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Introduction 
 
Before making a decision whether to approve a discretionary project under an environmental 
impact report (EIR), a lead agency must consider reasonable alternatives discussed in the 
EIR, or raised during the circulation and comments process, that could reduce environmental 
damage. The agency can either accept and proceed with one of the project alternatives, or 
reject the alternatives based on findings of failure to reduce environmental damage and/or 
infeasibility. Findings must be based on substantial evidence using comparative data, and 
the findings must reveal the agency’s reasons for reaching its conclusions. [Village Laguna of 
Laguna Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (4th Dist. 1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 1022; Citizens of 
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (2d Dist. 1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167.]   
 
When an agency properly rejects alternatives with findings of infeasibility, these findings may 
be made based on specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers. [Public 
Resources Code §21080(a); CEQA Guidelines §15091(a).]   
 
The objectives of the project, as stated in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) are 
an important reference point for evaluating the feasibility of alternatives. The CEQA 
Guidelines allow an alternative to be rejected as infeasible during the scoping process 
because it fails to meet most basic project objectives (Guidelines §15126.6(c). However, that 
infeasibility may also be revealed through study in the EIR and input from the public 
review/circulation process. Section II Project Description of the FEIR for the Area 9 Specific 
Plan states that the project is being pursued in order to achieve the following objectives: 

1. Establish an industrial and commercial park that enhances economic development 
and strengthens the economy of the City by creating substantial high-paying 
employment opportunities.  [Consistent with GP Land Use Goals L.U.10, L.U.11]  

2. Improve the regional jobs to housing balance by providing substantial opportunities for 
local employment, and thereby reduce the average length of commute vehicle trips 
and associated vehicle air contaminant emissions.  [Consistent with GP Land Use 
Goals L.U.11 and Resource Management  Goal-2]  

3. Provide for development which is compatible with existing and future adjacent 
residential development and agricultural operations in an effort to maintain the integrity 
of those land uses.  [Consistent with GP Land Use Goals L.U.5 and Goal L.U.5d] 

4. Provide a compatible and safe mix of industrial and commercial land uses.  
[Consistent with GP Land Use Goals L.U.1 and L.U.7] 
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5. Provide an opportunity to consider the incorporation of vertically integrated residential 
units within a portion of the study area.  Inclusion of a residential component could 
meet the objectives of the City’s mixed use ordinance.  [Consistent with Chapter 12-
49, Santa Maria Municipal Code]  

6. Encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation within the Specific Plan area 
by providing various transit links within the City, including bicycle routes, pedestrian 
pathways and public transit routes. [Consistent with GP Circulation Goal C.1, Land 
Use Policy L.U.7 and Bikeway Master Plan] 

7. Provide essential infrastructure as needed to meet the demands of industrial, 
commercial and residential development. [Consistent with GP Land Use Objective 
L.U.2b and Circulation Policy C-5.a] 

8. Coordinate with the Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Commission to comply 
with regulations of the Airport Approach Zone, as adopted in the Santa Barbara 
County Airport Land Use Plan (1993). [Consistent with GP Land Use Goals L.U.1 and 
L.U.7] 

9. Provide transportation and circulation improvements that satisfy City level of service 
criteria on all roadways and at all signalized intersections. [Consistent with GP 
Circulation Policy C.1.a and Policy C.4.b] 

10. Promote the use of Best Management Practices and Best Available Control 
Technologies to reduce construction and operational environmental impacts. 
[Consistent with GP Resource Management Policy R-11 and Goal-7] 

11. Provide replacement natural resources by compensating for any losses that occur as 
a result of implementation of the Specific Plan. [Consistent with GP Resource 
Management Goal-3 and Goal-7] 

12. Minimize the public’s exposure to potential hazards associated with operational and 
abandoned oil facilities and hazardous materials. [Consistent with GP Safety Goal 5 
and Goal 9] 

13. Minimize conversion of agricultural lands by locating urban development within an 
area designated for urban use. [Consistent with GP Land Use Goal LU-6b and 
Implementation Program LU.2-4] 

 
The alternatives evaluated in the EIR include: 

 Proposed Project 

 Alternative 1:  No Project, Development under the General Plan   

 Alternative 2:  Specific Plan Buildout, No Residential  

 Alternative 3:  Reduced Commercial, Industrial and Residential Development Density 
(50% of Specific Plan Buildout)  

 Alternative 4:  Reduced Commercial, Industrial and Residential Development Density 
(25% of Specific Plan Buildout)  

 Alternative 5:  Retain and Enhance Circulation Element Improvements 
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No alternatives were rejected during the scoping process; however, alternative project sites 
were eliminated from further consideration. Site characteristics that could support a project 
that meets the project objectives include: appropriate size to accommodate an industrial and 
commercial park that enhances economic development and strengthens the economy of the 
City by creating substantial high-paying employment opportunities; non-agricultural zoning; 
availability of appropriate urban services and characteristics, including truck route access, 
relatively level terrain, available utilities, and adjacent high intensity development. Alternative 
sites designated for agricultural or open space use were rejected from consideration because 
development on these sites would not satisfy project objective #13 regarding minimization of 
impacts related to conversion of lands zoned for agriculture to urban use, and because they 
would not meet the site characteristics noted above. No locations with non-agricultural zoning 
and appropriate characteristics to accommodate an industrial and commercial park project 
within the City were available that could feasibly meet the project objectives. For example, 
the City considered sites located within the City and closer to the regional roadways and 
highways, such as Highway 101, and urban services that could potentially reduce average 
trip lengths and therefore reduce traffic impacts. However, no sites designated for non-
agricultural use with the site characteristics noted above were available that could feasibly 
meet the project objectives. For these reasons, alternative sites were not included in the 
alternatives analysis and the alternatives analysis focused on various development scenarios 
within the originally proposed Specific Plan area, as described below. 
 

Proposed Specific Plan 
 

The proposed Specific Plan provides detailed guidelines for the future development of 890 
acres, in the western area of the City. The Specific Plan includes a mix of industrial and 
professionally focused land uses, as well as a mixed use component that would allow 
residential development. The majority of the site would be designated for manufacturing or 
industrial use. The northern portion of the Specific Plan area would remain focused on 
agricultural industry transitioning to lighter industrial, commercial professional office and 
general commercial uses to the east. The plan proposes much of the area between ‘A’ Street 
and ‘E’ Street as a section for professional office complexes and research and development 
parks to accommodate the growth and variety of new industries in the area. Buildout would 
result in up to 11.3 million square feet of industrial space, 2.1 million square feet of 
commercial space and 550 residential units.   
 
Alternative 1: No Project Alternative  
 

This alternative assumes that the proposed Specific Plan is not adopted, and that 
development of the site would continue in accordance with the existing zoning and General 
Plan land use designations and the City’s existing circulation plan. The Specific Plan area is 
currently designated in the City’s General Plan as Commercial Manufacturing, Heavy 
Commercial Manufacturing and Open Space. Development would occur on applicable 
parcels that are designated as Commercial Manufacturing and Heavy Commercial 
Manufacturing in accordance with existing land use requirements. Except for the Windset 
Farms commercial greenhouse project, areas designated for Open Space would remain 
undeveloped. Under this alternative, a total of approximately 3.3 million square feet of 
commercial manufacturing and industrial manufacturing uses would be anticipated, as 
compared to 13.4 million square feet under the proposed Specific Plan.   
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The No Project Alternative is hereby rejected for the following reasons:  

A.  Infeasible due to Failure to Meet Project Objectives.  The basic objectives of the proposed 
project, including the establishment of an industrial and commercial park that enhances 
economic development and strengthens the economy of the City by creating substantial high-
paying employment opportunities and improving the jobs to housing balance by providing 
substantial opportunities for local employment would not be met. 
 
Supporting evidence:  This alternative would allow approximately an additional 2.8 million 
square feet of development beyond existing conditions. This development would be limited to 
commercial manufacturing, commercial manufacturing agriculture and heavy manufacturing. 
Overall, this alternative would result in approximately 10.1 million fewer square feet of 
commercial and industrial manufacturing uses when compared to the proposed Specific 
Plan. This limited level of development under this alternative would not support a diverse 
commercial and industrial park that would create substantial employment opportunities and 
generate substantial tax revenue for the City.  
 
B.  Environmental Considerations.  With implementation of the No Project Alternative, 
multiple environmental impacts anticipated within the Specific Plan area would still occur.   
 
Supporting evidence: Impacts related to air quality, aesthetics, agricultural resources, 
greenhouse gases, noise, public services, recreation and utilities would be reduced to a 
certain extent but not eliminated under this alternative because commercial and industrial 
manufacturing development would still occur within the Specific Plan area.  Similar significant 
impacts would occur to biological resources, cultural resources, hazardous materials, and 
transportation and circulation when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Development 
under existing land use designations would not eliminate impacts related to biological 
resources because the entirety of the project site could be considered dispersal habitat for 
species protected under the Endangered Species Act.  Similarly, ground disturbing activities 
could uncover previously unknown buried archaeological deposits.  In addition, due to the 
distribution of historic oil facilities throughout the project site, development under existing 
land use designations would not avoid impacts associated with hazards and hazardous 
materials. Several intersection levels of service would be adversely impacted under this 
alternative.   

 
Biological Resources.  Although this alternative would result in 10.1 million fewer 

square feet of commercial and industrial manufacturing uses when compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan, the overall perimeter of disturbance would be the same as the 
Specific Plan, particularly in the non-native grassland located in the northwestern portion of 
the site. As such, similar impacts to Hoover’s bent grass (special status plant species) would 
result. In addition, similar significant and unavoidable impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp, 
California red legged frog and California tiger salamander would result. Impacts to other 
special status animal species that were determined to have the potential to occur within the 
Specific Plan area based upon habitat conditions of the site including the burrowing owl, 
white-tailed kite, loggerhead shrike, pallid bat, and western red bat could similarly result.   
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Cultural Resources.  The Specific Plan area contains no evidence of prehistoric or 
historic archaeological resources, nor evidence of near-surface paleontological resources, as 
discussed in Section IV.E Cultural Resources. Alternative 1 would encompass the same area 
as the proposed Specific Plan. Therefore, impacts to cultural resources under this alternative 
would be similar to the proposed Specific Plan and would remain less than significant.   

 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  Although this alternative would result in 10.1 
million fewer square feet of commercial and industrial manufacturing uses when compared to 
the proposed Specific Plan, buildout of the area has the potential to result in similar hazards 
impacts when compared to the Specific Plan. Specifically, hazards related to construction 
activities and general use and transport of hazardous materials would be similar under this 
alternative when compared to the proposed Specific Plan and would remain significant but 
mitigable. However, potential impacts related to mixed use development, proximity of 
industrial uses to residential uses and recreation would not result under this alternative 
because this alternative does not include residential development or recreational areas.   

 

Transportation and Circulation.  Under buildout conditions of this alternative, Levels of 
Service (LOS) at nine intersections would operate below City standards. As with the 
proposed Specific Plan, development under this alternative would be required to comply with 
the City’s LOS D standard to assure acceptable levels of service on City roadways and 
intersections.  
 
Alternative 2: Specific Plan Buildout, No Residential  
 
This alternative assumes that the proposed Specific Plan is adopted and commercial and 
industrial development occurs as proposed; however, this alternative does not include mixed 
uses, which would have otherwise permitted up to 550 mixed use residential units. As a 
result, this alternative would permit up to 13.4 million square feet of commercial and industrial 
development, as originally proposed, but with no residential uses.  
 
This alternative is hereby rejected for the following reasons: 
 
A.  Infeasible due to Failure to Meet Project Objectives.  Objective 5, to include a residential 
component to meet the objectives of the City’s mixed use ordinance and the City’s Housing 
Element, would not be met with this alternative, which doesn’t include a residential 
component. In addition, Alternative 2 would not meet the objective to satisfy City level of 
service criteria on roadways and signalized intersections within the Specific Plan area, as 
well as other affected roadways outside of the plan area (Objective 9). 
 
Supporting evidence:  This alternative would not facilitate the development of residential units 
as stated in Objective 5. The proposed Specific Plan included mixed uses so as to implement 
the City’s mixed use ordinance and policies of the Housing Element, which encourage the 
provision of a mixture of compatible office, commercial, industrial and residential uses in 
order to create a more efficient and pedestrian-friendly environment. Specifically, Housing 
Element Policy 1-C states that the City should “encourage mixed residential uses” and the 
Mixed-Use Ordinance (Chapter 12-49) states that the “objective of this chapter is to 
encourage a compatible mixture of residential, commercial, industrial, public, and 
recreational uses”. 
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Objective 9 in the Section II Project Description states that City level of service criteria shall 
be satisfied on all roadways and all signalized intersections. This objective is supported by 
Policy C.1.a in the Circulation Element, which states that the City shall maintain service level 
"D" on all roadways and at all signalized intersections. This alternative would eliminate a 
segment of F Street shown in the City's General Plan Circulation Element between Mahoney 
Road and Stowell Road, to eliminate road segments crossing the railroad tracks at A and E 
Streets, and to modify other road widths in the area. With the elimination of these 
improvements, no feasible mitigation is available.   
 
B.  Environmental Considerations.  With implementation of Alternative 2, multiple 
environmental impacts anticipated within the Specific Plan area would still occur.   
 

Supporting evidence:  Impacts related to aesthetics, agricultural resources, cultural 
resources, noise, public services, recreation, utilities and water quality would be reduced to a 
certain extent but would largely remain under this alternative because the vast majority of 
development would still occur within the Specific Plan area. In addition, significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to air quality, biological resources, greenhouse gases, and 
transportation that would occur under the proposed Specific Plan would not be avoided with 
this alternative. 
 

Air Quality.  Due to the elimination of residential units when compared to the proposed 
Specific Plan, this alternative would result in fewer overall vehicle miles traveled and less 
development. In addition, the inclusion of mixed-use residential reduces trip lengths and 
vehicle miles traveled by allowing residents to live closer to places of employment and 
shopping opportunities. However, 13.4 million square feet of non-residential development 
would be implemented with this alternative, operational and area source emissions 
thresholds would still be exceeded, and significant and unavoidable impacts would result. 

 

Biological Resources.  This alternative would result in 550 fewer mixed-use residential 
units when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. However, up to 13.4 million square feet 
of non-residential development could still occur within the same area of disturbance as the 
proposed Specific Plan. As such, similar impacts to Hoover’s bent grass and leafy tarplant 
(special status plant species) could result. In addition, similar impacts to vernal pool fairy 
shrimp, California tiger salamander and California red legged frog could result, as well as 
impacts to other biological resources.   

 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Due to the elimination of residential units when 

compared to the proposed Specific Plan, this alternative would result in reduced greenhouse 
gas emissions associated with vehicle miles traveled and residential energy demands. 
However, it would not include a mixed use residential component, which reduces trip lengths 
and vehicle miles traveled by allowing residents to live closer to places of employment and 
shopping opportunities. AB 32 calls for a 33% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions as 
compared to “business as usual”. “Business as usual” projects are those which utilize 
standard building practices and do not incorporate specific greenhouse gas emissions 
reductions measures.  Impacts to greenhouse gas emissions under this alternative would be 
reduced when compared to the proposed Specific Plan; however, impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable because future projects would not result in a 33% reduction from 
“business as usual” conditions.   
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  Since this alternative would result in the same 

amount of industrial and commercial development and overall site disturbance as the 
proposed Specific Plan, hazards impacts related to construction activities, general use and 
transport of hazardous materials and impacts to recreation would be similar under this 
alternative when compared to the proposed Specific Plan.   

 
Transportation and Circulation.  Because this alternative would result in 550 fewer 

residential units when compared to the proposed Specific Plan, it would result in slightly 
fewer traffic related impacts. However, 13.4 million square feet of non-residential 
development would still occur with this alternative. The impacted intersections identified in 
Section IV.K Transportation and Circulation would still degrade to LOS E or F with this 
alternative. In addition, this alternative would eliminate a segment of F Street shown in the 
City's General Plan Circulation Element between Mahoney Road and Stowell Road, to 
eliminate road segments crossing the railroad tracks at A and E Streets, and to modify other 
road widths in the area. With the elimination of these improvements, no feasible mitigation is 
available and impacts would be significant and unavoidable.   
 
 

Alternative 3: Reduced Commercial, Industrial and Residential Development Density (50% of 
Specific Plan Buildout) 
 
This alternative evaluates the same development area as the proposed Specific Plan but with 
a reduction in the intensity of development expected to occur. This alternative assumes a 
floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.212 for all non-residential development, which includes 
commercial and industrial development. This FAR is the existing average citywide floor area 
ratio for non-residential land uses. This would result in an approximately 50% reduction of 
overall floor area. A reduction in floor area would result in an overall reduction in 
development intensity and total square footage, as well as lower building heights. Buildout of 
the Specific Plan area with this alternative would include: 1.09 million square feet of 
commercial development, 6 million square feet of industrial development, and 550 residential 
units as mixed use development. Overall, this alternative would result in approximately 6.3 
million fewer square feet of commercial and industrial manufacturing uses when compared to 
the proposed Specific Plan.   
 
This alternative is hereby rejected for the following reasons: 
 
A.  Infeasible due to Failure to Meet Crucial Project Objectives.  In the initial analysis, 
Alternative 3 would meet the basic objectives of the proposed project, including the 
establishment of an industrial and commercial park that enhances economic development 
and strengthens the economy of the City by creating substantial high-paying employment 
opportunities and improving the jobs to housing balance by providing substantial 
opportunities for local employment. However, the greatly reduced square footage of the 
project would necessitate fees to support necessary regional traffic improvements skyrocket 
to the point where projects would be priced out of the market. In addition, Alternative 3 as 
proposed would fail to supply critical traffic improvements. That is, under Alternative 3 the 
proposed Specific Plan would not satisfy the project objective to meet the City level of service 
criteria on roadways and signalized intersections within the Specific Plan area, as well as 
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other affected roadways outside of the plan area. As a consequence, even if the industrial 
and commercial park could be developed, it would fail to deliver high-paying jobs and a 
strengthened economy on a long-term basis, due to the area’s inability to efficiently transport 
goods and services. 
 
Supporting evidence:  This alternative assumes 6.3 million fewer square feet of commercial 
and industrial development compared to the proposed project. This would limit the amount of 
economic growth that could occur and would reduce City tax revenues and job creation 
associated with development of the plan area. Moreover, development cost would increase 
sharply because fees for traffic improvements would be spread over 6.3 million fewer square 
feet. Finally, serious traffic problems created or worsened by development in the area would 
not be addressed. In summary, because the mix and intensity of development under 
Alternative 3 could not economically pay to address its traffic problems, the Specific Plan 
would fail to meet project objectives under Alternative 3. Alternative 3 is therefore infeasible.  

 
Table 1 Estimated On-Site Employment at Alternative 3 Buildout 

Employment Sector Estimated 
Building Area 
(square feet) 

Square Feet of 
Building 

Area/Employee 

Total 
Employees 

Manufacturing/Light 
Industrial 

6,000,000 1,000 6,000 

Office 1,090,000 300 3,633 
Total   9,633 
Source: EPS Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., 2001. 

 
In addition, Objective 9 in the Section II Project Description states that City level of service 
criteria shall be satisfied on all roadways and all signalized intersections. This objective is 
supported by Policy C.1.a in the Circulation Element, which states that the City shall maintain 
service level "D" on all roadways and at all signalized intersections. This alternative would 
eliminate a segment of F Street shown in the City's General Plan Circulation Element 
between Mahoney Road and Stowell Road, to eliminate road segments crossing the railroad 
tracks at A and E Streets, and to modify other road widths in the area. With the elimination of 
these improvements, no feasible mitigation is available that would reduce this impact, and 
this objective would not be met.   
 
B.  Environmental Considerations.  With implementation of Alternative 3, multiple 
environmental impacts anticipated within the Specific Plan area would still occur.   
 

Supporting evidence:  Impacts related to aesthetics, agricultural resources, noise, public 
services, utilities and water quality would be reduced but not eliminated under this alternative 
because development would still occur within the Specific Plan area. Similar significant 
impacts would occur to air quality, biological resources, greenhouse gases, and hazardous 
materials when compared to the proposed Specific Plan.   
 

Air Quality.  This alternative would result in 6.3 million fewer square feet of commercial 
and industrial manufacturing when compared to the proposed Specific Plan.  Therefore, this 
alternative would result in fewer overall vehicle miles traveled and less development, which 
would result in less overall operational and area source air emissions. However, 7.1 million 
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square feet of non-residential development and 550 residential units would result, operational 
and area source emissions thresholds would still be exceeded, and this impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable.  

 

Biological Resources.  Although this alternative would result in 6.3 million fewer 
square feet of commercial and industrial manufacturing uses when compared to the 
proposed Specific Plan, the overall area of disturbance would be the same as the Specific 
Plan. Therefore, impacts to biological resources would be similar to the proposed Specific 
Plan.   

 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Due to the reduction in commercial and industrial 
manufacturing development potential when compared to the proposed Specific Plan, this 
alternative would result in reduced greenhouse gas emissions associated with vehicle miles 
traveled and residential energy demands.  However, AB 32 calls for a 33% reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions as compared to “business as usual”.  Impacts to greenhouse gas 
emissions under this alternative would be reduced when compared to the proposed Specific 
Plan; however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable because future projects 
would not result in a 33% reduction from “business as usual” conditions.   

 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  Potential hazard impacts related to industrial and 
commercial development would be proportionately reduced. However, impacts related to 
mixed use development, proximity of industrial uses to residential uses, and recreation would 
be similar under this alternative.   

 

Transportation and Circulation.  This alternative would result in 6.3 million fewer 
square feet of commercial and industrial manufacturing uses, which would generate traffic 
that would result in level of service deficiencies at City intersections. This alternative would 
eliminate a segment of F Street shown in the City's General Plan Circulation Element 
between Mahoney Road and Stowell Road, to eliminate road segments crossing the railroad 
tracks at A and E Streets, and to modify other road widths in the area. With the elimination of 
these improvements, no feasible mitigation is available and impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable.   
 
Alternative 4: Reduced Commercial, Industrial and Residential Development Density (25% of 
Specific Plan Buildout) 
 

This alternative evaluates the same development area as the proposed Specific Plan but with 
a reduction in the intensity of development expected to occur.  This alternative assumes a 
floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.106 for all non-residential development, which includes 
commercial and industrial development. This FAR is half of the existing average citywide 
floor area ratio for non-residential land uses. This would result in an approximately 75% 
reduction of overall floor area from that of the proposed project. A reduction in floor area 
would result in an overall reduction in development intensity and total square footage, as well 
as lower building heights. Buildout of the Specific Plan Area with this alternative would 
include: 0.55 million square feet of commercial development, 3 million square feet of 
industrial development, and 550 residential units as mixed use development. Overall, this 
alternative would result in approximately 9.8 million fewer square feet of commercial and 
industrial manufacturing uses when compared to the proposed Specific Plan.   
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This alternative is hereby rejected for the following reasons: 

A.  Infeasible due to Failure to Meet Project Objectives.  The basic objectives of the proposed 
project, including the establishment of an industrial and commercial park that enhances 
economic development and strengthens the economy of the City by creating substantial high-
paying employment opportunities and improving the jobs to housing balance by providing 
substantial opportunities for local employment would not be met. In addition, the proposed 
Specific Plan would not satisfy the objective to meet City level of service criteria on roadways 
and signalized intersections within the Specific Plan area, as well as other affected roadways 
outside of the plan area. 
 
Supporting evidence:  This alternative would result in 9.8 million fewer square feet of 
commercial and industrial development. This would substantially reduce the amount of 
economic growth that could occur and reduce City tax revenues. This limited level of 
development under this alternative would not support a diverse commercial and industrial 
park that would create substantial employment opportunities and generate substantial tax 
revenue for the City. As shown in Table 2, a total of 4,833 new jobs would be generated 
under this alternative, which is substantially less than the 18,169 jobs that would be created 
under the proposed Specific Plan.  
 

Table 2 Estimated On-Site Employment at Alternative 4 Buildout 

Employment Sector Estimated 
Building Area 
(square feet) 

Square Feet of 
Building 

Area/Employee 

Total Employees 

Manufacturing/Light 
Industrial 

3,000,000 1,000 3,000 

Office 550,000 300 1,833 
Total   4,833 
Source: EPS Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., 2001. 

 
 
In addition, Objective 9 in the Section II Project Description states that City level of service 
criteria shall be satisfied on all roadways and all signalized intersections. This objective is 
supported by Policy C.1.a in the Circulation Element, which states that the City shall maintain 
service level "D" on all roadways and at all signalized intersections. This alternative would 
eliminate a segment of F Street shown in the City's General Plan Circulation Element 
between Mahoney Road and Stowell Road, to eliminate road segments crossing the railroad 
tracks at A and E Streets, and to modify other road widths in the area. With the elimination of 
these improvements, no feasible mitigation is available that would reduce this impact and this 
objective would not be met.  
 
B.  Environmental Considerations.  With implementation of Alternative 4, multiple 
environmental impacts anticipated within the Specific Plan area would still occur.   
 
Supporting evidence:  Impacts related to air quality, aesthetics, agricultural resources, 
greenhouse gases, noise, public services, recreation, water quality, and utilities would be 
reduced but not eliminated under this alternative because development would still occur 
within the Specific Plan area. Similar significant impacts would occur to biological resources 

 EXHIBIT B 25



 

and cultural resources when compared to the proposed Specific Plan. Development under 
existing land use designations would not eliminate impacts related to biological resources 
because the entirety of the project site could be considered dispersal habitat for species 
protected under the Endangered Species Act. Similarly, ground disturbing activities could 
uncover previously unknown buried archaeological deposits. In addition, due to the 
distribution of historic oil facilities throughout the project site, development under existing 
land use designations would not avoid impacts associated with hazards and hazardous 
materials.  
 

Air Quality.  This alternative would result in fewer overall vehicle miles traveled and 
less development, which would result in less overall operational and area source air 
emissions. However, 3.6 million square feet of non-residential development and 550 
residential units would result, operational and area source emissions thresholds would still be 
exceeded, and this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.   
 

Biological Resources.  The overall area of disturbance would be the same as the 
Specific Plan under this alternative. Therefore, impacts to biological resources would be 
similar to the proposed Specific Plan.   

 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Due to the reduction in commercial and industrial 

manufacturing development potential when compared to the proposed Specific Plan, this 
alternative would result in reduced greenhouse gas emissions associated with vehicle miles 
traveled and residential energy demands. However, AB 32 calls for a 33% reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions as compared to “business as usual”. “Business as usual” projects 
are those which utilize standard building practices and do not incorporate specific 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions measures. It is assumed that the 3.6 million square 
feet of non-residential development and 550 residential units under this alternative would be 
“business as usual”. As such, impacts to greenhouse gas emissions under this alternative 
would be reduced when compared to the proposed Specific Plan; however, impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable because future projects would not result in a 33% 
reduction from “business as usual”.   

 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  Potential hazard impacts related to industrial and 

commercial development would be proportionately reduced. However, impacts related to 
mixed use development, proximity of industrial uses to residential uses, and recreation would 
be similar to the proposed project.   

 
Transportation and Circulation.  This alternative would result in 9.8 million fewer 

square feet of commercial and industrial manufacturing uses, which would generate traffic 
that would result in level of service deficiencies at City intersections. This alternative would 
eliminate a segment of F Street shown in the City's General Plan Circulation Element 
between Mahoney Road and Stowell Road, to eliminate road segments crossing the railroad 
tracks at A and E Streets, and to modify other road widths in the area. With the elimination of 
these improvements, no feasible mitigation is available and impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable.   
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Alternative 5: Retain and Enhance Circulation Element Improvements 
 
This alternative considers the same development area as the proposed Specific Plan and 
would include 13.4 million square feet of industrial and commercial development, as originally 
proposed by the Specific Plan. The mixed-use area would remain, which would plan for the 
development of up to 550 residential units. However, this alternative would not amend the 
General Plan Circulation Element as proposed by the Specific Plan.  F Street from Betteravia 
Road to Stowell Road would remain and the "modified" secondary arterial sections along 
Black Road, Battles Road, A Street and E Street would not be developed. In addition, the 
railroad crossings at A Street, E Street and F Street would remain as shown in the Circulation 
Element.   
 
This alternative is hereby proposed for adoption and all other alternatives are rejected for the 
following reasons: 
 
A.  Meets All Project Objectives.  The basic objectives of the proposed project, including the 
establishment of an industrial and commercial park that enhances economic development 
and strengthens the economy of the City by creating substantial high-paying employment 
opportunities and improving the jobs to housing balance jobs by providing substantial 
opportunities for local employment would be met. In addition, this alternative would meet the 
objective to satisfy City level of service criteria on roadways and signalized intersections 
within the Specific Plan area, as well as other affected roadways outside of the plan area. All 
other objectives of the proposed project would be met. 
 
Supporting evidence:  This alternative would result in the buildout potential of the proposed 
Specific Plan, but would exclude amendments to the Circulation Element. As a result, future 
Circulation Element roadway connections necessary to provide for an acceptable level of 
service on City roadways and intersections can be achieved with this alternative. 
Accordingly, all objectives of the Specific Plan would be met. This alternative would foster 
economic growth through job creation and increased City tax revenues, as well as improve 
the local jobs to housing ratio. As shown in Table 3, a total of 18,169 new jobs would be 
generated by Alternative 5, which is the same number of jobs that would be generated by the 
proposed Specific Plan.  

 
Table 3 Estimated On-Site Employment at Alternative 5 Buildout 

Employment Sector Estimated 
Building Area 
(square feet) 

Square Feet of 
Building 

Area/Employee 

Total Employees 

Manufacturing/Light 
Industrial 

11,322,000 1,000 11,322 

Office 2,054,000 300 6,847 
Total   18,169 
Source: EPS Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., 2001. 

 
In addition, this alternative would support mixed residential uses, as well as implement 
several alternative transportation improvements, consistent with the adopted Bikeway Master 
Plan. 
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B.  Environmental Considerations.  With implementation of Alternative 5, impacts related to 
transportation and circulation would be reduced by improving delay time at applicable 
intersections. In addition, impacts related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions would 
be reduced due to less idling at congested intersections, and a reduction in vehicle hours 
traveled. However, these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. This alternative 
would not result in any additional significant and unavoidable impacts beyond those 
described for the proposed Specific Plan. 
 
Supporting evidence:  This alternative would reduce impacts related to air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions and transportation and circulation.   
 

Air Quality.  This alternative would result in the same level of development as the 
proposed Specific Plan. However, impacts associated with vehicle emissions would be 
slightly reduced because this alternative would improve delay time at the intersections of 
Battles Road/Blosser Road, Battles Road/Broadway, Betteravia Road/Blosser Road and 
Betteravia Road/Broadway. This would result in reduced emissions due to less idling at 
congested intersections, and a reduction in vehicle hours traveled associated with reduced 
out-of-direction travel. Nonetheless, operational and area source emissions thresholds would 
still be exceeded and this alternative would be inconsistent with the Clean Air Plan of Santa 
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District. Impacts would be reduced, but would remain 
significant and unavoidable.   
 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  This alternative would result in the same level of 
development as the proposed Specific Plan. However, impacts associated with vehicle 
emissions would be slightly reduced because this alternative would improve delay time at the 
intersections of Battles Road/Blosser Road, Battles Road/Broadway, Betteravia 
Road/Blosser Road and Betteravia Road/Broadway. This would result in reduced emissions 
due to less idling at congested intersections, and a reduction in vehicle hours traveled 
associated with reduced out-of-direction travel.   
 

Transportation and Circulation.  The Specific Plan as proposed would exceed level of 
service standards at 19 study area intersections. However, this alternative would improve 
delay time at 10 intersections during the PM peak hour and 4 intersections during the AM 
peak hour.  The primary reason for these improved delay times is because this alternative 
would not include an amendment to the Circulation Element. The Specific Plan as proposed 
would eliminate a segment of F Street shown in the City's General Plan Circulation Element 
between Mahoney Road and Stowell Road, and would eliminate road segments crossing the 
railroad tracks at A and E Streets, and modify other road widths in the area.  With the 
elimination of these improvements as identified in the Circulation Element, no feasible 
mitigation is available that would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. However, 
this alternative would retain these improvements as identified in the Circulation Element, 
thereby reducing delay time and improving operation of most of the impacted intersections.  




