the
existing noise levels. Furthermore, interior noise levels are considered for
places where noise is not allowed, such as schools and libraries. Under the
Caltrans noise protocol, interior noise levels would need to fall below 52
decibels, not the 45 decibels level stipulated in the Summerland Community

Plan Noise Policy.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 84 Biology - Wildlife Corridors

Volume I, Section 2.3.3 of the final environmental document was updated to
include that several creeks in the project area are used by urban wildlife,
including raccoons, skunks, tree frogs and various fish species, as well as
introduced species such as feral cats and red-eared slider turtles. Proposed
new bridges will not affect the function of these creeks as movement
corridors for local wildlife. California, along with other states and nations, is
becoming more aware of the importance of connected habitats to ensure the
persistence of wildlife and biodiversity. In 2009, Caltrans and the Department
of Fish and Wildlife sponsored the creation of a statewide wildlife habitat
connectivity map as part of the California Essential Habitat Connectivity
Project to identify high-priority wildlife corridors and landscape linkages for
use in transportation planning. This project does not occur within a linear
linkage or least-cost corridor modeled by the Essential Habitat Connectivity
Database (2011). The nearest identified landscape linkage begins 4 miles
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north of the project limits in the Sulfur Mountain-Sierra Madre Mountains
Essential Connectivity Area.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 85 Biology - Natural Communities

The currently proposed planting ratio of 3:1 is consistent with what Caltrans
typically plants for these situations and is considered to be adequate to meet
the needs of this project. Caltrans acknowledges that during the subsequent
Coastal Development Permit process, higher ratios may be requested by the

permitting agency.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 86 Biology - Animal Species

An expanded discussion of raptor nest surveys methodology has been
included in Section 2.3.3 of the final environmental document as follows:
Raptor nests are often used from year to year, and remain as established
structures. Focused surveys for raptor nests were conducted in January and
February 2010 prior to the leafing out of trees to ensure maximum visibility.
Several raptor species found in the study area exhibit courtship and nesting
behavior in late January or early February, so the biological study area was
also surveyed for raptor presence and for courting or pair bonding behavior at
this time. No raptors were seen using the highway corridor in the biological
study area. At additional site visits during the nesting season (April and May)
in 2009 and 2010, the biological study area was reviewed for raptor presence
and nesting behavior and none was observed.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 87 Biology - Animal Species

Based on your comment, the following information was added to Section
2.3.3 (Animal Species) of the final environmental document: Based on records

from local community plans for Montecito, Summerland and Toro Canyon,

eight mapped butterfly roosts occur within %-mile of the project area: Music
Academy of the West in Santa Barbara; Butterfly Lane and High Road in
Montecito; Crane Country Day School in Montecito; Ortega Hill in Montecito;
Via Real and Padaro Road in Summerland; Lambert Road in Summerland; and
two locations along Padaro Road in Toro Canyon. Three Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat sites for the monarch butterfly occur within 200 feet of the
work limits; one at Ortega Hill between U.S. 101, Sheffield Drive and Ortega
Hill Road, and two along Padaro Lane, outside the western boundary of the
biological study area. No roost locations were observed within the project
limits. No work is planned within 50 feet of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
for monarch butterflies. This project is not expected to affect monarch
butterfly roosting sites.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 88 Wetlands and Other Waters

Section 2.3.2 was updated in the final environmental document as follows:
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the California Coastal
Commission use a one-parameter wetland definition, which requires evidence
of only a single parameter (e.g., hydrology, hydric soils, or hydrophytic
vegetation) to establish wetland conditions.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 89 Wetlands

As indicated in your comment, the wetland mapping referenced in the
comment is found in the Natural Environment Study; this study along with the
other technical studies was made available to the public upon request, placed
in the libraries, and viewable on the internet alongside the Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment. The decision was
made not to include the mapping in the environmental document due to its
size and the fact that the Natural Environment Study and associated wetland
mapping could easily be requested or found for the project on the Caltrans
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District 5 or SBCAG websites. A notation has been added to explain the map’s
availability.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 90 Wetland Mitigation

Caltrans assumes that less than a 3:1 replacement ratio would not be
acceptable to the City of Carpinteria, County of Santa Barbara and the Coastal
Commission based on coordination relative to the required Local Coastal Plan
Amendments. The compensation ratio required for impacts is based on
resource agency recommendations as well as the function and quality of
wetland habitat that needs to be replaced. It should be noted that the coastal
wetlands to be affected by the project are low quality wetlands that are
constructed roadside drainage ditches next to U.S. 101.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 91 Construction Impacts

a) The draft environmental document contained a discussion of the visual
impacts associated with construction, but the text was located on page
210 in Section 2.1.6. To be more consistent and respond to your concern,
this discussion has been moved to Section 2.4 of the final environmental

document.

b) Interms of construction impacts to Traffic and Transportation/ Pedestrian
and Bike Facilities, there was a sentence added to Section 2.1.5 of the
final environmental document to clarify potential temporary shifts of
vehicle traffic onto local streets during construction.

c) Caltrans plans to work closely with County Public Works regarding the
construction traffic management plan for neighborhood streets
surrounding the Sheffield Drive Interchange. At the design stage of the
project, Caltrans would evaluate local streets to determine to what extent

repair or repaving is required to ensure that the project meets Americans
with Disabilities Act requirements.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 92 Cumulative Impacts

The Cumulative Impacts section (Section 2.5) was updated to include an
evaluation of potential cumulative impacts for the following resources in
addition to the evaluation of Visual/Aesthetics resources that was in the draft
environmental document: Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities; Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff; and Biological Resources

(Wetlands and Threatened and Endangered Species).

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 93  Visual/Aesthetics Cumulative Impact Analysis

The draft environmental document does not specifically mention visibility of
Santa Claus Lane in the Cumulative Impacts analysis. Santa Claus Lane is
considered a part of the overall visual character in conjunction with all of the
other development along frontage roads and throughout the adjacent
communities of this 10-mile-long project corridor.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 94 Cumulative Impacts

The project has been added to the list of projects considered for Cumulative
Impacts in Section 2.5.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 95 Cumulative Impacts - Noise

As stated in Section 3.2, the project generally does not increase noise levels
greater than 3-decibels over the no-build condition in 2040. There are
currently high noise levels along the U.S. 101 corridor and the noise situation

has been that way for many years. To reduce noise levels, Caltrans is also
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proposing the use of noise-attenuating pavement surfacing on the main travel
lanes along U.S. 101 where the HOV lane is proposed. In regard to following
local noise standards, Caltrans follows state and federal standards and
recognizes that local standards may differ from state and federal standards.
Caltrans maintains consistency in applying state and federal standards equally
across the state. When there is an inconsistency between state and local
standards, state standards must be followed.

A Soundwall Process information sheet has been added to the final
environmental document (see Appendix K) that explains the soundwall
approval process that must occur. The process includes voting by property
owners of affected residences along with the caveat that the soundwalls must
also be approved as part of the Coastal Development Permit process.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 96 Significant Impacts -Cultural Resources

As documented in Section 2.1.7 of the draft environmental document on
pages 216-217, elements of the Via Real Redeposited Midden were moved

onsite from their original location in connection with an early highway project.

Recent design revisions were able to shift the preferred alternative
(Alternative 1) toward the median in an effort to minimize potential impacts
to the site. Comprehensive studies conducted by Caltrans suggest that the
National Register-eligible portion of the site is not only located below the level
of proposed U.S. 101 construction but is also located outside the State right-
of-way—and therefore outside the Area of Direct Impact. An Environmentally
Sensitive Area (ESA) and exclusionary fencing will be established and enforced
around the known site limits. Although we do not anticipate that there will be
any impacts to the redeposited midden, or that significant portions of the site
extend into the State right-of-way, or that any other significant archaeological
resources are present, Caltrans has deemed it prudent to consider the remote
possibility that discoveries during construction may still occur.

Caltrans has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer and local
Chumash representatives identified by the Native American Heritage
Commission to develop a systematic approach to addressing not only any
adverse effects to the Via Real Redeposited Midden but also effects to any
similar as yet unidentified archaeological resources discovered during
construction, in the unlikely event that such discoveries are made. Adverse
effects to this property were initially proposed to be resolved by a
Memorandum of Agreement prepared in consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Chumash representatives. As part of our ongoing
consultation, however, the resolution document was restructured. Adverse
effects will now be resolved in conformity with the June 20, 2013
Programmatic Agreement between the California Department of
Transportation and the California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding
the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project, U.S. Route 101, Santa Barbara
County, California. Both the Programmatic Agreement and its appended
Treatment and Data Recovery Plan are included in Appendix D, State Historic
Preservation Officer Correspondence, of this final environmental document.

The Summerland World War | Monument, designated Santa Barbara County
Landmark No. 35 in 1994, is a historic resource for the purposes of the
California Environmental Quality Act. In 1991, while it was still at its original
location on Wallace Avenue, south of Highway 101, it was determined to be
ineligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places; the State
Historic Preservation Officer concurred in this finding. Moving the monument
in 1998 to its current location on Lillie Avenue appears to have impaired the
structural integrity of the concrete pedestal. A photograph taken during the
installation clearly shows that the pedestal was already cracked. The re-
installation of the flagpole on top of the pedestal appears to have worsened
the concrete cracking, probably due to the downward transference of wind-
induced movement of the flag to the flagpole, and from the flagpole to the
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pedestal. Caltrans will be using alternate construction methods in the vicinity document. Each of these paths would fill critical gaps in the overall trail

of the Monument to avoid impacts from vibration. There is no potential for system. The combination of the two trails, the proposed project, and the
significant impacts to the historical resource due to the proposed South Coast remaining elements of 101 in Motion would move Santa Barbara County
101 HOV Lanes project, and no mitigation measures are warranted. It is, closer to meeting the goals necessary to decrease the overall production of
therefore, within the purview of the County to repair the pre-existing damage greenhouse gas emissions.

to the Summerland World War | Monument.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 97 Significant Impacts - Biological Resources

In response to your comment, the information in Section 3.2.2 of the final
environmental document has been updated to reflect the County’s concerns
that this section did not clearly state that the project is inconsistent with the
wetland protection policies that are part of the local coastal plans for both
Santa Barbara County and the City of Carpinteria. In addition, a brief
discussion of mitigation measures to be implemented was added and a
reference made to Appendix F where all of the avoidance, minimization and
mitigation measures are provided.

County of Santa Barbara
Comment 98 Unavoidable Significant Impacts
See response to comment 95 from the County of Santa Barbara.

County of Santa Barbara

Comment 99 Cumulative Impacts

Separate from the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project is a coordinated effort
led by the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (the applicant)
and City of Carpinteria to build two trails deemed necessary as part of the
local coastal amendment process—the Santa Claus Lane Class | Bike Path is
linked with the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes project and the Rincon Coastal
Trail is linked with the Linden Avenue and Casitas Interchange project. This
information was updated in Section 2.1.5 of the final environmental
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Fire Department Michael W. Dyer

"Serving the community since 1926 Fire Chief
County Fire Warden

HEADQUARTERS Christian J. Hahn
Deputy Fire Chief
4410 Cathedral Oaks Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93110-1042
(805) 681-5500 FAX: (805) 681-5563

May 18, 2012

Mr. Matt Fowler

Senior Environmental Planner
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Dear Fowler:

SUBJECT: South Coast 101 HOV Lanes, DEIR

The above project is located within the County Fire Department's Hazardous Material Unit jurisdiction. To
comply with the established standards, we submit the following with the understanding project modifications,

which may determine additional conditions.

GENERAL NOTICE

1. Stop work immediately and contact the County Fire Department, Hazardous Materials Unit if visual
contamination or chemical odors are detected while implementing the approved work at this site.
Resumption of work requires approval of the HMU, 805-686-8170.

Please nolify the Fire Prevention Division of any changes to the project proposal. Further intensification of use
or change in the project description may require additional review.

As always, if you have any questions or require further information, please call 805-681-5523 or 805-681-5500.
In the interest of life and fire safety,

Eric Peterson

Division Chief/ Fire Marshal

WE: mkb

Serving the cities of Buellton, Goleta and Solvang and the Communities of Casmalia, Cuyama, Gaviota, Hope Ranch, Los
Alamos, Los Olivos, Mission Canyon, Mission Hills, Orcutt, Santa Maria, Sisquoc, Vandenberg Village

Santa Barbara County Fire Department
Comment 1 Hazardous Material—Advisory
This is a Caltrans standard operating procedure and will be followed.
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OurVision ¥ Clean Air

Santa Barbara County

Air Pollution Control District

May 16, 2012

Matt Fowler

Senior Environmental Planner

California Department of Transportation District 5
50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Re: APCD Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
Project, 05-SB-101_PM 1.4 to 12.3, 05-0N700, Project ID# 0500000225, SCH# 2009051018

Dear Mr. Fowler:

The Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has reviewed Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
referenced project, which consists of a Caltrans proposal to modify U.S. 101 in order to provide a part-
time, continuous access high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction on U.S. 101 extending from
Carpinteria Creek in the City of Carpinteria to Cabrillo Boulevard in the City of Santa Barbara. The project
begins 0.22 mile south of the Bailard Avenue overcrossing (post mile 1.4) in the City of Carpinteria and
extends to the southern portion of the City of Santa Barbara (post mile 12.3) near Sycamore Creek.
Three build alternatives and a No-Build Alternative are being considered for this project. Each build
alternative would add a single HOV lane in both the northbound and southbound directions and rebuild
interchanges at Sheffield Drive and Cabrillo Boulevard. The HOV lanes would be reserved for vehicles
containing two or more people during morning and afternoon peak hours of operation each weekday.
Outside of the specified hours, the HOV lanes would be open to any vehicles.

Air Pollution Control District staff offers the following comments on the Draft EIR:

1. Inconsistent Terminology for Vehicle Idling Restriction: There is inconsistency in the language
used for the idling restriction listed under the “Ozone Precursor (nitrous oxides and reactive
organic compounds) Measures” that appears in various locations in the document. On page 286
the bulleted item reads, “Idling of heavy-duty diesel trucks during loading and unloading must
(emphasis added) be limited to five minutes; auxiliary power units would be used whenever
possible.” However, on page 413 the bolded term appears as “should”, page 444 uses “should”,
and page F-25 uses the term “shall”, We recommend revising the document to use consistent
language and employing either the “must” or “shall” term since the idling restriction is a state
requirement under Title 13 Section 2485 of the California Code of Regulations.

Air Pollution Control District staff has identified the following regulatory requirements that will apply to
the project:

1. APCD Rule 345, Control of Fugitive Dust from Construction and Demolition Activities establishes
limits on the generation of visible fugitive dust emissions at demolition and construction sites.
The rule includes measures for minimizing fugitive dust from on-site activities and from trucks
moving on- and off-site. The text of the rule can be viewed on the APCD website at

www.shcaped.org/rules/download/rule345.pdf.

Louis D. Van Mullem, 1r. =+ Air Pollution Control Officer

260 North San Antonio Road, Suite A « Santa Barbara, CA = 93110 = www,.sbcapcd.org = 805.961.8800 - 805.961.8801 (fax)

APCD Comments on the Draft EIR for the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project, Project ID# 0500000225, SCH# 2009051018
May 16, 2012
Page 2

2. All portable diesel-fired construction engines rated at 50 brake-horsepower or greater must
have either statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP) certificates or APCD
permits prior to operation. Construction engines with PERP certificates are exempt from APCD
permit, provided they will be on-site for less than 12 months.

3. The applicant is required to complete and submit an Asbestos Demolition/Renovation
Notification (APCD Form ENF-28 which can be downloaded at
www.sbcapcd.org/eng/d|/dI08.htm ) for each regulated structure to be demolished or
renovated. Demolition notifications are required regardless of whether asbestos is present or
not. The completed notification should be presented or mailed to the Santa Barbara County Air
Pollution Control District with a minimum of 10 working days advance notice prior to disturbing
asbestos in a renovation or starting work on a demolition. For additional information regarding
asbestos notification requirements, please visit our website at
www.sbcapcd.org/biz/asbestos.htm or contact APCD’s Engineering and Compliance Division at
(805) 961-8800.

4. If contaminated soils are found at the project site, the APCD must be contacted to determine if
Authority to Construct and/or Permit to Operate permits will be required.

5. Asphalt paving activities shall comply with APCD Rule 329, Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt
Paving Materials.

If you or the project applicant have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact
me at (805) 961-8890 or via email at cvw@sbcapcd.org.

Sincerely,
Carly Wilburton,
Air Quality Specialist

Technology and Environmental Assessment Division

cc: Project File
TEA Chron File
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Santa Barbara Air Resources Control District

Comment 1 Vehicle Idling Restriction

In response to your comment, wording was changed for air quality measures
related to idling in section 2.1.6. The measures now reflect use of the word
“shall” to be consistent with what is typically used by your agency.

Santa Barbara Air Resources Control District

Comment 2 APCD Rule 345

Caltrans standard dust control measures fulfill the requirements of APCD Rule
345 by limiting the generation of visible fugitive dust emissions during
demolition and construction activities.
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Santa Barbara County
Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission

June 18, 2012

Matt Fowler, Senior Environmental Planner
Environmental Analysis

California Department of Transportation

50 Higuera Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Re: DEIR, South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project, Cultural Resources Comments
Dear Mr. Fowler,

Thank you for providing the Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Commission (IILAC)
with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes
Project. Our previous letter of August 8, 2011 to Ms. Paula Carr expressed the HLAC’s concern
regarding the 101 HOV Project’s impacts on Historic Resources. Our comments regarding the
Cultural Resources section are as follows:

The HLAC understands that the analysis of impacts in the DEIR is based upon the earlier
technical studies. The 3-volume Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) previously provided
speaks to the historic value of the resources potentially affected. Although the DEIR concludes 1
there is no significant impact on historic architectural resources the HLAC remains concerned
that the project will affect the County’s historic resources and certain Santa Barbara County
Historic Landmarks.

The Ortega-Masini Adobe on Sheffield Drive is Santa Barbara County Historic Landmark
#31and sited in close proximity to Hwy. 101. Although noise impacts with the project will rise
to a level warranting the construction of soundwalls, none will presumably be constructed 2
because it is determined to be “Not Financially Reasonable”. If a wall were to be constructed
however, mitigation measures to preclude vibration impacts to the historic adobe must be
incorporated.

The Summerland WW 1 Monument is Santa Barbara County Historic Landmark #35 and
adjacent to the northbound Lillie Avenue exit. Noise impacts warrant the construction ofa
soundwall right next to the masonry structure but it is unclear whether this section of soundwall 3
will be erected. The DEIR identifies adjacent sections of soundwall to have severe visual
impacts and notes that if they arc not built the remaining portion of wall “will not be financially
reasonable.” If a soundwall is erected next to the monument mitigation measures must be
incorporated to avoid vibration impacts.

Planning and Development, 123 East Anapamu St., Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Phone (805) 568-2000
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Although the monument is no longer eligible for the National Register of Historic Places due to
its relocation, it has been “identified as a historic resource for the purposes of the California
Environmental Quality Act” and warrants measures to protect it. In particular, the concrete
monument itself is cracked and in an extremely fragile condition. Because it is immediately
adjacent to the Lillie Avenue offramp, HLAC is deeply concerned that vibration or any other
disturbance from the construction project poses a serious threat to the structural integrity of the
Landmark and its very survival. The Commission asks that Caltrans incorporate in the 101 HOV
Project mitigation measures to protect the Landmark, such as structural reinforcement and
conservation of the monument itself, and possibly relocation of the monument to a suitable
public site farther away from the project.

As the HPSR previously noted there are many structures of historic value along the proposed
route of the project. The DEIR concludes that the project will not have “any direct or indirect
effects on the National Register-eligible built-environment resources™ because “it would not alter
any of the characteristics that make the historic-period built environment resources eligible.”
This statement however, relies upon a technical definition of “direct or indirect” effect that
ignores certain realities. Increased development, increased noise and increased visual impacts
will affect these structures and their use and appreciation by human beings.

Although the 1955 freeway revisions to the Montecito Parkway (1937-1948) substantially altered
the historic integrity of the original roadway, numerous vestiges of the landmark parkway
remain. Most notable are the layout of the primary and frontage roadways and the dramatic
Cypress plantings still found in the median and shoulder plantings. The Montecito Parkway in
its current state may not be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places but its
development was of great importance, locally and regionally. The elimination of the median and
/or shoulder landscaping in the 101 HOV Project will eliminate almost all vestiges of this early
example of holistic highway planning.

Similarly the remnants of the Memorial Oaks originally planted in 1928 to memorialize Santa
Barbara County soldiers who died during World War I will be dramatically impacted by this
project. Although fewer than half of the trees remain and they are not cligible for the National
Register of Historic Places, they represent a vanishing historic resource of local interest, We
understand Caltrans has convened a Memorial Oaks Focus Review Group to consider ways to
mitigate the project’s impacts. As noted in our previous letter, the HLAC would appreciate a
copy of the recommendations and a statement of how Caltrans proposes to carry them out.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

; ) :

A g ﬂ/ve}’vz&;w'yé

John C. Woodward, Chair
Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission

Planning and Development, 123 East Anapamu St., Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Phone (805) 568-2000

[=+

Summerland Citizens Association, P.0O. Box 508, Summerland CA 93067

Carpinteria Valley Association, P.O, Box 27 Carpinteria CA 93104

David Griggs, Carpinteria Valley Historical Society, 956 Maple Ave. Carpinteria CA 93013
Montecito Association, 1469 East Valley Road, Santa Barbara CA 93108

Salude Carbajal, 1 District Supervisor County of Santa Barbara

Alex Tuttle, Planner, Santa Barbara County Planning and Development

Dianne Black, Assistant Director of Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
Glenn Russell, Director of Santa Barbra County Planning and Development

Planning and Development, 123 Fast A St., Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Phone (805) 568-2000
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Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission
Comment 1 Cultural Resources—General

In 2011 Caltrans determined that the proposed project would have an adverse
effect on a portion of the Via Real Redeposited Midden. As documented in
Section 2.1.7 of the draft environmental document, elements of the Via Real
Redeposited Midden were moved onsite from their original location in
connection with an early highway project. Recent design revisions were able
to shift the preferred alternative (Alternative 1) toward the median in an
effort to minimize potential impacts to the site. Comprehensive studies
conducted by Caltrans suggest that the National Register-eligible portion of
the site is not only located below the level of proposed Highway 101
construction but is also located outside the State right-of-way—and therefore
outside the Area of Direct Impact. An Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA)
and exclusionary fencing will be established and enforced around the known
site limits. Although we do not anticipate that there will be any impacts to the
redeposited midden, or that significant portions of the site extend into the
State right-of-way, or that any other significant archaeological resources are
present, Caltrans has deemed it prudent to consider the remote possibility
that discoveries during construction may still occur.

Caltrans consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer and local
Chumash representatives identified by the Native American Heritage
Commission to develop a systematic approach to addressing not only any
adverse effects to the Via Real Redeposited Midden but also effects to any
similar as yet unidentified archaeological resources discovered during
construction, in the unlikely event that such discoveries are made. Adverse
effects to this property were initially proposed to be resolved by a
Memorandum of Agreement prepared in consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Chumash representatives. As part of our ongoing
consultation, however, the resolution document was restructured. Adverse
effects will now be resolved in conformity with the June 20, 2013

Programmatic Agreement between the California Department of
Transportation and the California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding
the South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project, U.S. Route 101, Santa Barbara County,
California. Both the Programmatic Agreement and its appended Treatment
and Data Recovery Plan are included in Appendix D, State Historic
Preservation Officer Correspondence, of this final environmental document.

Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission
Ortega-Masini Adobe—Vibration
No soundwall is recommended for installation within the 179-foot “minimum

Comment 2

safe from damage” threshold identified for the Ortega-Masini Adobe (Santa
Barbara County Historic Landmark #31) by the June 2011 Vibration Report and
the September 2012 Revised Vibration Report. The Revised Finding of Adverse
Effect document makes it clear that the resources would not be affected by
either the presence or absence of soundwalls, or by the construction of such a
soundwall.

Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission
Comment 3 Summerland WWI Monument

The Summerland World War | Monument was originally located on Wallace
Avenue south of the current Highway 101 alignment. At that location, the
concrete pedestal supported a flagpole and a short cross-bar carrying two
smaller banners. In the 1950s, during construction of the four-lane highway
through Summerland, a reinforced concrete retaining wall was built around
the monument to protect it from being buried in road fill placed for the
Wallace Avenue on-ramp. In the 1990s the monument (which, by this time,
consisted of the pedestal surmounted by a short wooden cross) was
designated Santa Barbara County Historic Landmark #35. On September 24,
1998, the concrete pedestal was moved to its current location in the Veterans

Memorial Park on Lillie Avenue, on the north side of Highway 101.
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A soundwall is currently proposed next to the flagpole location. Because the
monument is located within the 64-foot “minimum safe from damage”
threshold identified for the Summerland World War | Monument by the June
2011 Vibration Report and the September 2012 Revised Vibration Report,
Caltrans will be using alternate construction methods in the vicinity of the
Monument to avoid impacts from vibration. There is no potential for
significant impacts to the historical resource due to the proposed South Coast
101 HOV Lanes project, and no mitigation measures are warranted.

Moving the monument in 1998 to its current location on Lillie Avenue appears
to have impaired the structural integrity of the concrete pedestal. A
photograph taken during the installation clearly shows that the pedestal was
already cracked. The re-installation of the flagpole on top of the pedestal
appears to have worsened the concrete cracking, probably due to the
downward transference of wind-induced movement of the flag to the
flagpole, and from the flagpole to the pedestal. It is, therefore, within the
purview of the County to repair the pre-existing damage to the Summerland
World War | Monument. No effects on the Summerland World War |
Monument are expected from the project.

Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission
Montecito Parkway (1937-1948)

The Old Coast Highway that preceded the Montecito Parkway had a 60-foot
right-of-way through the residential section of Montecito. Local traffic

Comment 4

entering or crossing the highway suffered from poor visibility, and trees and
shrubs were encroaching in the right-of-way. The first phase of the Montecito
Parkway, as designed by Tilton and completed in late 1937, extended on
Highway 101 from 500 feet south of San Ysidro Road to the intersection of
Olive Mill Road at Coast Village Road.

As designed and constructed, the Montecito Parkway tripled the road width
from 60 feet to 180 feet, creating a four-lane state highway with a median
strip, a two-lane frontage road on either side of the highway, and access to
the state highway at fixed intervals. The plan provided for a distinct
separation between the side roads and the main thoroughfare by parkway
areas of varying widths. Alignment and grades on the service roads were not
planned to conform with the central four-lane pavement, but were designed
to blend more closely with the natural topography of the area and at the
same time preserve to the greatest extent possible the existing trees and
shrubbery. Side roads were 18 feet wide. The center highway had 20-foot-
wide traffic lanes with a concrete curb-lined median, generally 4 feet wide,
except at a provided intersection with the side roads at San Ysidro Lane,
where the median width was gradually increased to 25 feet just before
reaching the intersection to allow access from the side roads. The curbs
bordering the median were 4 inches high, and the median was filled with
topsoil, which was planted with ice plant.

In the summer of 1938, following completion of the first phase of the
Montecito Parkway, the average daily traffic count in the area between San
Ysidro Road and Sheffield Drive was measured at 8,000 to 9,000 vehicles
(including about 700 heavy trucks) on the weekdays, and 11,000 to 14,000
vehicles (including about 250 heavy trucks) on the weekend. The advent of
World War |l stalled further construction on the Montecito Parkway for a
decade. By the summer of 1945, the average daily traffic count, measured at
Olive Mill Road, had increased to about 22,000 vehicles, with trucks
representing about 9% of the total.

The second phase of construction of the Montecito Parkway, beginning in
1947 and ending in 1948, followed Tilton’s plan, extending the parkway from
San Ysidro Road to the project’s end at Sheffield Drive. As before, the second
phase of construction removed trees and shrubs only if they fell within the
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limits of the traffic lanes and shoulders or were in such close proximity to the
traffic lanes as to constitute a potential hazard to traffic.

The fully completed Montecito Parkway was in use barely six years when it
was decided to convert U.S. 101 to a full freeway through Montecito. Plans for
the conversion were drawn in 1954, and by 1955 the new freeway was
completed. To accommodate the freeway, the intersections at San Ysidro and
Olive Mill Roads were eliminated, the rolled curbs were removed, the facility
was widened to incorporate new exit and entrance ramps, and bridges were
built to carry the cross traffic. Also, the western end was relocated to the
south as a bypass around Coast Village Road. A new landscaping plan was
implemented: some trees were saved, and many more new trees and shrubs
were planted. Median strips and shoulders were altered to make way for the
wider traffic lanes that were increased from 20 to 24 feet in each direction. In
more recent years, metal guardrails have been installed. The median,
shoulders and strips of land between the freeway facility and the frontage
roads are landscaped with a variety of plants, including oleanders, pyracantha,
ivy, pittosporum, acacia, sycamores, and palms. Most of the landscaping dates
from the mid-1950s when the divided highway was converted to its current
configuration as a limited-access freeway. Because the Montecito Parkway
has lost so much of its original integrity, most important of which was its
innovative design integrity, due to the magnitude of the incremental
alterations, it is not a historic property under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act or a historical resource for the purposes of the
California Environmental Quality Act, and cannot be further considered for
impacts to historic properties under these laws. Any project-related impacts
on the landscaping, however, will be considered under Visual and Aesthetics
impacts.

Santa Barbara County Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission
Comment 5 Memorial Oaks

The Memorial Oaks have lost their integrity through significant loss of trees
and alteration of their original setting. They have been determined ineligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, and they do not
constitute either a historic property under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act or a historical resource for the purposes of the California
Environmental Quality Act. They cannot be further considered for impacts to
historic properties or historical resources under these laws. Recognizing,
however, that the Memorial Oaks are of continuing interest to the local
community, Caltrans convened a Memorial Oaks Focus Review Group to
identify important community values represented by the trees and to advise
us, and the Project Development Team in general, on ways to minimize
project impacts on the Memorial Oaks, and to potentially revive the
commemorative aspects of the Memorial Oaks. Robert Duncan, your
appointed representative, attended all five of the Focus Review Group
meetings, held between April 7, 2009, and May 5, 2010, and assisted in the
development of recommendations for the Project Development Team.
According to the Focus Review Group charter, participants were responsible
for keeping colleagues, staff, or managers of their respective organizations
informed of the groups' activities and recommendations.

Recommendations made by the Memorial Oaks Focus Review Group and
adopted by the Project Development Team are included in the list of
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures in section of 2.1.6 of
the final environmental document and Appendix F. They are included below:

e Existing Memorial Oaks would be preserved to the greatest extent
feasible, respective of the selected project alternative.

e All new oak trees planted as part of the Memorial Oak tree mitigation
measure would be propagated from the existing Memorial Oak trees.
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All new non-oak planting near the Memorial Oaks would be species that
are easily differentiated from the Memorial Oaks, in terms of their
visual character (form, size, color and or texture).

Concrete median barrier and new soundwalls in the immediate vicinity
of the Memorial Oaks would include aesthetic treatment unique to the
Memorial Oaks area.
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South Coast HOV Project on U.S. Highway 101
South Coast HOV Project on U.S. Highway 10 TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC COMMENTS on 04/24/2012 Page 10
TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC COMMENTS on 04}‘244'2012 Page 9 I

1 beginning on this.
1 and you bring in huge onramps and offramps, you change
And then one of my comments was that in the

. ) . i 7 have changed in the area where they are talking -- so
it's a terrible view problem for the community.

2
2 the character. This place is going to start looking
3 future, when you are going to make presentations, that
3 1like Loz Angeles, and that has a big
4 they should use as current of underlay mapping as
4 environmental impact to the community, and you should be
5 possible. I noticed on their maps they are using, some
5 embarrassed for it. Adding extra lanes and additional 10
. . 6 of them are almost 10 years old. And so a lot of things
6 shoulders that are also concrete just creates -- I think
7
8

) . 8 basically, the interchange at Cabrillo Boulevard and the
A fourth point, not as strong, is that you are

, A , , 9 freeway. So it's just a heads-up comment.
9 going to raise the railroad tracks four feet, which then

s , , , 10 I'm trying to think of anything else I'd like
10 will bring sound into the community, and you do not

, X 1l to add. 1It's my own personal concern as a citizen that
11 address that in your Environmental Impact Report. You

. \ . 12 commuter lanes for a short distance, and it's probably
12 say that there is no impact and there will be.

13 not quite 12 miles, how effective is it going to be when

13 C. MICHAEL MCCALEB: I represent a local

14 government agency, Montecito Sanitary Distriet. I'm the 11 14 you have a lot of expense and the number of pecple

15 associate engineer. And we have a number of facilities 15 traveling currently. I wonder about the number of

16 that would be some of their construction -- or no. 16 people that are not commuting now, not sharing rides.

17 There are existing pipelines that will be affected by 17 When I drive that stretch on Monday mornings,

18 any widening of the freeway and the bridge, the 18 I very rarely see any more than two people -- rarely

19 extensive redesign and sizing of the new bridges, and 19 ever do I see more than two people in a car. It's

20 one of them is the Oak Creek bridge, and the road is 20 wusually one person. Whatever. So I'm not sure if the

21 Posilipo Lane Road. 21 design effort, the amount of money that will be spent,

22 Anyway, we have a pipeline that we put in about 22 at what benefit will there truly be down the road. You
23 three years ago that is probably within the Caltrans 23 go to L.A. The commuter lanes are sometimes more

24 alignment, and we just want them to -- they are aware of 24 impacted than the travel lanes, and I don't know if they
25 it. We definitely want to be in the loop from the 25 really serve the function that they are intended to
San Luis Obispo 805.541.0333 Merit Court Reporting & Video Toll Free: 800.549.3376 San Luis Obispo 805.541.0333 Merit Court Reporting & Video Toll Free: 800.549.3376
Santa Maria 806.928.7554 \-vww.merltrepomr?g.com Fax: 805.541.2136 Santa Maria £05.928.7554 wvw.meritreporting.com Fax: 805.541.2136
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South Coast HOV Project on U.S. Highway 101

Y
TRANSCRIFT OF PUBLIC COMMENTS on 04/24/2012

1
2

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

San Luis Obispo 805.541.0333
Santa Maria 8059287554

serve in this small area that we're talking about. I
have a hard time visualizing how that will be of great
benefit. Thank you.
TED STERN: I just wanted to register my
support for the overall project, and particularly for
the F-modified solution, because to me, it will have the
greatest community impact of any segment of this project
because it will relieve the pressure from the beach
traffic that flows out through a terribly congested
Montecito, and will allow it te flow southbound as well,
of course, continuing to go northbound off of Cabrillo.
And the second reason for supporting it is because it's
doable. It doesn't involve the cost of the Los Patos
$50 million railroad bridge, something that can be done
relatively economically.

The most important thing, though, I would
mention is the need for phasing. It needs to be in the
first phase of this project. I know they've started the
southern end already. This needs to be the next segment
that Caltrans tackles because it will hawve, of all the
other segments, as far as I can see, they will have
impact with more traffic flow through on the freeway,
but this one will have tremendous impact on the
community around the freeway because of the need to
handle the traffic flow off the beaches and out of Santa

Merit Court Reporting & Video
www.meritreporting.com

Page 11

Toll Free: 800549 3376
Fax: 805.541.2136
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South Coast HOV Project on U.S. Highway 101
TRANSCRIPT CF PUBLIC COMMENTS on 04/24/2012 Page 12
1 Barbara that now congests and plugs up Montecito and
2 will continue to do so, even if this is the first phase,
3 for many years. We need to effectively correct that
4 condition. So I support modified-F and the earliest
5 possible phasing for that project.
6 JAY BARRY COLIN: One of the problems I have
7 with this project is that there's a tendency for
8 Caltrans to shut down exits and entrances before the new
9 ones are constructed. As a result of it, it creates
10 terrible disturbance and delays for the locals here. We
11 already are suffering as a result of shutting down the
12 southbound entrance onto the 101 at Cabrillo Boulevard.
13 And we are forcing the people who would normally have
14 gotten on that entrance to ge through the roundabout and
15 into the Village of Montecito, lower village area,
16 creating traffic from the roundabout all the way down to
17 the two stop signs that enable them to cross a busy
18 road, Channel Drive, and then reenter the southbound
19 lane for the 101. The problem is sc critical that if
20 they in fact shut down the Hermosillo exit on the
21 northbound lane, they are going to force more people to
22 come onto Channel Drive and add that additional traffic
23 to the intersection where Coast Village Road and Channel
24 Drive come together.
25 I believe it is essential that new exits and

San Luis Obispo 805.541.0333
Santa Maria 805.928.7554

Merit Court Reporting & Video
www. meritreporting.com

Toll Free: 800.549.3376
Fax: 805.541.2136
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HOV lane will function as a part-time lane; it will be an HOV lane only
during peak commute hours and will operate as a mixed-flow lane
during off-peak hours.

The existing San Ysidro Road southbound on-ramp does have a
shorter-than standard acceleration lane; accident records for the three
years from October 1, 2006 to September 30, 2009 indicate accident
rates less than the expected statewide rates for similar ramps.

Reconstruction of the San Ysidro Interchange is not geometrically
necessary for the physical construction of the South Coast 101 HOV
Lanes project and is therefore outside the scope of this project. Note
that the recently scoped rehabilitation project that covers the same
post mile limits may ultimately include changes to this ramp. The
improvements planned as part of the project are occurring in the
median and are not precluding other improvements at this interchange.

The existing landscaping through Montecito is recognized as an
important aesthetic resource of high value to the community. A guiding
principle of the project design is to preserve as much existing vegetation
as possible. Where existing vegetation cannot be preserved, the project
will be re-landscaped to the greatest extent possible keeping safety and
maintenance requirements in mind. Refinement of aesthetic and
landscaping design details will be developed in collaboration with
representatives of each affected community. Also, each permitting
jurisdiction may require additional measures beyond what is required as
California Environmental Quality Act mitigation identified in the final
environmental document.

The Project Development Team selected the F Modified configuration
for the Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs Road Interchange. The F

Modified configuration would direct beach traffic to the new
northbound off-ramp at Hot Springs, bypassing the roundabout and
Hermosillo Road. A new southbound on-ramp at Cabrillo would also
divert traffic away from Coast Village Road. This configuration also does
not require raising the railroad tracks 4 feet.

C. Michael McCaleb (Montecito Sanitary District)
Comments 9 to 11

9) Any existing utilities that conflict with the project would be either

10

~—

11)

relocated, lowered or encased. The particular two main force sewer
lines of concern that cross the freeway transversely near the Oak Creek
Bridge near Posilipo Lane appear to be outside the location of the new
bridge and will be protected in place during construction.

Freeway mapping has been updated with the most current maps
available. With regard to the district’s office and testing facilities located
near the Cabrillo Boulevard interchange, they are located on the
opposite side of the railroad right-of-way from where the construction
would occur. Therefore, the Sanitary District facilities are outside of the
limits of area that would be impacted by this construction project.

The HOV lanes proposal is one project in a larger consensus-approved
package of improvements that was developed from the Santa Barbara
County Association of Governments-sponsored 101 In Motion process.
This larger package of recommended improvements was funded
through the Measure A local transportation sales tax measure and
included as planned improvements in the 2008 Regional Transportation
Plan (and the updated 2040 Regional Transportation Plan). This plan
provides a multimodal approach to long-term congestion relief in this
corridor. Congestion relief was also analyzed in the Regional
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Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP); this plan also recommended construction projects, railroad involvement, utility relocation needs, and
adding lanes and implementing a peak-hour HOV lane. the Coastal Development Permit process.
This project is funded by voter-approved Measure A funds, which are Jay Barry Colin
matched by federal funds. The proposed project benefits the region as Comments 14 and 15
well as the entire state because U.S. 101 is the only major highway 14) This project would be designed to provide two lanes in each direction on
along the California Coast in the area. Improving mobility and goods U.S 101 throughout construction, though some lane closures may be
movement is vital to the environmental health and economic vitality of required for night work that is required when traffic is at its lowest
the state. The HOV lanes project is one component of the complete volume. Median off-ramps will not be closed until replacement ramps
package supported by the Santa Barbara County Association of are built. Temporary ramp improvements may be needed based on
Governments and was disclosed to the public in the past four years. The projected use. Many interchanges will have falsework on the local roads
HOV lane will function as a part-time lane; it will be an HOV lane only below. During construction, consideration would be given to provide
during peak commute hours and will operate as a mixed-flow lane continuous access along local roads to traffic—including bicycles, and
during off-peak hours. ADA compliant pedestrians paths—through the construction area.

Ted Stern 15) Caltrans will be looking to construct this project as efficiently as

Comments 12 and 13 possible. However, due to the availability of funding, it will be broken

12) The Project Development Team selected the F Modified configuration into separate construction phases.
for the Cabrillo Boulevard/Hot Springs Road Interchange. The F
Modified configuration would direct beach traffic to the new Pam Springall
northbound off-ramp at Hot Springs, bypassing the roundabout and Comment 16
Hermosillo Road. A new southbound on-ramp at Cabrillo would also As a result of comments received during the public review period, Caltrans
divert traffic away from Coast Village Road. staff reevaluated Soundwall S498 focusing on high-density development
locations to determine whether short sections of soundwalls might be
13) Caltrans will be looking to construct this project as quickly as possible. financially reasonable. A wall to the north that would extend S498 to San

However, due to the availability of funding, it will be broken into Ysidro is now recommended for construction. See Volume I, Section 2.2.7, for
separate construction phases. Given the magnitude and length of the more information on Soundwall S489.

project, it is expected that construction would be divided and carried
out in separate contracts along separate road segments over a period of
at least 10 years. The timing of the phased construction may be affected
by factors such as available funding, location of other nearby highway
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