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Citizens Planning Association 

BOARD CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

September 10, 2008 
(Covering August 7 – September 5, 2008) 

 
 

This consent calendar includes: 
 
 
a. Tranquillon Ridge (SB County) 
 8/13/08 letter to Board of Supervisors (EDC on behalf of CPA & GOO) 
 
b. Plan Santa Barbara – Policy Options (City of SB) 
 8/4/08 letter to Planning Commission (GPUC) 
 8/14/08 statement to Planning Commission (GPUC) 
 
c. Miramar Hotel (SB County) 
 8/22/08 Coast Law Group letter (for CPA) to Montecito Planning Commission (CPA) 
 8/26/08 Coast Law Group letter (for CPA) to Montecito Planning Commission (CPA) 
 8/27/08 statement to Montecito Planning Commission (CPA) 
 
d. August 2008 "Transportation  Existing Conditions Report" (City of SB) 

8/26/08 letter to Planning Commission and Transportation & Circulation Committee (CP) 
8/28/08 statement to Planning Commission and Transportation & Circulation Committee (CP) 

 
e. Offshore Oil Drilling Moratorium (SB County) 
 8/26/08 statement to Board of Supervisors (CP) 
 
f. 2008 Draft Regional Transportation Plan and DEIR (SBCounty) 
 9/2/08 Comp Planning letter to SBCAG 
 
g. CPA Membership in Coalition for a Fair Measure A 
 9/05/08 letter to Coalition for a Fair Measure A (CPA) 
 
 

Legend: 
 
LUC = So. County Land Use Committee 
NCLUC = No. County Land Use Committee 
CP = Comp Planning Committee  
GPUC = General Plan Update Committee 
Water = Water Committee 
WS = Watersheds Committee 
CPA = Citizens Planning Association 
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Tranquillon Ridge 
8/13/08 EDC letter (on behalf of CPA & GOO) to County Board of Supervisors 

 
August 13, 2008 
Board of Supervisors 
County of Santa Barbara 
105 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Re: Tranquillon Ridge Appeals 
 
Dear Chair Carbajal and Honorable Supervisors: 
 
This letter is submitted by the Environmental Defense Center (EDC) on behalf of our clients, Get Oil 
Out! (GOO!) and Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara County (CPA). GOO! is a non-profit 
corporation whose mission is to protect the natural environment and beauty of the Santa Barbara 
Channel from the adverse effects of oil development. CPA is a non-profit corporation formed in 1960 
dedicated to defending the County’s natural resources and upholding the County’s planning policies 
and objectives. The EDC was founded in 1977 to protect and enhance the local environment through 
education, advocacy, and legal action. 
 
GOO! and CPA support the proposed Tranquillon Ridge Oil and Gas Project, as modified by an 
agreement executed by the project applicant, PXP, and the environmental groups on April 9, 2008. 
This agreement significantly reduces the potential impacts of the project by imposing an end date that 
coincides with the projected life of existing operations from the Pt. Pedernales Project. In addition, the 
agreement provides significant benefits to the public, by guaranteeing an end date to other oil and gas 
development in the County, providing funding to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and requiring the 
conveyance of approximately 3,900 acres of land for public benefit. EDC and our clients respectfully 
request that the Board of Supervisors deny the Tranquillon Ridge appeals. The Planning Commission 
approval incorporated two critical measures that will reduce the project’s impacts and provide 
significant benefits to the community. Specifically, these measures include: (1) an end date for 
production; and (2) a greenhouse gas emission mitigation and offset program that will result in zero net 
direct impacts from the project. 
 
As noted in the Board Agenda Letters, the appeals lack merit and should be denied. In addition, Mr. 
Bell did not participate in the Planning Commission process and therefore does not have standing to 
appeal.1 
 
Bell Appeal 
 
As noted in the Board Agenda Letter, Mr. Bell’s appeal should be denied because he lacks standing. In 
addition, the substantive claims that are raised in his appeal lack merit. These claims relate to the need 
to analyze the risks and impacts of an oil spill, and Mr. Bell’s request that the County “come up with a 
less destructive alternative.” First, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Tranquillon Ridge 
report contains a thorough analysis of the risk and potential impacts of an oil spill from the project. 
Moreover, the end date condition in the Final Development Plan actually reduces such risks by 
terminating drilling and production from the Tranquillon Ridge earlier than analyzed in the EIR. 
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Second, the project as mitigated with the incorporation of the end date condition represents the 
environmentally least destructive alternative. This alternative is even preferable to the No Project 
Alternative, because under the No Project Alternative the existing operations may continue 
indefinitely. 
 
Exxon/Sunset Appeal 
 
As explained in the Board Agenda Letter, the Exxon/Sunset appeal should be denied. The 
Exxon/Sunset appeal challenges the adequacy of the EIR’s analysis of the onshore alternative and 
closure of the LOGP. However, as explained herein and in the Board Agenda Letter, the EIR analysis 
was more than adequate under CEQA. In addition, the appeal requests a detailed comparison of the 
economics of the Tranquillon Ridge project and Exxon/Sunset’s proposed Vahevala project. This 
comparison is not appropriate or necessary, because the Air Force has informed Exxon/Sunset that the 
Vahevala project is not feasible. 
 
Analysis of onshore alternative: Exxon/Sunset complains that the EIR fails to adequately consider the 
onshore alternative. On the contrary, the EIR includes an exhaustive analysis of an onshore alternative. 
Unlike NEPA, CEQA does not require that an EIR analyze alternatives to the same level of detail as 
the proposed project.2 In this case, however, the EIR analysis of the onshore alternative is very detailed 
and more than adequate. As pointed out in the Board Agenda Letter, the onshore alternative analyzed 
in the EIR is similar to the Exxon/Sunset proposal, and was designed to comply with CEQA’s mandate 
that alternatives be capable of avoiding or substantially lessening project impacts. CEQA does not 
require that an EIR analyze a specific competing proposal, especially when such proposal is not even 
in the process of undergoing environmental review. 
 
Exxon/Sunset suggests that the EIR should be revised and recirculated to evaluate its specific onshore 
proposal. First, such analysis is inappropriate because the Exxon/Sunset project has no legitimacy. On 
June 25, 2008, the Air Force notified Exxon/Sunset that its project is not feasible due to interference 
with military operations. (See Exhibit B.2 to Board Agenda Letter.) As such, the Exxon/Sunset 
application remains incomplete and is not a viable alternative. 
 
In addition, Exxon/Sunset’s alternative would actually result in greater impacts than the approved 
Tranquillon Ridge project, because the onshore alternative requires construction and operation of new 
facilities onshore (drilling and production facilities, pipelines, etc.) at the same time that the existing 
Pt. Pedernales platform and pipelines will continue to operate. Therefore, the County would face 
impacts both on- and offshore for many years to come. With the approved Tranquillon Ridge project, 
there would be no new impacts from an onshore production facility, and the offshore facilities will be 
decommissioned by the end of 2022. Under CEQA, alternatives must be “capable of avoiding or 
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project;3 therefore, it would be inappropriate to 
revise and recirculate the EIR to analyze the Exxon/Sunset alternative. 
 
Analysis of Closure of the LOGP: As explained in the Board Agenda Letter, the LOGP is not a 
County-designated consolidated site for oil and gas processing. In fact, in approving the 2000 North 
County Siting Study, the County explicitly decided not to designate the LOGP as the North County 
consolidated oil and gas processing facility.4 

 
Therefore, PXP, or any successor, can close the LOGP at any time, with or without the Tranquillon 
Ridge project. Specifying an end date in Condition A-6 does not create any new impacts. In addition, 
since the end date of 2022 is the current estimated end of life for the Pt. Pedernales project and LOGP, 
there can be no new impacts associated with the approved project. 
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Financial Information: We agree with the analysis in the Board Agenda Letter, and the conclusion that 
there is no basis for speculating about potential revenue from Exxon/Sunset’s proposal because they do 
not have a complete application and their project is infeasible. 
 
Vaquero Appeal 
 
Consolidated facilities: As pointed out in the Board Agenda Letter, the LOGP is not located in the 
coastal zone and, in any event, is not a designated consolidated processing facility. (See discussion 
above.) 
 
Analysis of “Reduced Life Tranquillon Ridge Project”: PXP’s offer to reduce the life of the 
Tranquillon Ridge project constitutes a mitigation measure that substantially lessens the project’s 
impacts. Additional environmental review is only required when a project change will result in a new 
or increased significant impact.5 In this case, since the project change will reduce impacts, no 
additional analysis is required. 
 
In addition, as explained above, the closure of the LOGP will not result in any new or increased 
impacts, since the date for the closure corresponds to the expected life of the existing operations and 
PXP can close the facility anytime it so chooses. 
 
Analysis of alternatives: See comments above regarding the Exxon/Sunset appeal. 
 
Conditions A-18 and Q-9: As explained in the Board Agenda Letter, these two conditions are 
unaffected by the Tranquillon Ridge project approval, and simply dictate the terms under which the 
PXP facilities must be operated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Linda Krop, 
Chief Counsel 
 
cc: Get Oil Out! 
Citizens Planning Association 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 Santa Barbara County Land Use and Development Code §35.102.020.A; Coastal Zoning Ordinance §35- 
182.2.A. 
2 CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(d). 
3 CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(b). 
4 North County Siting Study, Santa Barbara County (2000), Recommendation #3. 
5 CEQA Guidelines §15088.5. 
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Plan Santa Barbara – Policy Options 
8/4/08 GPUC letter to Planning Commission 

 (2nd page, (1)(d) grey highlighted sentence is correction to note) 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
Date: Mon, 4 Aug 2008 21:19:25 -0700 
From: Sheila Lodge <sjlodge@cox.net> 
To: Marty Blum <mblum@ci.santa-barbara.ca.us>, 
  Iya Falcone <ifalcone@santabarbaraca.gov>, 
  Roger Horton <rhorton@santabarbaraca.gov>, 
  Das Williams <das_williams@hotmail.com>, 
  Dale Francisco <dfrancisco@santabarbaraca.gov>, 
  Helene Schneider <hschneider@santabarbaraca.gov>, 
  Grant House <ghouse@santabarbaraca.gov>, 
  Planning Commission <pcsecretary@santabarbaraca.gov> 
Cc: Bettie Weiss <bweiss@SantaBarbaraCA.gov>, jledbetter@SantaBarbaraCA.gov 
Subject: Revised Comments on Policy Options 
 
Hello, 
 
Inadvertently the phrase,  "In developments subject to the Variable Density Ordinance" was dropped 
from the beginning of 1 (d) on p. 3 of CPA's General Plan Update Committee's comment letter on 
Policy Options.  A revised version is attached. 
 
Sorry to have possibly confused matters. 
 
Sheila 
 

Comments on Plan Santa Barbara Policy Optionsby the General Plan Update Committee of 
Citizens Planning Association 

 
August 1, 2008 

 
Citizens Planning Association appreciates the great efforts invested in the general plan update process by our 
elected and appointed officials, including city staff, and by numerous community members who participated in 
thoughtful public discussions over the past three years.   
 
Thanks to those efforts, a general consensus seems to be emerging about Santa Barbara's need for carefully 
planned, sustainable growth that should both  
 
(1) preserve the city's desirable character and vulnerable environment for present and future residents, 

commuters, and  visitors, and  
 
(2) reduce the South Coast's jobs/housing imbalance and thereby make long commutes unnecessary for a 

larger percentage of the work force. 
 
We also realize that individual groups and community members differ in their emphasis on the two goals and in 
evaluating the cost/benefit ratio of various methods proposed to achieve them.  It seems to us, however, that 
some more shared information could raise the citywide dialogue to its next level at which some disagreements 
can be resolved and further agreements can be identified.   
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We request, therefore, that 
 
(1) a concise "Supplement" to the Policy Options Report address the degree of compatibility among the various 

recommended policies along with information about  their financial implications and expected cost/benefit 
ratios, and that 

(2) at least two more community workshops be organized, based on the information newly provided, before the 
consultant's survey of city residents is conducted and city staff proceeds to identifying community 
preferences. 

    
One of several significant areas where more information would be essential is the ability of the city's water 
resources to support various kinds and degrees of growth.  
 
Another example of unanswered (in fact unasked) questions relates to the proposed policy change concerning 
second units in single family zones. There would be more traffic as well as more cars parked on the streets, light 
and air between properties would be reduced while noise and air pollution would increase.  The amount of land 
available for open space and for the planting of trees and other landscaping would be less.  In addition might not 
this proposed zoning change turn owners of existing single family homes into landlords providing market-rate 
rentals in properties whose sale price would further increase? The unintended consequence would be to prevent 
an even larger number of middle class families from purchasing a home in one of our single family residential 
zones instead of commuting to work from a less expensive location. 
 
We trust that well-researched details about such concerns and further public conversations based upon the 
information will extend the existing general consensus to a large number of additional issues.    
   
Judging from various public comments made at the two recent workshops,  the following two overarching 
principles may find wide-spread acceptance: 
  
(1) The city's approach to new developments should aim at significantly reducing the current jobs/housing 

imbalance without significantly reducing the city's beauty, unique character, and quality of life by 
implementing policies like those outlined below rather than by the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance which 
increases rather than diminishes the need for commuting service workers:  
 
(a) Extend the current Measure E limits retaining the remaining allotment of square footage and restrict 

any new commercial development to so-called "small" and "minor" additions; 
 
(b) Require employer-supported affordable housing or substantial in-lieu fees whenever commercial space 

is added and/or additional employees are hired; 
(c) If possible establish requirements which restrict new multi-housing development to affordable rental 

and re-sale controlled affordable housing.  There is no need for more luxury condos. 
(d) In development subject to the Variable Density Ordinance, lower density for market rate projects and 

maintain existing density only for affordable re-sale controlled or rental housing.  
(e) Require significant setbacks and open space in mixed use projects to increase light, air and general 

livability. 
(f) For market-rate housing developments including condo conversions if allowed, establish maximum 

acceptable unit sizes, assess substantial impact fees earmarked for public transportation improvements 
and  land purchases for parks, and (in projects over 10 units) require the on-site provision of rent-
controlled apartments for service workers like the live-in concierges and janitors/gardeners in many 
upscale apartment houses in Europe and elsewhere. 

  
(2) New multi-unit residential developments should be sited near jobs, shops, and public transportation in order 

to reduce the need for driving .  At the same time, caution must be exercised lest the new housing become 
  

(a) so compact as to generate excessive greenhouse gases through "urban heat islands," 
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(b) so close to street noise as to require closed windows, constant ventilation, and frequent air conditioning, 

or 
  

(c)  at such unsafe distance from a freeway or the stop-and-go traffic of busy surface streets as to expose 
"sensitive receptors" including children to the serious health impacts of traffic-generated air pollution. 1 

   
Any responsible plan for our downtown and other commercial areas should include the monitoring of  their 
air quality so that the safe distance of residential developments from particular traffic corridors can be 
established.  This would require the hiring of consultants because the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution 
Control District has no funds for additional monitoring. The benefit of knowing what we are doing and, if 
needed, requiring large landscaped setbacks along certain streets, would be well worth the expense. 
 

As you know, CPA repeatedly commented on Plan Santa Barbara concerns, most comprehensively in an 18-
page illustrated brochure presented to City Council and Planning Commission in June 2008. We thank you for 
continuing to consider those comments in your deliberations, and we thank you in advance for considering the 
present statement. 
 
 
-------------- 
1  Since a couple of speakers in recent televised public discussions asserted that siting residential developments 
along traffic corridors does not expose residents to health hazards, we wish to call attention once more to the 
contrary documentation at www.citizensplanning.org (click on  "Check out Policies & Positions" and then select 
"CPA's Proposed Updates for the City of SB's Conservation Element's Air Quality Chapter" and  "Attached 
Abstracts"). Our documentation includes the following pertinent quotation from a book frequently praised by 
"Smart Growth" advocates:  
 

"On a regional scale, less driving would lead to less pollution, an improvement that would be especially 
marked for regional-scale pollutants such as ozone. But on a very localized scale -- alongside a street in a 
particular neighborhood -- greater traffic density could increase exposure to pollutants, especially locally 
scaled pollutants such as particulate matter and air toxics."  See Howard Frumkin, Lawrence Frank, and 
Richard Jackson,  Urban Sprawl and Public Health: Designing, Planning, and Building for Healthy 
Communities (Washington D.C.: Island Press, 2004), p.77.  

 
The same book also reports: 
 

"Investigators in several countries carefully measured pollutant levels alongside streets and in homes to 
determine the exposures associated with traffic. One study, in Amsterdam, found that people who live 
near busy streets (defined as carrying more than 10,000 vehicles per day) were exposed to two-to-
threefold higher levels of 'black smoke' (a measure of particulate matter), NOx, and carbon monoxide, 
compared to people who lived near a less busy street."  (p.76) To compare: Upper State Street carries 
more than 30,000 vehicles per day. 
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Plan Santa Barbara – Policy Options 
8/14/08 GPUC statement to Planning Commission 

Statement presented by Sheila Lodge (GPUC & LUC Chair) 
 
I spoke from notes I made during the PC's discussion.  That was my intent from the beginning... to 
speak to the issues raised by the commissioners. 
 
I said that I generally agreed with J Jostes's comments.    
[My notes on what he said:  
 Need a new format for a new time 
 Carrying capacity has been entirely ignored, need more focus on living within resources. 
 Everything has to go through a community character screen 
 Be prescriptive and specific 
 Detail implementation strategies 
 There are several camps; they need to talk through their differences.] 
 
I said I didn't think the community was quite as much divided into opposing "camps" as he suggested.   
 
I did read this part of our prior comments: 
"a general consensus seems to be emerging about Santa Barbara's need for carefully planned, 
sustainable growth that should both 
(1)  preserve the city's desirable character and vulnerable environment for present and future residents, 
commuters, and  visitors, and 
(2)  reduce the South Coast's jobs/housing imbalance and thereby make long commutes unnecessary 
for a larger percentage of the work force." 
I said there also appeared to be a consensus that SB does not need anymore luxury condos. 
 
There was considerable comment in support of Form Based Codes.  I urged great caution in going that 
direction. I pointed out that if you read the FBC Institute definition of FBC, it is about the relationship 
between buildings and with the street.  I restated the obvious:  SB is different, we have the mountains 
and the views from and to them.  They must be protected. 
 
SB is one of most desirable cities in the world.  Prior councils must have gotten something right. 
 Referred to my past involvement, said SB is really precious to me.  Great care must be taken as plans 
are made for its future development. 
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Miramar Hotel 
8/22/08 CLG letter (on behalf of CPA) to Montecito Planning Commission 

 

Note: Naomi forwarded this to Errin Briggs (ebriggs@co.santa-barbara.ca.us) on 9/22/08 to make 
sure that it got to him, since Ross sent it to the pad@... address, not Errin directly. 

 

From: Ross Campbell  
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2008 11:51 AM 
To: 'pad@co.santa-barbara.ca.us' 
Cc: Marco Gonzalez 
Subject: Miramar Hotel Project, August 28th Special Hearing 

[DO NOT DELETE THIS TEXT - MPC PUBLIC COMMENT SUBMISSION]  

Honorable Planning Commissioners: 

Coast Law Group LLP represents the interests of Citizens Planning Association (CPA) with respect to 
the County’s review of the above-referenced project.  As a preliminary matter, CPA appreciates the 
considerable time and effort spent by the Commission in reviewing the project to date, and we thank 
your Commission for upholding the letter and spirit of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance and Montecito 
Community Plan at the July 16th and August 6th hearings on the matter.   

While we further appreciate the Commission’s decision to require an SEIR with respect to the water 
supply issue, the additional concerns outlined in our previous comment letters continue to warrant 
preparation of a full EIR.  Given the applicant’s recalcitrance in accepting the Commission’s direction 
at the last hearing and refusal to amend the project to conform thereto, CPA reserves the right to 
submit additional comments on all appropriate issues prior to next week’s hearing (as well as before 
the Board of Supervisors on any subsequent appeal).     

As you are aware, the Staff Report and supporting attachments for the August 28th hearing were only 
recently made available to the public yesterday evening at 5:00 p.m.  As such, it is inappropriate to 
require that written comments be submitted by 12:00 p.m. today.  Imposing such a deadline leads the 
public to believe that written comments will be barred thereafter and deters public participation in the 
administrative process.  As the County is aware, written comments may be submitted at any point up 
until the close of the public hearing.   Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield 
(2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1200; Government Code §65009.  CPA reserves all rights 
consistent therewith, particularly with respect to any new information submitted by the applicant or 
that may otherwise come to light.    

In short, CPA continues to oppose the project as currently proposed and thanks the Commission for 
its careful consideration of the project to date.  CPA respectfully requests that the Commission 
continue to uphold the integrity of the approval process at the August 28th special hearing.   

Sincerely, 

Ross Campbell 

Coast Law Group LLP 
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Miramar Hotel 
8/26/08 CLG letter (on behalf of CPA) to Montecito Planning Commission 
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Miramar Hotel 
8/27/08 CPA statement to Montecito Planning Commission 
Statement presented by Naomi Kovacs (Executive Director) 

 
 
Good afternoon, Mr. Chair and Commissioners.  I’m Naomi Kovacs, Executive Director of the 
Citizens Planning Association. 
 
You’ve received letters from us and from Coast Law Group on our behalf. 
 
We’re pleased to see adjustments are happening to this project; it’s a move in the right direction.  
Nevertheless, a number of our concerns remain unchanged, which Mr. Campbell and Mr. Chytilo will 
address today.  I don’t want to take time to say what they will, but I did want to make sure the 
Commission knows that CPA represents hundreds of community members. 
 
I also wanted to point out that even though it’s a packed room today, many others would have joined 
us here to support adherence to the proper review process if they could have. 
 
The proper review process will lead us to the right project.  We want a good project here.  We want it 
done right, in conformance with the Montecito Community Plan and our rules and regulations.  We 
will get the right project via a proper review process.  And we really want to support you in getting 
there. 
 
Thank you. 
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August 2008 “Transportation Existing Conditions Report” 
8/26/08 Comp Planning letter & 8/28/08 statementto SB City Planning Commission  

and Transportation & Circulation Committee 
Statement presented by Paul Hernadi (Comp Planning Committee Chair) 

 
TO:  Planning Commission and Transportation & Circulation Committee 
FROM:  Citizens Planning Association's Comprehensive Planning Committee 
RE:  Comments on the August 2008 "Transportation Existing Conditions Report" 

 
August 26, 2008 

 
The Citizens Planning Association's Comprehensive Planning Committee discussed the substantial 
"Transportation Existing Conditions Report" recently prepared by AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. 
Among other things, we appreciated the interesting demographic data about vehicle ownership, 
percentage of people driving alone, percentage of people walking to work, and the like. The compiled 
information suggests that Santa Barbarans live more "sustainably" than other Californians or North 
Americans in general. This speaks well of our city. 
 
But we also face increasing traffic congestion, especially near freeway entrances and in commercial 
corridors.  As for the latter, the "Transportation Existing Conditions Report" (TECR) appears less than 
satisfactory in its coverage of the Upper State Street area.  It does acknowledge the significance of the 
Upper State Street Study (March 2007) but seems to ignore, or dismiss without argument, some 
essential data compiled for that study by Meyer, Mohaddes Associates in the "Upper State Street 
Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Study" (TCPS) of February 2007.  A few striking examples of 
discrepancy between the results presented by the respective consulting firms are mentioned in the 
endnotei below. 
 
We trust that the next phase of transportation modeling for the uptown business district and the rest of 
the city will be scrupulously based on the most reliable data available.  Furthermore, we hope that the 
modeling will go way beyond the counting of vehicles passing through particular road segments or 
particular intersections.  In principle, both the 2007 and 2008 reports acknowledge the shortcomings of 
such an approach. But the following enumeration of the method's major limitations, if heeded, may 
contribute to the present consultant's success in overcoming those limitations: 
 
Average Daily Traffic counts and Level of Service grades based on intersection turning movement 
counts fail to reflect the actual mid-block congestion in heavily traveled commercial areas because 
they ignore:  

• the number and purpose of curb cuts between intersections; 

• the distance between intersections and major curb cuts;  

• the distance between intersections and bus stops; 

• the important distinctions among different types of motor vehicles (cars, SUV's, trucks, 
buses, 18-wheelers); and 

• the number of wheelchairs, bicycles, and pedestrians crossing at a particular intersection.  
 
We urge, therefore, that the data collected about average daily traffic and about vehicular traffic at 
intersections be correlated with the typical length of time it takes vehicles to travel from one 
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intersection to the next at various times of day and on different days of the week, with particular 
attention paid to Fridays and the peak shopping weeks of the year between mid-November and mid-
January. 
 
As for pedestrian circulation, the length of time pedestrians typically wait before crossing particular 
intersections should also be considered as a measure of traffic congestion. Furthermore, the figures 
about pedestrian-involved accidents reported to police (428 between 1998 and 2002) should be 
updated with data covering the last 5 or 6 years. 
 
We look forward with great interest to future developments in the current transportation modeling 
process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Paul Hernadi, Chair 
Citizens Planning Association 
Comprehensive Planning Committee    
 
 
------------------ 
1 Page 8 of the 2007 TCPS listed 32,000 as the daily motor vehicle traffic volume just east of Las Positas Road; 
it also stated that the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on "State Street west of Las Positas Road generally ranges 
from 24,400 to 30,800 vehicles per day."  By contrast, the highest State Street traffic volume identified on 
Figure 3-5 (after p.16) of the 2008  TECR is 21,160 vehicles per day, and no figures are listed on the map or in 
any other part of the report for the corridor's most heavily traveled stretch between Highway 101 and De la Vina 
Street. 
 
Other discrepancies can be found in the evaluation of several pertinent intersections. The 2007 TCPS (p. 24) 
assigned the grade C to the existing P.M. peak hour Level of Service at the State/La Cumbre, State/Hope, and 
State/Hitchcock intersections. By contrast, the 2008 TECR (p.16) lists the P.M. peak hour Level of Service at 
the three respective intersections as D, B, and B.  As for other times of the day, the two reports supply us with 
apples and oranges:  Focusing on the A.M. peak hour, the 2008 TECR (p16) assigns A grades to all three 
intersections while the 2007 TCPC (p.24) evaluated the midday peak hour traffic (which is much more relevant 
for a commercial corridor) as B,C, and B, respectively. 
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Offshore Oil Drilling Moratorium 
8/26/08 Comp Planning statement to County Board of Supervisors 

Statement presented by Kalon Kelley (CPA member) 
 
 
Honorable Board of Supervisors- 
 
I am speaking here on behalf of Citizens Planning Association and their Comprehensive Planning 
Committee.  CPA has been intimately involved over the years with petroleum issues. Almost forty 
years ago I served on the County's Petroleum Ordinance committee where we were wrestling with the 
issue of drilling on the Channel Islands.  And more recently CPA was a party to the crafting of the 
landmark PXP agreement.  
 
The issue here today has symbolic significance beyond any practical consequence.  What kind of 
message do we want to send to the rest of the State and Country?  A narrow one, that because of rising 
oil prices we want to sacrifice environmental protection for a marginal deferred increase in supply?  Or 
should the message be that Santa Barbara County -- considered by many as one of the birthplaces of 
the modern day environmental movement -- is committed to a future focused on renewable energy 
sources and technological innovations to reduce demand?   
 
Now you might argue that these are not inconsistent messages and that both are important.  But by 
choosing to recommend the overturn of the existing moratorium on offshore drilling, the message that 
will be heard is that this board wants to continue the practices of the last fifty years where the 
increasing frenzy to produce oil to burn in our automobiles has led to huge financial and environmental 
problems.  Future generations will be left wondering how we could have been so short-sighted as to 
burn the planet's finite petroleum resources in moving large vehicles around rather than conserve those 
resources for their more important use in, for example, producing plastics. 
 
There is another aspect to this agenda item, and it has to do with building bridges between disparate 
north and south county interests.  As long as we are a single county we need to do this.  And yet 
choosing this unnecessary action will serve to emphasize our regional differences rather than bring us 
together.  Let’s not make it harder to work together. 
 
Please send the right message here, and avoid sending the wrong one. 
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2008 Draft Regional Transportation Plan and DEIR 
9/2/08 Comp Planning letter to SBCAG 

 
September 2, 2008 
 
Mr. Jim Kemp 
Executive Director, SBCAG 
260 N. San Antonio Road, Suite B 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
 
Re: 2008 Draft Regional Transportation Plan and DEIR 
 
Dear Mr. Kemp: 
 
The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the Citizens Planning Association has reviewed the 
referenced documents.  Please consider the following as formal comments on the DEIR. 
 
1. This RTP follows the practice of previous years in primarily being a compendium of projects for 
which there is some constituency, either among the SBCAG member entities or CALTRANS.   The 
intention is that this collection constitutes a project description. 
 
Section 15126.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act requires that a reasonable range of 
feasible alternatives to the project be evaluated.   SBCAG has attempted to comply with this by 
considering three alternatives: (1) only currently funded program elements; (2) the project without any 
program elements that have Class I impacts; and (3) a no project alternative.  While all of these are 
superior (in terms of environmental impacts) to the project, they are not recommended because of not 
adequately dealing with traffic and safety issues. 
 
We believe, however, that the DEIR’s partitioning of the project in terms of what program elements to 
include or omit has necessarily led to a sterile alternatives analysis.  
 
Given finite resources, a decision to spend money on any given program element reduces the amount 
available for other program elements.  Rather than taking as given (or as part of the project description) 
the funding allocations embodied in the RTP, there should be discussion of alternatives that carefully 
compare program elements in terms of their efficacy at meeting transportation and safety objectives; 
their cost (and likelihood of being funded); and their environmental implications.  To let one example 
serve, what are the relative benefits of performing a freeway widening as compared to enhancing 
transit services as compared to performing an aggressive TDM (traffic demand management) program?  
It is comparisons of this sort that should be at the core of the alternatives analysis, not the totally 
uninteresting alternatives comparison in the DEIR. 
 
Now it may be argued that this kind of analysis was part of the deliberations of the 101 in Motion 
Committee and the Technical Advisory and Stakeholder Advisory Committees.  But if so, that analysis 
should be integrated into the DEIR.   
 
2. Put another way, inasmuch as there is a sizeable constituency for a transportation program that 
aggressively focuses on alternatives to accommodating SOVs (single occupant vehicles), an alternative 
project with that focus should be one of the alternatives considered in the DEIR.  The Community 
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Environmental Council (CEC) has a transportation plan of this sort and this could serve as the basis for 
a project alternative. 
 
The RTP contemplates total expenditures of approximately 189 million through the year 2030 for the 
categories Bicycle and Pedestrian, ITS/TDM, and Rail, or 3.7% of the total project costs.  A project 
alternative that more aggressively funded these categories should be part of the DEIR.  Now it may be 
argued that Measure A includes commitments as to how the sales tax revenues would be spent, and to 
the extent that an alternative has no funding source then that alternative would not be “financially 
constrained” as required by federal regulations.  If this is the argument, then there is circularity in the 
process that is inconsistent with at least the spirit of CEQA.   SBCAG put together Measure A (without 
CEQA review), and now that measure constrains the alternatives that can be part of the DEIR on the 
RTP?  Please explain how this makes sense. 
 
3. We concur with the CEC statement that the RTP fails to address macro trends that could radically 
change what transportation options should or will look like in the years ahead.  Issues of fuel pricing, 
concern for climate change, and new transportation modalities (e.g., the growth in shared car usage in 
cities1, and city-wide bicycle sharing) should all be a part of the project and its accompanying CEQA 
analysis.  New technology that encourages ride sharing should also be included2.  Legislative 
approaches that would reduce automobile dependency3 should be part of the discussion. 
 
4. Please comment on the recent decision of Caltrans to halt a major Highway 50 widening plan in 
Sacramento until they can study whether the expansion will contribute to global warming, this action 
being taken in response to the Sacramento Court ruling that the environmental review for the project 
was incomplete without a study of greenhouse gas emissions, and how this decision affects the RTP 
and associated DEIR. 
 
5. We would recommend that ITS (Intelligent Transportation Systems) not be bundled with TDM 
(Traffic Demand Management) in the discussion and financial analysis: they are very different 
animals.  ITS in many of its instantiations can be viewed as roadway enhancements in the same way a 
new lane is: it has the potential to reduce congestion on a particular section of road.  TDM, on the other 
hand, is geared to reducing the number of automobile drivers. 
 
Clearly a lot of work goes into transportation issues in this County.  That the RTP lacks the long-term 
vision that we would wish is probably reflective of the many vested interests in furthering our 
automobile-centric culture.  While their voices are important and need to be heard, a planning 
document that extends out to the year 2030 needs equally to hear from those who recognize the 
limitations of business-as-usual transportation models. 
 
   Sincerely yours, 
 
 
   Paul Hernadi, PhD 
   Chair, Comprehensive Planning Committee 
   Citizens Planning Association 
 

                                                 
1 White, J. 2008.  Car-Sharing Services Gain in Appeal.  Wall St. Journal (August 19, 2008). 
2 Kelley, K. 2007.  Casual Carpooling – Enhanced.  Journal of Public Transportation (Volume 10 No. 4) 
3 Lifsher, M. 2008.  Insurance – Poizner pushes mileage plan.  Los Angeles Times (August 28, 2008) 
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CPA’s Membership in Coalition for a Fair Measure A (CFFMA) 
9/05/08 CPA letter to Coalition for a Fair Measure A 

 
 
 
5 September 2008 
 
 
Leslie Mancebo, Project Director 
Coalition for a Fair Measure A (CFFMA) 
lesliemancebo@gmail.com 
 
RE: CPA’s Membership in CFFMA 
 
Dear Leslie, 
 

Thank you for your letter dated July 16, 2008.  In response, upon recommendation from our 
Comprehensive Planning Committee, our Board voted to continue CPA’s membership in the Coalition, 
but requests that it not be listed as one of the endorsing organizations for Measure A. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Naomi Kovacs 
Executive Director 
 
                                                 
 
 
 


