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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 1 

This chapter presents the requirements for cumulative impact analysis, as well as the actual analysis of the 2 
potential for the proposed project, together with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects 3 
in each resource area’s cumulative geographic scope, to have significant cumulative effects.  Following the 4 
presentation of the requirements related to cumulative impact analyses and a description of the related 5 
projects (Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2, respectively), the analysis in Section 4.2 addresses each of the resource 6 
areas for which the proposed project may make a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative 7 
impacts (i.e., result in a significant cumulative impact), when combined with other reasonable and foreseeable 8 
projects in the area. 9 

4.1.1 Requirements for Cumulative Impact Analysis 10 

A number of proposed development projects could occur in Santa Barbara County at the same time as the 11 
proposed SCC project.  In accordance with the federal guidelines implementing NEPA and state guidelines 12 
implementing CEQA, the cumulative impacts of the proposed project, when combined with other past, 13 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, programs, and plans are evaluated in this EIS/EIR.  14 
Therefore, the cumulative impact analysis focuses on whether the impacts of the proposed project are 15 
cumulatively considerable within the context of impacts caused by other past, present, or future projects. 16 

NEPA (40 CFR 1508.7 and 40 CFR 1508.25[a][2]) and CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15130) require a reasonable 17 
analysis of the significant cumulative impacts of a proposed project.  Cumulative impacts are defined by CEQA as 18 
“two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase 19 
other environmental impacts” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355). 20 

Cumulative impacts are further described as follows: 21 

a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate 22 
projects; and 23 

b) The cumulative impacts from several projects are the change in the environment which results from the 24 
incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably 25 
foreseeable future projects.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 26 
significant projects taking place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508.7 and State CEQA Guidelines, 27 
Section 15355[b]).  28 

Furthermore, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(1): 29 

As defined in Section 15355, a “cumulative impact” consists of an impact that is created as a result 30 
of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related 31 
impacts.  An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in 32 
the EIR. 33 

In addition, as stated in CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(i)(5): 34 

The mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not 35 
constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects are cumulatively 36 
considerable. 37 
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NEPA also requires analysis of cumulative impacts; 40 CFR Section 1508.7 states: 1 

Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 2 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 3 
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts 4 
can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of 5 
time. 6 

Therefore, the following cumulative impact analysis focuses on whether the impacts of the proposed project 7 
are cumulatively considerable within the context of impacts caused by other past, present, or future projects.  8 
The cumulative impact scenario considers other projects proposed within the area defined for each resource 9 
that have the potential to contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts.  10 

For this EIR/EIS, related area projects with a potential to contribute to cumulative impacts were identified 11 
using one of  two approaches:  the “list” methodology or the “projection” methodology.  Most of the resource 12 
areas were analyzed using a list of closely related projects that would be constructed in the cumulative 13 
geographic scope (Table 4-1).  14 

4.1.2 Projects Considered in the Cumulative Analysis 15 

A total of 56 present or reasonably foreseeable future projects (approved or proposed) were identified within 16 
the general vicinity of the proposed project that could contribute to cumulative impacts.  A list of the 17 
cumulative projects provided by the City of Goleta and the County of Santa Barbara is provided in Table 4-1, 18 
and the corresponding locations of these projects are shown on Figure 4-1. 19 

Table 4–1. Related Projects 
Map # Project Name Project Location/Description Status 

CITY OF GOLETA  

1 Fairview Commercial Center; 
01-SB-DP; CUP 

151 S. Fairview Ave.: 16,885 SF mixed use building (10,115 SF 
retail space, 5,460 SF office space), 2 units 

Pending 

2 Dwight Gregory; 02-057-LUP 879 S. Kellogg Ave.: 2,346 SF commercial addition Pending 

3 
Bermant: Technology Drive 
Industrial (KS 7A) 02-081-DP 
et al 

West side of Technology Drive: TM of 8 lots; 68,000 SF among 8 
commercial/ industrial buildings and 92,070 SF outside storage 
area of 265,695 SF outside storage area 

Pending 

4 
University Properties; 25-SB-
PM; 26-SB-PD 

SEC Technology and Thornwood Drives: TPM of 4 parcels and 
5,427 SF industrial building (and potential for approximately 
15,000 SF additional development) 

Pending 

5 Stokes Industrial Building; 02-
084-DP 

East side of Technology Drive: 5,000 SF industrial building Pending 

6 Islamic Society of Santa 
Barbara; 03-051-DP; CUP 

NEC Los Carneros and Calle Real: 7185 SF building for Islamic 
Center and attached apartment (1 dwelling unit) 

Pending 

7 
Pacific Technology 
Center/GRC Lotsplit; 03-062-
PM; DP et al 

5383 and 5385 Hollister Avenue: TPM for 2 parcels 12,040 SF (net 
new) professional institutional (and potential for approximately 
30,000 SF additional development) 

Pending 

8 Winnikoff; 22-SB-DP 260 Storke Road: New 2,232 SF office building Pending 

9 BDC/Joslyn; 71-SB-PM, -DP 6830 Cortona Drive: TPM of 3 parcels, 171,526 SF M-RP 
buildings 

Pending 

10 
Los Carneros Pointe; 45-SB-
DP, -RZ, -OA, etc. 

Los Carneros Road/Los Carneros Way: 31,051 SF commercial 
development including a day-care facility, restaurant, shops, and 
office 

Pending 

11 McClean’s Auto Body; 65-SB-
DP 

5989 Daley Street: Development Plan for 1,963 SF auto body shop Pending 
 



4.0  Cumulative Impacts 

South Coast Conduit/Upper Reach Reliability Project 4-3 

Table 4–1. Related Projects (continued) 
Map # Project Name Project Location/Description Status 

CITY OF GOLETA (CONTINUED) 
12 Meyer-Thrifty; 64-SB-DP 5971 Placencia Street: <2,000 SF car rental agency office Pending 

13 Page Hotel; 35-SB-DP et al West side of Kellogg at Ekwill alignment: 247 room hotel, 11,000 
SF spa, and 6,000 SF restaurant 

Pending 

14 Sares-Regis; 36-SB-SCD 6767 Hollister Avenue: 2,800 SF storage space Pending 
15 Cabrillo Business Park; 37-SB-

DP et al 
6767 Hollister Avenue: Business Park with new structures totaling 
704,600 SF (R&D, self storage, onsite service related uses) 

Pending 

16 Costco Gas Station; 40-SB-DP 7095 Marketplace Drive: 10,800 SF 4-island gas station Pending 
17 Village at Los Carneros; 03-

050-TM, -DP, etc.  
South Los Carneros Road, Cortona/Castilian Drives: 265 housing 
units 

Pending 

18 Taylor Parcel Map; 03-053-PM 590 North Kellogg Avenue: 2 new parcels Pending 
19 PR Ranch; 30-SB-CUP 7400 Cathedral Oaks Road: 1 unit agricultural worker dwelling  Pending 
20 Hira Mixed Use Project; 03-

111-PRE 
5718 Hollister Avenue: 22 units, 1,827 SF retail space Pre-

application 
21 Sandpiper Golf Course 

Renovations; 32-SB-DP, et al 
7925 Hollister Avenue: Renovation and redevelopment of existing 
golf course 

Pending 
(Inactive) 

22 Gordon Mixed Use Project; 49-
SB-CUP/LUP 

345 Pine Avenue: 3,462 SF commercial building including 2 
apartments 

Pending 

23 Good Shepherd Lutheran 
Church; 03-136-DP 

380 North Fairview Avenue: Addition of 18,000 SF parish hall Pending 

24 Fairview Gardens; 03-159-CUP 598 North Fairview Avenue: 5 units for farmworker housing (2 
trailers, 3 yurts) 1 trailer for kitchen facilities, 1 yurt for a farm 
office (127 SF) 

Pending 

25 Citrus Village; 04-226-DP; TM 7388 Calle Real: 11 units Pending 
26 Guerrero Duplex; 01-107-LUP 5737 Armitos Avenue: 1 new unit (duplex) Pending 
27 Barcara Expansion; 05-034-DP; 

-TM 
8301 Hollister Avenue: 62 hotel suites  Pending 

28 Housing Authority; 05-059-
PM; DP AM02 

5575 Armitos Avenue: Division of 4.06 acres into three parcels of 
1.63, 2.19, and 0.24 acres; addition of 1 new assisted living unit (4 
rooms) 

Pending 

29 City of Goleta Western Snowy 
Plover Habitat Management Plan; 
05-116-DP 

Ellwood-Devereux: Western Snowy Polover Habitat Management 
Plan 

Pending 

30 Rancho Mobile Home Park 
Subdivision (Guggenheim); 05-
140-TM 

7465 Hollister Avenue: Subdivision of a 17,84 acre rental mobile 
home park property (150 existing mobile homes) 

Pending 

31 Apostolic Assembly Faith in 
Jesus Christ; 05-179-CUP 

7340 Hollister Avenue: Church use occupying a 3,200 SF M-RP 
building 

Pending 

32 Happy Harry’s Produce; 46-
SB-LUP 

7020 Calle Real: 2,984 SF neighborhood produce market Pending 

33 Campus Pointe; 34-SB-DP; 38-
SB-PM et al (Lots 2 and 5) 

South Los Carneros Road, Cortona/Castilian Drives: 2 M-RP 
buildings totaling 204,000 SF 

Approved 
(On Hold) 

34 Camino Real Marketplace 
Skating Facilities; 95-DP-026 

Santa Felicia Drive: 46,000 SF ice rink, 85’ x 200’ roller rink Approved 

35 Live Oak Unitarian Church 
Phase 2; 92-CP-066 

820 North Fairview Avenue: 2,996 SF sanctuary, 316 SF restroom 
facility 

Approved 
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Table 4–1. Related Projects (continued) 
Map # Project Name Project Location/Description Status 

CITY OF GOLETA (CONTINUED) 
36 Fairview Corporate Center; 74-

SB-DP 
420 South Fairview Avenue: 65,600 SF M-RP building Approved 

37 Yardi; 01-DP-001 5901, 5949, 5959, and 5979 Hollister Avenue: 6 units (apartments), 
44,000 SF office space, and 7,850 SF retail space. Existing onsite 
development includes 24,720 SF. 

Approved 

38 Sumida Gardens; 94-DP-007 
RV01 03-098-LUP 

5501 Overpass Road: 200 units Approved 

39 El Encanto Apartments; 99-DP-
045 et al 

7388 Calle Real: 16 units Approved 
(On Hold) 

40 Quixote Fund; 00-DP-030 275 Mathilda Drive: 2 units Approved 
41 Robinson LLA-related lots Barker, Violet, and Daffodil Lanes: 13 units (6 unbuilt and 7 under 

construction) 
Approved 

42 Nuovo Edificio; 28-SB-DP 747 S. Kellogg Avenue: 3,635 SF industrial building Approved 
43 Old Town Inn and Village; 63-

SB-RZ, TM, DP 
5665 Hollister Avenue: 51,247 SF 98-room hotel, 998 SF 
retail/commercial space, and 59,105 SF for 37 units and garages 

Approved 

44 Comstock Homes; 67-SB-TM 7800 block of Hollister Avenue: 62 single family dwelling units  Approved 
45 Cislo; 04-03-DP AM01 757 S. Kellogg Avenue: Remove office trailer, add 900 SF to 

existing developed M-1 property 
Approved 

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 
46 Ellwood Apartments; 19-SB-

DP 
360 Ellwood Beach Drive: 8 units Under 

Construction
A Santa Barbara Ranch Project; 

03DVP-00000-00041 
Santa Barbara and Dos Pueblos Ranches: 54 new single-family 
homes on 485 acres; and 72 new single-family homes on 3,254 acres. 

In process 

B Morehart Land Company; 
05DVP-0000-00010 

Within Naples Townsite, south of Hwy 101, on the western edge of 
Santa Barbara Ranch: 8 new single-family dwellings on 14 acres. 

Pending 

C Dos Pueblos Naples Residential 
Development (Makar); 05RE-
00000-00004 

South of Hwy 101, east of Santa Barbara Ranch at Naples and west of 
Tomate Canyon: Merge 25 antiquated lots on 63 acres into 10 new 
lots and construct a single family dwelling on each lot. 

Complete 

D Dos Pueblos Ranch Estates Lot 
1 (Makar); 06CHE-00000-
00038 

South of Hwy 101, west of Bacara Resort: 6,505 SF dwelling unit 
with 680 SF attached garage, 861 SF guest house, and 506 SF garage 
on 65 acres. 

In process 

E Dos Pueblos Ranch Estates Lot 
2 (Makar); 06CHE-00000-
00038 

South of Hwy 101, west of Bacara Resort: 9,436 SF dwelling with 
792 SF detached garage and 928 SF guest house with 293 SF attached 
garage on 78 acres. 

In process 

F Eagle Canyon Ranch (Parsons); 
05LLA-00000-00007 

0.5 miles west of Bacara Resort: Merge 7 existing lots on 1,060 acres 
into 4 new lots and establish an area for a dwelling on each lot. 

Pending 

G Ballantyne Single Family 
Residential; 05LUP-00000-
00611 

500 Farren Road: 13,296 SF dwelling unit with attached garage, 
detached guesthouse, and detached barn on 17 acres.  

Pending 

H Tecolote Canyon (Wallover); 
04PRE-00000-00012 

North of Rancho Embarcadero and west of Goleta: Create 26 
residential lots and one 984 acre lot for agricultural use and a nature 
preserve on 1,047 acres for single family residential development. 

Complete 

I Braunger; 05COC-00000-00006 2 miles north of Las Varas Ranch: Conditional certificates of 
compliance for four parcels on 53 acres. 

Pending 

J Miller New SFD 1560 San Roque Road: 1 single family dwelling unit.   
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4.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 1 

4.2.1 Aesthetics/Visual Resources 2 

Reasonably foreseeable development listed in Table 4-1 includes buildout of the Santa Barbara County and 3 
City of Goleta, including residential, commercial, and industrial projects.  Many of the infill projects would 4 
not likely contribute to a substantial change in the region’s visual resources or character, as they would be 5 
surrounded by existing residential or commercial structures and landscaping that have defined precedents for 6 
height, massing, landscaping, and color, and would be within smaller parcels that do not have relatively 7 
important topographic, vegetation, or other unique visual qualities.  However, many of the future 8 
developments within the unincorporated County areas represent larger expanses of undeveloped, natural lands 9 
on the periphery of the City of Goleta.  These sites, such as Santa Barbara Ranch, Dos Pueblos Naples 10 
Residential Development, and Eagle Canyon Ranch, contain important visual qualities that would be 11 
compromised by their development, as experienced from surrounding views. The conversion of undeveloped, 12 
natural areas to residential, commercial, and/or industrial development under reasonably foreseeable 13 
cumulative buildout would likely result in significant impacts on important visual resources.  14 

Existing views of the proposed project area from public view corridors, including U.S. 101 and Cathedral Oaks 15 
Road, are extremely limited due to distance from the project site, intervening topography, and dense vegetation.  16 
Views of important visual resources from U.S. 101 and Cathedral Oaks Road would be ephemeral; therefore, 17 
vehicles traveling on these roadways would not be capable of discerning any changes to the project area.    18 
Short-term impacts resulting from construction activities (i.e., clearing, grubbing, grading, and excavation) 19 
would temporarily alter the visual character of the project site and its surroundings.  The project would not 20 
introduce new sources of light and glare; construction would occur during daylight hours; and project operations 21 
would not include any new lighting fixtures.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures AES-2, BIO-1.2, BIO-22 
2.1, BIO-2.2, and BIO-4a would maintain the existing visual character of the project site, reducing this adverse 23 
contribution so that residual impacts would be less than significant.  As the proposed project would not 24 
substantially alter any scenic vistas, degrade the existing visual character, or produce substantial light or glare, 25 
the project’s contribution to cumulative effects would result in a less than significant cumulative impact. 26 

4.2.2 Air Quality  27 

Santa Barbara County currently attains all ambient air quality standards except the State ozone (O3) and 28 
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) standards.  These nonattainment conditions for 29 
ambient O3 and PM10 within the project region are therefore cumulatively significant.  Reasonably 30 
foreseeable future projects identified in Table 4-1 that would overlap in time with the project would 31 
contribute to these significant cumulative impacts.   32 

Emissions of O3 precursors and PM10 emissions from the proposed construction activities, in combination with 33 
emissions from future sources and approved projects in the region, would exacerbate the existing O3 and PM10 34 
nonattainment conditions within the County.  However, all construction activities would be required to 35 
implement standard APCD dust control measures and construction emissions are included in the County air 36 
attainment planning process.  As a result, proposed construction activities would produce less than significant 37 
cumulative impacts.   38 

Emissions of O3 precursors and PM10 due to operation of the proposed project, in combination with emissions 39 
from future sources and approved projects in the region, would exacerbate the existing ozone nonattainment 40 
status within the County.  However, emissions from operation of the project would not exceed the operational 41 
daily thresholds of 25 pounds of NOx and ROG for motor vehicle trips.  As a result, operation of the project 42 
would produce less than significant cumulative air quality impacts (APCD 2007b).   43 
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4.2.3 Biological Resources 1 

Projects identified for the cumulative analysis primarily include infill projects within the greater developed 2 
area of the City of Goleta.  These projects would have few, if any, direct biological impacts.  However, 3 
several of the projects within the unincorporated County areas could have impacts on biological resources, 4 
such as sensitive plant species, native grasses, oak trees, and riparian habitat that would be cumulatively 5 
significant but feasibly mitigated.  Any losses of oak woodland, however, would be cumulatively significant 6 
and unavoidable.  Assuming that all other significant impacts of these projects are mitigated through the 7 
environmental review and permitting processes for each project, their cumulative impacts on all but oak 8 
woodland would be less than significant. 9 

The proposed project would have significant impacts to special status species (Impact BIO-1), special status 10 
natural vegetation communities (Impact BIO-2), migratory bird breeding (Impact BIO-3), local biological 11 
communities through introduction of invasive species (Impact BIO-4b), and oak trees protected by local 12 
ordnance (Impact BIO-5), prior to mitigation that could contribute substantially to cumulative effects of past, 13 
present, and future projects.  With implementation of the mitigation measures described in Section 3.3, 14 
residual impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant, and the project’s contribution to 15 
cumulative effects would result in a less than significant cumulative impact for all but the loss of oak 16 
woodland.  The project’s contribution to loss of oak woodland habitat would be cumulatively significant and 17 
unavoidable.  18 

4.2.4 Cultural Resources 19 

The proposed project, together with other reasonably foreseeable projects identified in Table 4.1 could have a 20 
cumulatively significant impact on the remaining archaeological resources in the region.  Reasonably 21 
foreseeable development would include ground disturbing activities during construction (i.e., clearing, 22 
grubbing, grading, and excavation) that could potentially affect prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, 23 
and historic structures.  Impacts would be addressed for each discretionary project during plan review, and 24 
standard conditions would be applied as necessary to minimize these effects, resulting in a less than significant 25 
cumulative impact.  26 

Ground disturbing activities associated with the proposed project could result in significant adverse effects, 27 
therefore contributing substantially to cumulative effects on cultural resources prior to mitigation.  However, 28 
implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1would minimize the project’s potential for disturbing 29 
archaeological resources.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative effects would result in a less 30 
than significant cumulative impact. 31 

4.2.5 Geology and Soils 32 

Erosion 33 

Numerous approved and probable future projects within the Goleta Slough watershed (e.g., Fairview 34 
Commercial Center, Dwight Gregory, University Properties, Islamic Society of America, Los Carneros 35 
Pointe, and Cabrillo Business Park) would contribute to erosion-induced sedimentation of local creeks and the 36 
slough.  The sediment load contribution of these projects could result in cumulatively significant but feasibly 37 
mitigated impacts on water quality.  The EPA’s recently enacted NPDES Phase II stormwater quality 38 
regulations have resulted in more stringent review of discretionary projects.  The City of Goleta Planning and 39 
Environmental Services Department and Santa Barbara County Planning & Development Department would 40 
review all related development proposals for consistency with the adopted statutes.  Implementation of BMPs 41 
associated with probable future related project SWPPPs would reduce cumulative regional impacts of erosion 42 
on stormwater quality to less than significant.   43 
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Project construction would result in short-term exposure of onsite soils, which are highly prone to wind and 1 
water erosion due to the steep topography and erodible soils along the pipeline corridor.  Although pipeline 2 
corridor revegetation would occur subsequent to construction, thus minimizing the potential for long-term soil 3 
erosion, the potential for substantial short-term soil erosion that could cause increased sediment runoff into 4 
the West Fork and main stem of Glen Annie Creek would remain until the disturbed soils are stabilized.  Such 5 
effects would, prior to mitigation, contribute substantially to cumulative effects of past, present, and future 6 
projects.  Implementation of a SWPPP and associated construction BMPs (Mitigation Measure GEO-2) 7 
would ensure that project-specific residual impacts of erosion on water quality would be less than significant.  8 
Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative effects would result in a less than significant cumulative 9 
impact.   10 

Water quality impacts are further discussed in Section 4.2.7. 11 

Seismicity and Ground Failure 12 

Related approved and probable future construction projects in the project vicinity (e.g., Fairview Commercial 13 
Center, Dwight Gregory, University Properties, Islamic Society of America, Los Carneros Pointe, and 14 
Cabrillo Business Park) would be subject to geohazard impacts due to seismically induced ground failure and 15 
unstable slopes.  Potential ground failure at any of these related project sites due to site-specific and regional 16 
geohazards would be less than significant with implementation of proper geotechnical engineering.  Due to 17 
the localized nature of the impacts, cumulative impacts would not occur.  These discretionary projects would 18 
be subject to environmental review and appropriate mitigations would be established for each project prior to 19 
development.  Standard geotechnical investigations and resultant engineered construction designs would 20 
address any specific geotechnical constraints that could impair development-related structural stability, 21 
ensuring public safety.   22 

With implementation of proper geotechnical engineering, less than significant impacts would occur in 23 
association with construction and operation of the proposed project due to potential seismically induced 24 
ground failure and potentially unstable slopes.  The proposed project’s contribution to cumulative effects 25 
related to geological resources would result in a less than significant cumulative impact, based on the 26 
localized nature of the impacts. 27 

Paleontological Resources 28 

The proposed project, together with other reasonably foreseeable projects identified in Table 4.1 could have a 29 
cumulatively significant impact on the remaining paleontological resources in the region.  Reasonably 30 
foreseeable development would include ground disturbing activities during construction (i.e., clearing, 31 
grubbing, grading, and excavation) that could potentially affect paleontological resources.  Impacts would be 32 
addressed for each discretionary project during plan review, and standard conditions would be applied as 33 
necessary to minimize these effects, resulting in a less than significant cumulative impact.  34 

Ground disturbing activities associated with the proposed project could result in significant adverse effects, 35 
therefore contributing substantially to cumulative effects on paleontological resources prior to mitigation.  36 
However, implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-4.1, GEO-4.2, and GEO-4.3 would minimize the 37 
project’s potential for disturbing paleontological resources.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative 38 
effects would result in a less than significant cumulative impact. 39 

4.2.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 40 

Storage and use of hazardous materials at approved and reasonably foreseeable commercial and industrial 41 
project sites in the project vicinity (e.g., Fairview Commercial Center, Dwight Gregory, University Properties, 42 
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Los Carneros Pointe, Cabrillo Business Park, and Costco Gas Station), in addition to lower concentrations at 1 
residential projects (e.g., Page Hotel, Village at Los Carneros, Hira Mixed Use Project, and Citrus Village), 2 
would have the potential to result in a significant cumulative impact.   3 

Compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations during project construction and operation 4 
would ensure that the use and storage of hazardous materials would be undertaken in a safe and prudent 5 
manner. Accidental spills during hazardous material use, however, would result in a significant impact prior 6 
to mitigation.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, requiring construction contractors to 7 
implement a SWPPP and Hazardous Material Business Plan, would minimize the project’s contribution to 8 
potential releases of hazardous materials due to use of these substances with less than significant residual 9 
impacts.  The project’s contribution to cumulative effects on public health related to public exposure to 10 
hazardous materials would result in a less than significant cumulative impact.   11 

4.2.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 12 

Water Quality 13 

Numerous approved and reasonably foreseeable projects within the Goleta Slough watershed (e.g., Fairview 14 
Commercial Center, Dwight Gregory, University Properties, Islamic Society of America, Los Carneros 15 
Pointe, and Cabrillo Business Park) would contribute runoff and pollutants.  The pollutant load contribution 16 
of these projects could result in cumulatively significant but feasibly mitigated impacts on water quality.  The 17 
EPA’s recently enacted NPDES Phase II stormwater quality regulations have resulted in more stringent 18 
review of discretionary projects.  The City of Goleta Planning and Environmental Services Department and 19 
Santa Barbara County Planning & Development Department would review all related development proposals 20 
for consistency with the adopted statutes.  Implementation of BMPs associated with probable future related 21 
project SWPPPs would reduce cumulative regional impacts on stormwater quality to less than significant.   22 

Accidental spills or leaks of pollutants, such as fuels, lubricants, and hydraulic fluid, during project equipment 23 
operation, refueling, or maintenance, have the potential to enter the West Fork and main stem of Glen Annie 24 
Creek.  Impacts of small spills would be adverse, short-term, and less than significant because small spills are 25 
likely to remain within the work area, with little or no material reaching flowing water.  In addition, 26 
construction at the creek crossings would be during the dry season when creek flow would be low to none.  27 
Larger spills that enter either creek could have short-term, significant impacts on water quality prior to 28 
mitigation that would contribute substantially to cumulative effects of past, present, and future projects.  29 
Implementation of a SWPPP and associated construction BMPs in Mitigation Measures GEO-2 and HAZ-1 30 
would ensure that project-specific residual impacts on water quality would be less than significant.  Therefore, 31 
the project’s contribution to cumulative effects would result in a less than significant cumulative impact. 32 

Water Resources 33 

Several reasonably foreseeable projects identified in Table 4-1 would primarily be served by the GWD.  The 34 
County of Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors has determined that service through the GWD does not have 35 
the potential to cause or contribute to groundwater basin overdraft due to the GWD’s compliance with the 36 
Wright Judgment.  All probable future related projects requiring a water supply would be provided water by 37 
the GWD under similar circumstances.   38 

Water use for project construction would be restricted primarily to dust control.  Groundwater within the 39 
underlying bedrock formations would not be used for the project; water would be supplied by COMB.  40 
Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative effects would result in a less than significant cumulative 41 
impact.  In addition, the project’s contribution to these probable future related projects would be beneficial, as 42 
the proposed pipeline operations would provide a more reliable source of water from Lake Cachuma.   43 
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Drainage and Flooding 1 

Numerous approved and reasonably foreseeable projects within the Goleta Slough watershed (e.g., Fairview 2 
Commercial Center, Dwight Gregory, University Properties, Islamic Society of America, Los Carneros 3 
Pointe, and Cabrillo Business Park) would be subject to County Flood Control District and/or City of Goleta 4 
Public Works specifications requiring sufficient retention of runoff to ensure that impacts on existing drainage 5 
infrastructure would be addressed.  This would include determination of drainage flows during medium and 6 
high storm events and the establishment of onsite detention or retention facilities.  The cumulative impacts on 7 
drainage and flooding within the Goleta Slough watershed would be significant but feasibly mitigated with 8 
implementation of onsite detention and retardation infrastructure that would be required for approval of those 9 
projects.   10 

Surface runoff would not be increased as a result of the project, as paving would not occur.   Therefore, 11 
drainage and flooding impacts would be less than significant.  Due to a lack of increased paving, the project’s 12 
contribution to cumulative effects would result in a less than significant cumulative impact.   13 

4.2.8 Land Use 14 

Cumulative development throughout the surrounding City of Goleta and Santa Barbara County areas would 15 
incrementally alter the area’s semi-rural character and would result in the conversion of undeveloped lands to 16 
suburban development.  Reasonably foreseeable development of projects in the region would have the 17 
potential to introduce incompatible development relative to surrounding existing land uses. Potential 18 
incompatibilities between existing open space and reasonably foreseeable development would be resolved on 19 
a case-by-case basis through the use of landscape buffers, setbacks, and appropriate architectural design.  20 
Reasonably foreseeable development listed in Table 4-1 would not disrupt or divide any existing 21 
communities.  Potential inconsistencies with plans and policies in the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive 22 
Plan associated with cumulative development would be addressed for each discretionary project during plan 23 
review, and standard conditions would be applied as necessary to minimize these effects. Thus, cumulative 24 
impacts would be less than significant. 25 

The proposed project would not result in incompatibilities with existing land uses, or disrupt or divide any 26 
established communities because no communities are located within the project area.  An easement would be 27 
granted by the adjacent private landowners to COMB in order to allow pipeline construction and operation 28 
activities that would permit the conditional use of private property, minimizing impacts on existing land uses.  29 
Implementation of resource-specific mitigation measures would ensure project compliance with all plans and 30 
policies in the Santa Barbara Comprehensive Plan.  Project residual impacts on land use would, therefore, be 31 
less than significant and would result in a less than significant cumulative impact. 32 

4.2.9 Noise 33 

Reasonably foreseeable development listed in Table 4-1 would result in intermittent, short-term noise impacts 34 
throughout the project vicinity.  The duration of these localized impacts would be limited to the construction 35 
phases of the individual projects.  All construction activities taking place within the region would be subject 36 
to the standard measures and conditions regulating construction daily noise levels to ensure consistency with 37 
the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan and City of Goleta General Plan Noise Element policies.  38 
Buildout and operation of reasonably foreseeable projects would contribute to increased ambient noise levels 39 
in the region.  Cumulative project operations would increase roadway noise levels, affecting any nearby 40 
sensitive receptors.  However, roadway noise would be conditioned as necessary by incorporation of noise 41 
reduction measures (i.e., sound walls), reducing cumulative impacts on sensitive noise receptors to less than 42 
significant.   43 
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Noise from construction activities would contribute substantially to cumulative effects of past, present, and 1 
future projects prior to mitigation.  Routine pipeline maintenance would generate sporadic, short-term sources 2 
of noise.  Short-term sources of noise generated by routine pipeline maintenance activities would not result in 3 
a substantial contribution to ambient noise levels because these sources would be infrequent.  Proposed 4 
project operations would not generate substantial traffic trips along adjacent roadways, and roadway noise 5 
would not increase substantially.  The proposed project’s incremental short-term construction noise residual 6 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures NOISE-1.1 7 
through NOISE-1.3. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative effects would result in a 8 
less than significant cumulative impact.     9 

4.2.10 Transportation and Circulation 10 

Increased traffic volumes associated with reasonably foreseeable development listed in Table 4-1 would potentially 11 
impact the existing transportation system.  Cumulative project traffic would substantially impact V/C ratios and/or 12 
LOS within the cumulative transportation area of analysis, and would potentially degrade the LOS at some 13 
intersections to unacceptable levels.  Reasonably foreseeable development would increase regional daily and 14 
peak hour trips, which would add traffic to some roadways that have inadequate design features, creating 15 
potential safety problems. These problems would be addressed for individual projects during their approval 16 
process and would be mitigated so that cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 17 

Project-related vehicular trips would be minimal and would not affect V/C ratios or existing LOS at any 18 
intersections and/or roadway segments within the project vicinity.  Construction-related traffic could increase the 19 
potential for safety problems to a level that would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative 20 
impacts.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 would minimize potential safety impacts associated 21 
with transport of construction equipment and materials along inadequate roadway segments so that residual 22 
impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative traffic impacts would 23 
result in a less than significant cumulative impact.     24 

4.2.11 Other Resource Issues 25 

Agricultural Resources 26 

Cumulative development throughout the City of Goleta and surrounding Santa Barbara County areas, 27 
including those projects identified in Table 4-1, would result in cumulatively significant impacts on 28 
agricultural resources.  Two of these projects, including the Eagle Canyon Ranch and Ballantyne Single 29 
Family Residential projects, would result in the conversion of over 1,000 acres (405 hectares) of agricultural 30 
land to residential uses, representing a cumulatively significant impact on existing agricultural resources 31 
within Santa Barbara County.   32 

All proposed project alternatives would temporarily displace a small portion of an avocado orchard located 33 
near the SPTT.  Upon completion of all construction activities, the avocado trees removed during project 34 
construction would be replanted.  As no agricultural areas would be permanently removed or disrupted, the 35 
proposed project’s contribution to cumulative effects on agricultural resources would result in a less than 36 
significant cumulative impact.  37 

Mineral Resources 38 

Reasonably foreseeable projects identified in Table 4-1 would not contribute to cumulatively significant 39 
impacts on mineral resources.  The primary mineral resource in the cumulative project area consists of gravel 40 
mining pits in the foothills; however, no projects identified in Table 4-1 would affect these pits.  The 41 
proposed project would be located within an area that has not been mapped with respect to the potential for 42 



4.0  Cumulative Impacts 

4-12 South Coast Conduit/Upper Reach Reliability Project 

mineral resources, such as Portland cement concrete aggregate or other mineral commodities.  Similarly, there 1 
are no oil or gas fields in the vicinity of the project site.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative 2 
effects on mineral resources would result in a less than significant cumulative impact.  3 

Public Services 4 

Reasonably foreseeable projects identified in Table 4-1 would result in significant but feasibly mitigated 5 
impacts on fire protection, police protection, and schools in the project area.  These impacts would be 6 
mitigated to less than significant through the local permitting and approval process.  The proposed project 7 
would not contribute to population growth in the area and would, therefore, not result in impacts on police 8 
protection and schools.  While the proposed project would increase the demand for onsite fire protection 9 
services during construction, implementing the proposed Fire Protection Plan requirements (Section 2.3.2) 10 
would minimize potential project impacts on fire protection services. Therefore, the project’s contribution to 11 
cumulative effects on public services would result in a less than significant cumulative impact. 12 

Utilities/Service Systems 13 

Reasonably foreseeable projects identified in Table 4-1 would result in increased demands on utilities/service 14 
systems in the project area.  These impacts would be mitigated to less than significant through the local 15 
permitting and approval process.  The proposed project would not increase wastewater or water demands in 16 
the area.  Implementation of the project solid waste reduction measures (Section 2.3.2), requiring recycling of 17 
construction materials, and use of recycled materials during construction, would minimize the project’s short-18 
term construction impacts on solid waste.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative effects on 19 
utilities and service systems would result in a less than significant cumulative impact. 20 

Recreation 21 

Reasonably foreseeable projects identified in Table 4-1 would result in an increased demand for recreational 22 
facilities.  These demands would be addressed in the permitting and approval process for each project so that 23 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant. The proposed project would not contribute to population 24 
growth in the area, and therefore, would have no impacts on recreation in the vicinity.  Thus, the project 25 
would not contribute to cumulative effects on recreation. 26 

Socioeconomics 27 

The cumulative projects would also benefit the Santa Barbara County economy through construction labor 28 
and purchases and in some cases, long-term employment related to ongoing operations. The socioeconomic 29 
impacts of the cumulative projects would be less than significant.  The Preferred Alternative would benefit the 30 
local economy, primarily due to construction labor and purchases but also by reducing the risk of pipeline 31 
failure and the related adverse economic effects. The socioeconomic impacts of the Preferred Alternative 32 
would be less than significant, and the Preferred Alternative would result in a less than significant cumulative 33 
impact to socioeconomics. 34 
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 1 

The environmental justice analysis identifies minority and low-income populations in the project area and 2 
determines the potential for the project to cause disproportionate public health and environmental effects on 3 
minority and low-income populations. The terms “minority population” and “low-income population” defined 4 
below are consistent with federal environmental justice guidance (CEQ 1997), California state law, and the 5 
race and ethnicity categories used in the 2000 Census. 6 

The U.S. Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (1997) environmental justice guidance defines “minority 7 
persons” as “individuals who are members of the following population groups:  American Indian or Alaskan 8 
Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black (not of Hispanic origin); or Hispanic” (CEQ, 1997).  Hispanic or 9 
Latino refers to an ethnicity whereas American Indian, Alaskan Native, Asian, Pacific Islander, and 10 
Black/African-American (as well as White or European-American) refer to racial categories.  For this 11 
analysis, consistent with guidance from CEQ (1997) as well as USEPA (1998, 1999), “minority” refers to 12 
people who are Hispanic/Latino of any race, as well as those who are non-Hispanic/Latino of a race other than 13 
White or European-American. 14 

Low-income populations are defined as persons living below the poverty level, which is $18,104 for a family 15 
of four in 1999 and varies depending on family size, as reported in the 2000 Census. 16 

The proposed project would provide benefits to the local communities served by the SCC by increasing the 17 
reliability of the water supply.  As a result, no component of the proposed project would have a 18 
disproportionate effect on environmental justice populations (a disproportionate effect is defined as an effect 19 
that is predominantly borne, more severe, or of a greater magnitude in areas with environmental justice 20 
populations than in other areas). 21 

5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 22 

The project area is located in the foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains in Santa Barbara County.  Much of 23 
the surrounding land is in the Los Padres National Forest, north of the City of Goleta.  The closest urban areas 24 
to the proposed project are located 2 miles to the south within the City of Goleta.  Land uses in the project 25 
area include open space, limited amounts of agriculture, water distribution facilities, and an electrical 26 
substation (refer to Section 3.8 for details).  All of the alternatives addressed in this EIS/EIR have the same 27 
start and end locations with minor variations in between.  The alternative pipeline routes all traverse an 28 
avocado orchard located near the SPTT.  The Preferred Alternative and Alternative B would be located 29 
approximately 250 feet (76.2 meters) from two farmhouse residences, and the Alternative A alignment is 30 
located approximately 500 feet (152.4 meters) from these residences. Both residences are rental units that are 31 
not currently inhabited by minority persons.  The Preferred Alternative and Alternative B alignments are 32 
located adjacent to a citrus orchard; the Alternative A route is located approximately 650 feet (198.1 meters) 33 
north of that orchard.   34 

5.3 REGULATORY SETTING 35 

5.3.1 Federal 36 

EO 12898 requires federal agencies to address environmental justice issues affecting minority and low-37 
income populations, using all the statutory and regulatory authorities that already exist.  Executive Order 38 
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12898 created an Interagency Work Group on Environmental Justice.  It also directed federal agencies to take 1 
several specific steps, including to make achieving environment justice part of their mission; to develop an 2 
agency wide environmental justice strategy; to not exclude populations from participation in programs and 3 
activities or deny benefits or subject populations to discrimination based on race, color or national origin; to 4 
attempt to address multiple and cumulative exposures in research; to collect and disseminate information 5 
assessing disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects on minority and low 6 
income populations; and to promote public participation in decision-making and access to information.   7 

The CEQ’s Environmental Justice Guidance Under NEPA (CEQ 1997) provides an overview of EO 12898; 8 
summarizes its relationship to NEPA; recommends methods for the integration of environmental justice into 9 
NEPA compliance; and incorporates definitions, established by the Interagency Work Group on 10 
Environmental Justice, of key terms and concepts contained in EO 12898.  CEQ guidance identifies minority 11 
populations where the percent minority is greater than 50 percent, or “meaningfully greater” than that of the 12 
general population (usually the next larger geographic unit relevant for a specific impact with a specific 13 
geographic scope; for this analysis, the general population is usually Los Angeles County).  “Meaningfully 14 
greater” is not defined in CEQ (1997) guidance; for this analysis, “meaningfully greater” is interpreted to 15 
mean simply “greater,” which provides for a conservative analysis.  CEQ guidance identifies low-income 16 
populations where the percent low-income is meaningfully greater than the general population. 17 

5.3.2 State 18 

California Government Code Section 65040.12 defines environmental justice as the fair treatment of people 19 
of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and 20 
enforcement of environmental laws and policies.  While there is no requirement under CEQA to address 21 
environmental justice, a handful of state legislation has been signed into law since 1999.  Legislative and 22 
executive actions relating to environmental justice in California have largely been procedural, including, but 23 
not limited to, formation of environmental justice advisory committees and assigning coordinating roles and 24 
responsibilities to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and the California Environmental 25 
Protection Agency.   26 

5.4 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 27 

5.4.1 Methodology 28 

The direct effects of noise, air emissions, and hazardous materials on minority people, as well as the indirect 29 
effects associated with construction disturbances within the avocado orchard that could change employment 30 
of minorities, are evaluated in this section. 31 

5.4.2 Significance Criteria 32 

If any project activities could result in substantial adverse effects on minorities, impacts would be significant. 33 

5.4.3 Preferred Alternative  34 

Construction activities would remove a portion of the avocado orchard, and this could have a minor effect on 35 
the number of minority workers employed to tend the orchard during pipeline construction.  However, 36 
subsequent to construction, the orchard would be replanted and would provide the same level of employment 37 
as before construction.  As described in Sections 3.2 Air Quality, 3.6 Hazardous Materials, and 3.9 Noise, no 38 
significant impacts on minority or low-income persons would occur as a result of proposed construction and 39 
operation activities.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures NOISE-1.1 through NOISE 1.3 would ensure 40 
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that impacts on the adjacent ranch residences located at least 250 feet (76 meters) from the pipeline route 1 
would be minimized during construction. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not result in 2 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations, and impacts would be 3 
less than significant.  4 

Mitigation Measures 5 

As impacts on minority and low-income populations would be less than significant, no mitigation is required.  6 

Residual Impacts 7 

Residual impacts would be less than significant. 8 

5.4.4 Alternative A (Parallel Pipeline) 9 

Effects of construction through the avocado orchard would be the same as described for the Preferred 10 
Alternative.  The Alternative A alignment would be located at least 250 feet (76 meters) further away from 11 
the ranch residences compared to the Preferred Alternative, and impacts on surrounding sensitive noise 12 
receptors would be minimized during construction with implementation of Mitigation Measures NOISE-1.1 13 
through NOISE 1.3.  No impacts that would substantially affect minority or low-income persons would occur 14 
under this alternative. Therefore, Alternative A would not result in disproportionately high and adverse effects 15 
on minority and low-income populations, and impacts would be less than significant. 16 

Mitigation Measures 17 

As impacts on minority and low-income populations would be less than significant, no mitigation is required.  18 

Residual Impacts 19 

The residual impact would be less than significant. 20 

5.4.5 Alternative B (Non-Parallel Pipeline) 21 

Effects of construction through the avocado orchard would be the same as described for the Preferred 22 
Alternative.  As the Alternative B alignment would be the same distance (250 feet, 76 meters) from the ranch 23 
residences as the Preferred Alternative, implementation of Mitigation Measures NOISE-1.1 through NOISE 24 
1.3 would ensure that impacts on the adjacent ranch residences would be minimized during construction. No 25 
impacts that would substantially affect minority or low-income persons would occur under this alternative. 26 
Therefore, Alternative B would not result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-27 
income populations, and impacts would be less than significant. 28 

Mitigation Measures 29 

As impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is required.  30 

Residual Impacts 31 

The residual impact would be less than significant. 

5.4.6 No Project Alternative 32 
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The No Project Alternative would include construction of site improvements, regular (annual) maintenance, 1 
and operational activities that could occur with issuance of federal permits for creek crossings.  Construction 2 
activities under the No Project Alternative would consist of replacing the SPTT, the Glen Anne and Corona 3 
Del Mar turnout structures, and the Glen Anne meter, as well as substantial improvements to or replacement 4 
of all stream crossings due to downstream degradation.  Similar to the Preferred Alternative, impacts on 5 
surrounding sensitive noise receptors would be minimized during construction with implementation of 6 
Mitigation Measures NOISE-1.1 through NOISE 1.3.  No impacts that would substantially affect minority 7 
or low-income persons would occur under this alternative. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not 8 
result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations, and impacts 9 
would be less than significant.  10 

Mitigation Measures 11 

As impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is required.  12 

Residual Impacts 13 

The residual impact would be less than significant. 

5.4.6 No Action Alternative 14 

Under the No Action Alternative, regular maintenance would continue as in the past, but no site 15 
improvements would be made.  As a result, the SPTT or the pipeline at one of the creek crossings could fail 16 
with release of a large volume of water and extensive erosion downslope of the release.  Damage to the 17 
avocado orchard near the SPTT or the lemon orchard adjacent to the main stem of Glen Annie Creek could 18 
affect jobs for minority workers that tend these orchards.  Repair of the failed structures and erosion would 19 
result in temporary noise from equipment.  Because the work would be done under emergency circumstances, 20 
noise mitigation likely would not be implemented.  Normal operations and maintenance would have no 21 
impact on minority and low-income populations.  Emergency repairs would not substantially affect minority 22 
or low-income persons; therefore the No Action Alternative would not result in disproportionately high and 23 
adverse effects on minority and low-income populations, and impacts would be less than significant. 24 

Mitigation Measures 25 

As impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is required.  26 

Residual Impacts 27 

The residual impact would be less than significant. 28 
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 1 

This chapter presents a comparison of the proposed project to the alternatives.  Various alternatives were 2 
considered during preparation of this Draft EIS/EIR.  Under NEPA, an EIS must devote “substantial 3 
treatment” to each alternative considered in detail, including the proposed action, so that reviewers may 4 
evaluate their comparative merits (40 CFR 1502.14[b]).  CEQA requires that an EIR present a range of 5 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project.  Accordingly, five alternatives, including the proposed project 6 
(i.e., Preferred Alternative), have been analyzed co-equally in this Draft EIS/EIR to provide sufficient 7 
information about the environmental effects of each alternative, such that informed decision-making can 8 
occur.  The five alternatives evaluated in detail in Chapter 3 are described in Section 2.5 and include: 9 

• Preferred Alternative; 10 

• Alternative A – Parallel Pipeline;  11 

• Alternative B – Non-Parallel Pipeline; and 12 

• No Project Alternative 13 

• No Action Alternative. 14 

6.2 REQUIREMENTS TO EVALUATE ALTERNATIVES 15 

NEPA (40 CFR 1502.14[a]) and CEQA Guidelines (15126.6) require that an EIS and an EIR examine 16 
alternatives to a project in order to explore a reasonable range of alternatives that meet most of the basic 17 
project objectives, while reducing the severity of potentially significant environmental impacts.  This EIS/EIR 18 
compares the merits of the alternatives and determines an environmentally superior alternative. 19 

6.2.1 NEPA Requirements 20 

According to the CEQ NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 1502.14), the alternatives section of an EIS is required to: 21 

• Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives; 22 

• Include reasonable alternatives not within the lead agency’s jurisdiction or congressional 23 
mandate, if applicable; 24 

• Include a no-action alternative; 25 

• Develop substantial treatment of each alternative, including the proposed action, so that reviewers 26 
can evaluate their comparative merits; 27 

• Identify the lead agency’s preferred alternative; and 28 

• Include appropriate mitigation measures (when not already part of the proposed action or 29 
alternatives). 30 
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6.2.2 CEQA Requirements 1 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) stipulates that an EIR alternatives analysis is required to:  2 

• Focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially 3 
reducing any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some 4 
degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly; 5 

• Identify an “environmentally superior” alternative to the proposed project; and 6 

• Include analysis of the “No Project” Alternative, assuming the reasonable future use of the project 7 
parcel if the application was not approved.  If the environmentally superior alternative is the No 8 
Project Alternative, the EIR must identify an additional “environmentally superior” choice among the 9 
other project alternatives.   10 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states: 11 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 12 
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 13 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits 14 
of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it 15 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed 16 
decision making and public participation. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of 17 
project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those 18 
alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be 19 
discussed other than the rule of reason. 20 

The alternatives were also assessed in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), which states: 21 

The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR 22 
to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  The alternatives shall be 23 
limited to one that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of 24 
those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines 25 
could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. 26 

6.3 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 27 

Table 6-1 illustrates the associated environmental impacts of the proposed project relative to the five 28 
alternatives listed above.  The categories of impacts are represented by one of the following for purposes of 29 
comparing the impacts of the proposed project (i.e., Preferred Alternative) to the four project alternatives: 30 

I. Significant environmental impacts which may require mitigation measures, but those measures 31 
cannot reduce impacts to a level below significance.  These impacts are characterized as 32 
“significant and unavoidable” in the EIS/EIR text. 33 

II. Significant environmental impacts that can be fully mitigated to a level below significance.  34 
These impacts are characterized as “significant but feasibly mitigated” in the EIS/EIR text. 35 

III. Potential effects that were found not to be significant, with no mitigation required.  These impacts 36 
are characterized as “less than significant” in the EIS/EIR text. 37 

IV. No potential effects were found.  These impacts are characterized as “no impact” in the EIS/EIR 38 
text.   39 
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Adverse impacts reduced relative to the Preferred Alternative are indicated by (-); increased adverse impacts 1 
relative to the proposed project are indicated by (+); and similar impacts are indicated by (=).   2 

The No Project Alternative, by virtue of the absence of substantial development, would be environmentally 3 
superior to all other alternatives.  As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, another alternative that is 4 
most capable of reducing significant project impacts must then be identified. 5 

The Preferred Alternative pipeline alignment would be located adjacent (parallel) to the existing SCC pipeline 6 
along portions of existing easements and south of the existing SCC pipeline from approximately Station 7 
60+00 to the east end of Glen Annie Reservoir and from east of Glen Annie Creek to the Corona Del Mar 8 
turnout.  Construction of the Preferred Alternative would meet the overall project objectives under NEPA and 9 
CEQA associated with increasing operational flexibility, reliability, and the conveyance capacity of the SCC 10 
between the SPTT and the CDMWTP with the fewest overall environmental impacts when compared to the 11 
other alternatives.  Therefore, the Preferred Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative.  12 

The Alternative A (Parallel) pipeline would be constructed adjacent to the existing pipeline alignment.  13 
Buildout under this alternative would minimize significant impacts on biological resources (i.e., oak 14 
woodland habitat) to the extent feasible.  However, construction of the central portion of the Alternative A 15 
alignment parallel to the existing pipeline across hilly terrain would increase the exposure of highly erodible 16 
soils to substantial erosion.  The exacerbated geological impacts make this alternative environmentally 17 
inferior.  18 

The Alternative B (Non-Parallel) pipeline alignment would include portions along the existing pipeline 19 
easements; however, this alignment would generally be constructed southwest or north of the existing 20 
pipeline.  Construction of this alignment would reduce impacts on paleontological resources to the greatest 21 
extent feasible, but would increase impacts on biological resources, geology and soils, and hydrology/water 22 
quality.  Therefore, this alternative would not be environmentally superior.  23 

The No Action Alternative would include no site improvements, but regular (annual) maintenance and 24 
operational activities would continue to occur as in the past.  The poor condition of the concrete in the SPTT 25 
due to hydrogen sulfide gas within the water would ultimately cause this structure to fail.  Failure would result 26 
in increased impacts on biological resources, cultural resources, geological resources, and hydrology and 27 
water quality. The increased impacts resulting from structure failure make this alternative environmentally 28 
inferior.     29 

Table 6-1. Impact Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Type of Impact 
MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT IN COMPARISON 

TO PROPOSED PROJECT 
Preferred 

Alternative Alternative A Alternative B No Project
 Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

AESTHETIC/VISUAL RESOURCES
AES-1: Change existing scenic vistas during 
construction or operation. III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-) 
AES-2: Degrade existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings through the processes of 
grading and vegetation clearing. 

II II (=) II (=) III (-) III (-) 

AES-3: Create substantial sources of light or glare. III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-)
AIR QUALITY

AQ-1:  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of an 
applicable air quality plan. III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-) 
Key: 
 +  More adverse impacts than proposed project 
 =  Similar to proposed project 
 -  Fewer adverse impacts than proposed project 
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Table 6-1. Impact Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project (continued)

Type of Impact 
MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT IN COMPARISON 

TO PROPOSED PROJECT 
Preferred 

Alternative Alternative A Alternative B No Project
 Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

AIR QUALITY (CONTINUED)
AQ-2: Exceed any ambient air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality standard violation. 

III III (+) III (+) III (-) III (-) 

AQ-3: Result in a net increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is in nonattainment. III III (+) III (+) III (-) III (-) 
AQ-4: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-) 
AQ-5: Create objectionable odors that affect a 
substantial number of people. III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-) 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
BIO-1: Result in the loss of individuals or habitat for 
special status plants and wildlife. II II (+) II (-) II (-) I (+) 
BIO-2: Result in a temporary loss of riparian 
woodland, oak woodland, and seasonal wetlands. I I (-) I (+) I (-) I (+) 
BIO-3: Adversely affect wildlife migration or breeding 
habitat for migratory birds and wildlife. II II (=) II (=) III (-) I (+) 
BIO-4a: Disrupt local plant or wildlife communities. III III (+) III (-) III (-) I (+)
BIO-4b: Disrupt local plant communities through the 
introduction or spread of invasive species. II II (=) II (=) III (-) I (+) 
BIO-4c: Disrupt local aquatic communities through 
the introduction or spread of non-native species. III III (=) III (=) III (-) I (+) 
BIO-5: Removal of oak trees. II II (-) II (+) III (-) I (+)

CULTURAL RESOURCES
CR-1: Result in the disturbance of a resource listed in 
or eligible for listing in the NRHP, the CRHR, or 
otherwise considered a unique or important 
archaeological resource under CEQA. 

II II (=) II (-) III (-) I (+) 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
GEO-1: Potential for construction to alter the 
topography beyond that resulting from natural erosion 
and depositional processes. 

III III (=) I (+) III (-) I (+) 

GEO-2: Potential for construction to trigger or 
accelerate substantial erosion. II II (+) II (+) II (-) II (-) 
GEO-3: Potential for construction to trigger or 
accelerate shallow landslides. III III (+) III (-) III (-) III (-) 
GEO-4: Result in the disturbance of paleontological 
resources of unusual scientific value. II II (=) II (=) III (-) I (+) 
GEO-5: Potential for ground rupture due to an 
earthquake to cause damage to structures during 
operations. 

III III (=) III (=) III (=) III (=) 

GEO-6: Damage resulting from earthquake-induced 
ground shaking during operations. III III (=) III (=) III (=) III (=) 
GEO-7: Exposure of people or property to a greater 
than average risk of tsunamis or seiches. IV IV (=) IV (=) IV (=) IV (=) 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
HAZ-1: Create a hazard through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials upset and 
accident involving the release of hazardous material 
into the environment. 

II II (=) II (=) II (-) II (-) 

HAZ-2: Create hazard through upset and accident 
conditions associated with operations and/or 
maintenance. 

III III (=) III (=) III (=) III (=) 

HAZ-3: Create a hazard due to the presence of soil or 
groundwater contamination. III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-) 
Key: 
 +  More adverse impacts than proposed project 
 =  Similar to proposed project 
 -  Fewer adverse impacts than proposed project 
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Table 6-1. Impact Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project (continued)

Type of Impact 
MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT IN COMPARISON 

TO PROPOSED PROJECT 
Preferred 

Alternative Alternative A Alternative B No Project
 Alternative 

No Action 
Alternative 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
HYDRO/WQ-1: Violate water quality standards. II II (=) II (+) II (-) I (+)
HYDRO/WQ-2: Deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere with groundwater recharge or flow. III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-) 
HYDRO/WQ-3: Alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area or increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff. 

III III (=) III (=) III (-) II (+) 

LAND USE
LU-1: Result in incompatibilities with existing land 
uses. III III (-) III (+) III (-) III (-) 
LU-2: Disrupt or divide any established communities. IV IV (=) IV (=) IV (=) IV (=)
LU-3: Result in inconsistencies with land use and 
conservation plans and policies contained in the Santa 
Barbara County Comprehensive Plan. 

III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-) 

NOISE
NOISE-1: Short-term increases in existing ambient 
noise levels during construction activities. II II (=) II (=) II (-) II (-) 
NOISE-2: Generate long-term exterior or interior 
noise levels that would affect sensitive receptors 
during operations. 

III III (=) III (=) III (=) III (=) 

NOISE-3: Increase ambient noise levels of adjacent 
areas during operations. III III (=) III (=) III (=) III (=) 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
TRANS-1.1: Increase intersection v/c ratios within the 
project vicinity during construction activities. III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-) 
TRANS-1.2: Increase intersection v/c ratios within the 
project vicinity during operations. III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-) 
TRANS-2: Generate additional vehicular trips that 
would adversely affect intersection capacities in the 
project vicinity. 

III III (=) III (=) III (-) III (-) 

TRANS-3:  Increase traffic on a roadway that could 
result in a potential safety problem due to existing 
design features. 

II II (=) II (=) II (-) II (-) 

Key: 
 +  More adverse impacts than proposed project 
 =  Similar to proposed project 
 -  Fewer adverse impacts than proposed project 
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7.0 OTHER REQUIRED SECTIONS 

7.1 UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 1 

Proposed project development would result in significant, unavoidable impacts on the following resources: 2 

Biological Resources: Project construction would result in the removal of 3.36 acres (1.36 ha) of coast live 3 
oak woodland.  After mitigation, including replanting oak trees, it can take several to many decades for coast 4 
live oaks to mature and provide the habitat characteristics of oak woodland.  In addition, young trees do not 5 
have the diversity of micro habitats that make these communities so valuable to wildlife.  Therefore, as the 6 
removal of coast live oak woodland would not be immediately remedied through mitigation, impacts would 7 
be significant and unavoidable.     8 

7.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS 9 

7.2.1 Introduction 10 

Pursuant to Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must consider any significant 11 
irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the project should it be implemented.  Section 12 
15126.2(c) states: 13 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 14 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 15 
unlikely.  Primary impact and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvements 16 
which provide access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 17 
similar uses.  Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the 18 
project.  Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current 19 
consumption is justified. 20 

7.2.2. Analysis of Irreversible Changes  21 

The project would require the use of non-renewable resources, such as metal alloys and aggregate resources, 22 
for the physical construction of the water supply pipeline.  However, the project does not represent an 23 
uncommon construction project that uses an extraordinary amount of raw materials in comparison to other 24 
infrastructure/maintenance projects of similar scope and magnitude. 25 

The project would construct a water supply pipeline with appurtenant facilities.  Resources that are committed 26 
irreversibly and irretrievably are those that would be used by a project on a long-term or permanent basis.  27 
Resources committed to this project include fossil fuels, capital, labor, and construction materials such as 28 
rock, concrete, steel, gravel, and soils. 29 

Fossil fuels and energy would be consumed in the form of diesel, oil, and gasoline used for equipment and 30 
vehicles during construction and operation activities.  During operations, diesel, oil, and gasoline would be 31 
used during routine pipeline maintenance.  These fossil fuel resources would be irretrievable and irreversible. 32 

Non-recoverable materials and energy would be used during construction and operations, but the amounts 33 
needed would be easily accommodated by existing supplies.  Although the increase in the amount of materials 34 
and energy used would be insignificant, they would nevertheless be unavailable for other uses. 35 
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CEQA Section 15126.2(c) requires that an EIR evaluate the irretrievable commitments of resources to assure 1 
that current consumption is justified.  The irretrievable commitment of resources required by the proposed 2 
project is justified by the objectives of the project, which are to replace deteriorated water infrastructure with 3 
adequate structures to accommodate regional water needs and improve the level of service and operability; 4 
provide a second pipeline to convey Cachuma Project water or SWP water to the South Coast if the Upper 5 
Reach of the SCC is out of service due to scheduled and/or unexpected repairs; and increase operational 6 
flexibility by providing higher flow rates to accommodate regional water needs during times of peak demand. 7 

7.3 GROWTH INDUCEMENT 8 

7.3.1 Introduction 9 

The State of California CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to discuss the ways in which a proposed project 10 
could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 11 
indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  This includes ways in which the proposed project would remove 12 
obstacles to population growth or trigger the construction of new community services facilities that could 13 
cause significant effects (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2). 14 

NEPA requires an EIS to examine the potential of a project to significantly or adversely affect the 15 
environment as a result of direct or indirect effects.  Indirect effects (NEPA, 40 CFR 1508.8[b]) may include 16 
growth-inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population 17 
density or growth rate, and related effects on air, water, and other natural systems including ecosystems.  The 18 
analysis presented below focuses on whether the project would directly or indirectly stimulate significant 19 
economic or population growth in the surrounding area.  20 

7.3.2 Summary of Growth-Inducing Impacts 21 

As discussed below, the project would not have a growth-inducing impact on surrounding areas.  Although 22 
the project would construct a new water supply pipeline to serve the CDMWTP, this would not stimulate 23 
significant economic or population growth, remove obstacles to population growth, or necessitate the 24 
construction of new community facilities that would lead to additional growth in the surrounding area. 25 

7.3.2.1 Direct Growth-Inducing Impacts 26 

A project would directly induce growth if it would remove barriers to population growth (e.g., by proposing 27 
new homes and businesses).  The proposed project would construct a second 48-inch diameter water supply 28 
pipeline with appurtenant facilities.  This type of project is not anticipated to trigger new residential 29 
development in the project area for the following reasons: (1) the project does not include the development of 30 
new housing or population-generating uses; and (2) the project would not significantly affect the economy of 31 
the region in ways that would generate significant direct growth-inducing impacts.   32 

The direct effects of a project on regional growth generally stem from economic growth resulting from labor 33 
needs and expenditures.  This project would result in the generation of up to 18 new, short-term jobs during 34 
construction activities, but would not generate any new jobs during operations.  The short-term construction 35 
effects would include expenditures that would result in the employment of people primarily from the local 36 
region.  There would be no long-term operational effects as the project would not result in new employment 37 
opportunities.  Therefore, the project would not be expected to stimulate substantial growth in the retail sector 38 
or contribute significantly to employment within the region.   39 

Construction activities would occur over an approximate 11-month period.  The short-term construction 40 
employees would likely be accommodated by the existing labor pool within the greater Santa Barbara County 41 
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area.  Because of the existing sizable local and regional labor pool, no significant influx of workers into the 1 
local community is anticipated.  Thus, due to the minimal number of employees and the existing supply for 2 
workers in the local community, any increase in population and housing as a result of construction of the 3 
proposed project would be less than significant. 4 

Therefore, because the project: (1) would not involve the development of new housing; and (2) would not 5 
significantly affect the economy of the region, the project would not generate significant direct growth-6 
inducing impacts.   7 

7.3.2.2 Indirect Growth-Inducing Impacts  8 

A project would indirectly induce growth if it would trigger the construction of new community service 9 
facilities that could increase the capacity of infrastructure in an area that currently meets the demands (e.g., an 10 
increase in the capacity of a sewer treatment plant or the construction or widening of a roadway beyond that 11 
which is needed to meet existing demand).   12 

The purpose of the project is to increase the operational flexibility, reliability, and conveyance capacity of the 13 
SCC between the SPTT and the CDMWTP to accommodate peak demand levels and to allow maintenance of 14 
the pipeline.  Operational flexibility would increase due to the ability to provide higher flow rates (up to the 15 
65-MGD tunnel capacity) to CDMWTP; however, this would not remove an existing obstacle to future 16 
growth.  Currently, the Upper Reach of the SCC has the largest demand deficit and is located upstream from 17 
the sources of demand.  As limitations and age of the original equipment, significant system modifications, 18 
and increased demands constrain the ability of the SCC to function at the system’s original design capacity, 19 
COMB is forced to rely on water stored in Lauro, Ortega, and Carpinteria reservoirs to meet regional water 20 
needs.  The proposed project would allow more water flow farther along the pipeline to improve the level of 21 
service and reliability, thereby removing the reliance on these other water sources.  The proposed 22 
improvements would allow more water flow farther along the pipeline, which would originate from one 23 
source (i.e., Lake Cachuma) rather than multiple downstream sources.  The total amount of water delivered 24 
per year, however, would not increase.  As the total amount of water delivered per year would not increase, 25 
the potential for growth inducement resulting from construction and operation of the proposed project would 26 
be less than significant.     27 
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8.0 ACRONYMS 

AC  Agricultural Commercial 1 
AG-II-100 Agricultural, 100-acre minimum parcel size 2 
AIRFA   American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 3 
APCD   Air Pollution Control District  4 
ARB   California Air Resources Board  5 
BMPs   Best Management Practices 6 
CAA   Federal Clean Air Act  7 
CAAQS  California Ambient Air Quality standards  8 
CAP  Clean Air Plan 9 
CBC   California Building Code 10 
CCAA  California Clean Air Act of 1988 11 
CCC  California Coastal Commission 12 
CCR   California Code of Regulations 13 
CDFG   California Department of Fish and Game  14 
CDMG  California Division of Mines and Geology 15 
CDMWTP Corona Del Mar Water Treatment Plan 16 
CEQ  U.S. Council on Environmental Quality 17 
CEQA   California Environmental Quality Act 18 
CERCLA  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act  19 
CFR   Code of Federal Regulations 20 
cm  centimeter 21 
CMP  Congestion Management Plan 22 
CNDDB California Native Diversity Database 23 
CNEL  Community Noise Equivalent Level 24 
CNPS   California Native Plant Society  25 
CO   carbon monoxide 26 
COMB   Operations and Maintenance Board 27 
CPP   concrete pressure pipe 28 
CRHR  California Register of Historic Resources 29 
CSC   California Species of Special Concern  30 
CWA   Clean Water Act 31 
cy   cubic yards 32 
dB  decibels  33 
dBA   A-weighted decibel 34 
DBH  diameter at breast height 35 
DIP   ductile iron pipe 36 
EIR   Environmental Impact Report 37 
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 38 
EO  Executive Order 39 
EPA   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 40 
ESA   Endangered Species Act 41 
ESHA   Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area  42 
g   measure of percent of gravity 43 
GWC   Goleta West Conduit 44 
GWD  Goleta Water District 45 
ha  hectare 46 
HAPs   hazardous air pollutants 47 
HGL   hydraulic grade line 48 
LCP   Santa Barbara County’s Local Coastal Plan  49 
LDN  Day-night average sound levels 50 
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LEQ  Equivalent sound level 1 
LOS   Level of Service 2 
LOS  Level of Service 3 
µg/m3  micrograms per cubic meter 4 
MBTA   Migratory Bird Treaty Act  5 
MGD  million gallons per day 6 
MS4  municipal separate storm sewer system 7 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards  8 
NAGPRA  Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 9 
NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act 10 
NMFS  National Marine Fisheries Service 11 
NO2  nitrogen dioxide 12 
NOx   oxides of nitrogen  13 
NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 14 
NRHP   National Register of Historic Places 15 
O3  ozone 16 
P&D  Santa Barbara County Planning and Development 17 
Pb   lead  18 
PM10  particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 19 
PM2.5  particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 20 
ppm   parts per million 21 
PRC   Public Resources Code 22 
Project   South Coast Conduit/Upper Reach Reliability Project  23 
RCRA   Resource Conservation and Recovery Act  24 
Reclamation  U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 25 
ROCs   reactive organic compounds 26 
ROGs   reactive organic gases 27 
RWQCB  Regional Water Quality Control Board 28 
SBCAG  Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 29 
SBCAPCD  Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District 30 
SCC   South Coast Conduit 31 
SCCPS   South Coast Conduit pump station 32 
SIP   State Implementation Plan  33 
SO2  sulfur dioxide 34 
SPCC  Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure 35 
SPTT   South Portal of the Tecolote Tunnel 36 
SVP   Society of Vertebrate Paleontologists 37 
SWP   State Water Project 38 
SWPPP  Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 39 
SWRCB  State Water Resources Control Board  40 
TACs   toxic air contaminants 41 
TDH   total dynamic head 42 
TDS   Total dissolved solid 43 
UBC  Uniform Building Code 44 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 45 
USFWS  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  46 
V/C   volume to capacity 47 
VOCs   volatile organic compounds  48 
WSP   welded steel pipe 49 
YBP  years before present 50 
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Table 1.  Emission Source Data for Construction of the South Coast Conduit (SCC) Project - Preferred Alternative.
Hp Ave. Daily Number Hourly Hours/ Daily Work Total

Activity/Equipment Type Rating Load Factor Active Hp-Hrs Day Hp-Hrs Days Hp-Hrs
Construction Activity A
Excavator 200       0.50            1           100       7           700        160     112,000   
Loader 200       0.60            1           120       4           480        160     76,800     
Water Truck 300       0.40            1           120       7           840        160     134,400   
Welder 60         0.30            2           36         7           252        160     40,320     
On-road Truck - Pipe delivery (1) NA NA 52         NA 58         NA NA 3,016       
On-road Truck - Aggregate delivery (1) NA NA 405       NA 107       NA NA 43,335     
Fugitive Dust (2) NA NA 2           NA 7           NA 160     320          
Construction Activity B
Excavator 200       0.60            1           120       7           840        160     134,400   
Loader 200       0.60            1           120       7           840        160     134,400   
Bulldozer 300       0.60            1           180       7           1,260     20       25,200     
Notes:  (1) Number Active = total truck trips, Hours/Day = miles/roundtrip, and Total Hp-Hrs = total miles.
            (2)  Number Active is acres disturbed at one time and Total Hp-Hrs is acre-days for the entire activity.



Table 2.  Air Emission Factors for Construction and Operation of the SCC Project.
Fuel

Source Type Type ROG CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 References
Off-Road Equipment
Off-Road Equipment - 51-120 Hp D 0.99      3.49     6.90     0.006   0.69     0.63        (1)
Off-Road Equipment - 176-250 Hp D 0.32      0.92     6.25     0.006   0.15     0.14        (1)
Off-Road Equipment - 251-500 Hp D 0.32      0.92     6.25     0.006   0.15     0.14        (1)
On-Road Trucks - 2009 Annual Average
On-road Truck  - Idle (Gms/Hr) D 7.93      41.16   65.79   0.04     1.08     0.99        (2)
On-road Truck  - 5 mph (Gms/Mi) D 5.70      31.28   20.57   0.03     1.25     1.15        (2)
On-road Truck  - 25 mph (Gms/Mi) D 0.90      9.07     9.93     0.01     0.41     0.38        (2)
On-road Truck  - 55 mph (Gms/Mi) D 0.46      6.09     10.67   0.01     0.32     0.29        (2)
On-road Truck  - Composite (Gms/Mi) D 1.07      9.21     11.51   0.01     0.43     0.40        (3)
On-Road Trucks - 2009 Max. Monthly
On-road Truck  - Idle (Gms/Hr) D 8.26      46.72   67.42   0.04     1.21     1.11        (4)
On-road Truck  - 5 mph (Gms/Mi) D 5.71      31.74   21.20   0.03     1.26     1.16        (4)
On-road Truck  - 25 mph (Gms/Mi) D 0.90      9.20     10.28   0.01     0.41     0.38        (4)
On-road Truck  - 55 mph (Gms/Mi) D 0.46      6.19     11.05   0.01     0.32     0.29        (4)
On-road Truck  - Composite (Gms/Mi) D 1.07      9.35     11.91   0.01     0.43     0.40        (3)
On-Road Trucks - 2009 Max. Monthly
On-road Truck  - 5 mph (Gms/Mi) G 0.68      8.78     0.98     0.01     0.11     0.11        (5)
On-road Truck  - 25 mph (Gms/Mi) G 0.19      4.83     0.63     0.01     0.04     0.04        (5)
On-road Truck  - Composite (Gms/Mi) G 0.39      6.41     0.77     0.01     0.07     0.07        (6)
Other
Fugitive Dust (Lbs/acre-day) --- -        -       -       -       55.00   5.61        (7)
Notes: (1)  Zero hour emission factors for year 2000 (251-500 Hp), year 2002 (176-250 Hp), and year 2003 (51-120 Hp), as presented in the 
                  ARB OFFROAD2007 emissions model (ARB 2006).
              (2) Heavy duty diesel truck emission factors developed from EMFAC2007 (ARB 2006).  Units in grams/mile for running mode and 
                    grams/hour for idle mode for project year 2009.  Based on annual average conditions at 60 degrees and 50% humidity.  
                    PM emission factors include combustive and tire/brake wear contributions.
              (3) Composite factors based on a round trip of 10% at  5 mph, 20% at 25 mph, and 70% at 55 mph.  Units in grams/mile.  
                     Although not shown in these calculations, emissions from 10 minutes of idling mode included for each truck round trip.
              (4) Same as (2), except = maximum emission factors for either January or July.
              (5) Same as (2), except for gasoline-powered light-duty trucks.  Data are the maximum emission factors for either January or July.
              (6) Composite factors based on a round trip of 40% at  5 mph and 60% at 25 mph.  Units in grams/mile.  
              (7)  Units in lbs/acre-day from section 11.2.3 of AP-42 (EPA 1995).  Emissions reduced by 50% from uncontrolled levels to 

Emission Factors (Grams/Horsepower-Hour)



Table 3.  Total Air Emissions from Construction of the SCC Project - Preferred Alternative.

Construction Activity/Equipment Type VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
Construction Activity A
Excavator 0.04           0.11           0.77           0.00           0.02           0.02           
Loader 0.03           0.08           0.53           0.00           0.01           0.01           
Water Truck 0.05           0.14           0.93           0.00           0.02           0.02           
Welder 0.04           0.16           0.31           0.00           0.03           0.03           
On-road Truck - Pipe delivery 0.00           0.03           0.04           0.00           0.00           0.00           
On-road Truck - Aggregate delivery 0.05           0.46           0.58           0.00           0.02           0.02           
Fugitive Dust -            -            -            -            8.80           0.90           
Construction Activity B
Excavator 0.05           0.14           0.93           0.00           0.02           0.02           
Loader 0.05           0.14           0.93           0.00           0.02           0.02           
Bulldozer 0.01           0.03           0.17           0.00           0.00           0.00           
Total 0.32           1.27           5.18           0.01           8.96           1.04           
Conformity Thresholds - Tons per Year 100 NA 100 NA NA NA

Tons per Year



Table 4.  Emission Source Data for Construction of the South Coast Conduit (SCC) Project - Alternative A.
Hp Ave. Daily Number Hourly Hours/ Daily Work Total

Activity/Equipment Type Rating Load Factor Active Hp-Hrs Day Hp-Hrs Days Hp-Hrs
Construction Activity A
Excavator 200       0.75            1           150       7           1,050    160     168,000   
Loader 200       0.60            1           120       7           840       160     134,400   
Water Truck 300       0.40            1           120       7           840       160     134,400   
Welder 60         0.60            2           72         7           504       160     80,640     
On-road Truck - Pipe delivery (1) NA NA 52         NA 58         NA NA 3,016       
On-road Truck - Aggregate delivery (1) NA NA 405       NA 107       NA NA 43,335     
Fugitive Dust (2) NA NA 2           NA 7           NA 160     320          
Construction Activity B
Excavator 200       0.60            1           120       7           840       160     134,400   
Loader 200       0.60            1           120       7           840       160     134,400   
Bulldozer 300       0.60            1           180       7           1,260    20       25,200     
Notes:  (1) Number Active = total truck trips, Hours/Day = miles/roundtrip, and Total Hp-Hrs = total miles.
            (2)  Number Active is acres disturbed at one time and Total Hp-Hrs is acre-days for the entire activity.



Table 5.  Total Air Emissions from Construction of the SCC Project - Alternative A.

Construction Activity/Equipment Type VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
Construction Activity A
Excavator 0.06           0.17           1.16           0.00           0.03           0.03           
Loader 0.05           0.14           0.93           0.00           0.02           0.02           
Water Truck 0.05           0.14           0.93           0.00           0.02           0.02           
Welder 0.09           0.31           0.61           0.00           0.06           0.06           
On-road Truck - Pipe delivery 0.00           0.03           0.04           0.00           0.00           0.00           
On-road Truck - Aggregate delivery 0.05           0.46           0.58           0.00           0.02           0.02           
Fugitive Dust -            -            -            -            8.80           0.90           
Construction Activity B
Excavator 0.05           0.14           0.93           0.00           0.02           0.02           
Loader 0.05           0.14           0.93           0.00           0.02           0.02           
Bulldozer 0.01           0.03           0.17           0.00           0.00           0.00           
Total 0.40           1.54           6.27           0.01           9.00           1.09           
Conformity Thresholds - Tons per Year 100 NA 100 NA NA NA

Tons per Year



Table 6.  Emission Source Data for Construction of the South Coast Conduit (SCC) Project - Alternative B.
Hp Ave. Daily Number Hourly Hours/ Daily Work Total

Activity/Equipment Type Rating Load Factor Active Hp-Hrs Day Hp-Hrs Days Hp-Hrs
Construction Activity A
Excavator 200       0.75            1           150       7           1,050    192     201,600   
Loader 200       0.60            1           120       7           840       192     161,280   
Water Truck 300       0.40            1           120       7           840       192     161,280   
Welder 60         0.60            2           72         7           504       192     96,768     
On-road Truck - Pipe delivery (1) NA NA 52         NA 58         NA NA 3,016       
On-road Truck - Aggregate delivery (1) NA NA 405       NA 107       NA NA 43,335     
Fugitive Dust (2) NA NA 2           NA 7           NA 192     384          
Construction Activity B
Excavator 200       0.60            1           120       7           840       192     161,280   
Loader 200       0.60            1           120       7           840       192     161,280   
Bulldozer 300       0.60            1           180       7           1,260    24       30,240     
Notes:  (1) Number Active = total truck trips, Hours/Day = miles/roundtrip, and Total Hp-Hrs = total miles.
            (2)  Number Active is acres disturbed at one time and Total Hp-Hrs is acre-days for the entire activity.



Table 7.  Total Air Emissions from Construction of the SCC Project - Alternative B.

Construction Activity/Equipment Type VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5
Construction Activity A
Excavator 0.07           0.20           1.39           0.00           0.03           0.03           
Loader 0.06           0.16           1.11           0.00           0.03           0.02           
Water Truck 0.06           0.16           1.11           0.00           0.03           0.02           
Welder 0.11           0.37           0.74           0.00           0.07           0.07           
On-road Truck - Pipe delivery 0.00           0.03           0.04           0.00           0.00           0.00           
On-road Truck - Aggregate delivery 0.05           0.46           0.58           0.00           0.02           0.03           
Fugitive Dust -            -            -            -            10.56         1.08           
Construction Activity B
Excavator 0.06           0.16           1.11           0.00           0.03           0.02           
Loader 0.06           0.16           1.11           0.00           0.03           0.02           
Bulldozer 0.01           0.03           0.21           0.00           0.01           0.00           
Total 0.47           1.75           7.40           0.01           10.80         1.31           
Conformity Thresholds - Tons per Year 100 NA 100 NA NA NA

Tons per Year



Table 8.  Emission Source Data for Operation of the South Coast Conduit (SCC) Project - Preferred Alternative.
Hp Ave. Daily Number Hourly Hours/ Daily Work Total

Activity/Equipment Type Rating Load Factor Active Hp-Hrs Day Hp-Hrs Days Hp-Hrs
Operations
Backhoe 90         0.50             1           45         5           225       5         1,125       
Loader 80         0.50             1           40         5           200       5         1,000       
Light Duty Truck - Gasoline (3) NA NA 2           NA 20         40         100     4,000       
Notes:  (1) Number Active trips per day, Hours/Day = miles/trip, Daily Hp-Hrs = miles/day, and Total Hp-Hrs = total miles.

Table 9.  Emission Source Data for Operation of the South Coast Conduit (SCC) Project - Alternatives A or B.
Hp Ave. Daily Number Hourly Hours/ Daily Work Total

Activity/Equipment Type Rating Load Factor Active Hp-Hrs Day Hp-Hrs Days Hp-Hrs
Operations
Backhoe 90         0.60             1           54         5           270       5         1,350       
Loader 80         0.60             1           48         5           240       5         1,200       
Light Duty Truck - Gasoline (3) NA NA 2           NA 20         40         100     4,000       
Notes:  (1) Number Active trips per day, Hours/Day = miles/trip, Daily Hp-Hrs = miles/day, and Total Hp-Hrs = total miles.



Table 10.  Daily and Annual Air Emissions from the Operation of the SCC Project - Preferred Alternative.
Emissions Period/Equipment Type VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5

Daily Emissions
Backhoe 0.49           1.73           3.42           0.00           0.34           0.31           
Loader 0.44           1.54           3.04           0.00           0.30           0.28           
Light Duty Truck - Gasoline 0.03           0.57           0.07           0.00           0.01           0.01           
Daily Total - All Sources 0.96           3.84           6.53           0.01           0.65           0.60           
Daily Total - On-road Vehicles Only 0.03           0.57           0.07           0.00           0.01           0.01           
SBCAPCD Daily Thresholds - All Sources 240 NA 240 NA 80              NA
SBCAPCD Daily Thresholds - On-road Vehicles Only 25 NA 25 NA NA NA
Annual Emissions
Backhoe 0.00           0.00           0.01           0.00           0.00           0.00           
Loader 0.00           0.00           0.01           0.00           0.00           0.00           
Light Duty Truck - Gasoline 0.00           0.03           0.00           0.00           0.00           0.00           
Annual Total - Tons 0.00           0.04           0.02           0.00           0.00           0.00           
Conformity Thresholds - Tons/year 100 NA 100 NA NA NA

Table 11.  Daily and Annual Air Emissions from the Operation of the SCC Project - Preferred Alternative.
Emissions Period/Equipment Type VOC CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5

Daily Emissions
Backhoe 0.59           2.08           4.11           0.00           0.41           0.38           
Loader 0.52           1.85           3.65           0.00           0.37           0.34           
Light Duty Truck - Gasoline 0.03           0.57           0.07           0.00           0.01           0.01           
Daily Total - All Sources 1.15           4.49           7.83           0.01           0.78           0.72           
Daily Total - On-road Vehicles Only 0.03           0.57           0.07           0.00           0.01           0.01           
SBCAPCD Daily Thresholds - All Sources 240 NA 240 NA 80              NA
SBCAPCD Daily Thresholds - On-road Vehicles Only 25 NA 25 NA NA NA
Annual Emissions
Backhoe 0.00           0.01           0.01           0.00           0.00           0.00           
Loader 0.00           0.00           0.01           0.00           0.00           0.00           
Light Duty Truck - Gasoline 0.00           0.03           0.00           0.00           0.00           0.00           
Annual Total - Tons 0.00           0.04           0.02           0.00           0.00           0.00           
Conformity Thresholds - Tons/year 100 NA 100 NA NA NA

Pounds per Day

Tons per Year

Pounds per Day

Tons per Year
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LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 

In rating roadway and intersection operations, “Levels of Service” (LOS) A through F are used, 
with LOS A indicating free flow operations and LOS F indicating congested operations. 

LOS A: Highest quality of service a particular class of highway can provide. It is a condition of 
free flow in which there is little or no restriction on speed or maneuverability caused by 
the presence of other vehicles.  Operation speed is in the highest range and density is 
low.  This condition generally exists when the traffic volume is 35 percent or less of the 
roadway capacity. 

LOS B: A zone of stable flow.  Operating speed is beginning to be restricted by other traffic. 
Restriction on maneuver is still negligible, and there is little probability of major 
restriction in speed or flow rate. This condition generally exists when the traffic volume 
is at 35 percent to 55 percent of the roadway capacity. 

LOS C: Still a zone of stable flow, but at this volume and density level, most drivers are 
becoming restricted in their freedom to select speed, change lanes, or pass.  Operation 
speeds are still in the range of 2/3 to ¾ of maximum.  This condition generally exists 
when the traffic volume is at 55 percent to 75 percent of the roadway capacity. 

LOS D: Approaches unstable flow.  Tolerable operating speeds are maintained, but are subject 
to considerable and sudden variation.  Freedom to maneuver and driving comfort are 
low because lane density has increased and the probability of accidents has increased. 
Most drivers would consider this LOS unsatisfactory. This condition generally exists 
when the traffic volume is at 75 percent to 90 percent of the roadway capacity. 

LOS E: The upper limit of LOS E is the capacity of the roadway.  Operation in this zone is 
unstable, speeds and flow rates fluctuate, and there is little independence of speed 
selection or maneuver.  Headways are short and operation speeds subject to rapid 
fluctuation, driving comfort is low and accident potential is high.  This LOS is clearly 
undesirable. 

LOS F: LOS F describes forced flow operations after traffic has exceeded the design capacity 
of the roadway.  Speed and rate of flow are below the levels attained in LOS E and 
may, for short periods of time, drop to zero. 
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 o
f p

ro
je

ct
 

ap
pr

ov
al

  

Pr
io

r t
o 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n

R
es

po
ns

i b
le
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4 
Ex

tre
m

e 
ca

ut
io

n 
sh

al
l b

e 
ta

ke
n 

in
 u

si
ng

 e
qu

ip
m

en
t, 

in
cl

ud
in

g 
pa

ss
en

ge
r v

eh
ic

le
s a

nd
 

pi
ck

up
s, 

in
 a

re
as

 id
en

tif
ie

d 
as

 h
av

in
g 

in
va

si
ve

 e
xo

tic
 p

la
nt

 sp
ec

ie
s i

nf
es

ta
tio

ns
.  

Th
e 

un
de

rc
ar

ria
ge

 o
f a

ll 
ve

hi
cl

es
 a

nd
 e

qu
ip

m
en

t s
ha

ll 
be

 w
as

he
d 

pr
io

r t
o 

m
ov

in
g 

to
 a

no
th

er
 

po
rti

on
 o

f t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 a
re

a,
 in

cl
ud

in
g 

ot
he

r a
re

as
 w

ith
 in

fe
st

at
io

n 
of

 d
iff

er
en

t o
r t

he
 sa

m
e 

in
va

si
ve

 e
xo

tic
 p

la
nt

 sp
ec

ie
s, 

or
 m

ov
in

g 
of

f t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 si
te

.  
A

ll 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
pe

rs
on

ne
l 

bo
ot

s m
us

t b
e 

cl
ea

ne
d 

to
 re

m
ov

e 
in

va
si

ve
 e

xo
tic

 p
la

nt
 sp

ec
ie

s p
ro

pa
gu

le
s (

e.
g.

, s
ee

ds
) 

w
he

n 
m

ov
in

g 
fr

om
 in

va
si

ve
 e

xo
tic

 p
la

nt
 sp

ec
ie

s i
nf

es
te

d 
ar

ea
s t

o 
ot

he
r a

re
as

 o
f t

he
 

pi
pe

lin
e 

or
 le

av
in

g 
th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t s
ite

. 

C
O

M
B

  
Sp

ec
ifi

ca
tio

ns
 sh

al
l 

be
 in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 th
e 

fin
al

 c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
pl

an
s  
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io

r t
o 

an
d 
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g 
co
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tru

ct
io
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R
es
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5 
Th

e 
R

ev
eg

et
at

io
n 

Pl
an

 sh
al

l i
nc

lu
de

 a
n 

in
va

si
ve

 e
xo

tic
 p

la
nt

 sp
ec

ie
s c

on
tro

l c
om

po
ne

nt
 to

 
ad

dr
es

s i
nv

as
iv

e 
ex

ot
ic

 p
la

nt
 sp

ec
ie

s r
em

ov
al

 w
ith

in
 th

e 
na

tiv
e 

an
d 

na
tu

ra
liz

ed
 h

ab
ita

ts
.  

Th
e 

Pl
an

 sh
al

l a
ls

o 
es

ta
bl

is
h 

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 c
rit

er
ia

 fo
r d

is
tri

bu
tio

n 
an

d 
de

ns
ity

 o
f i

nv
as

iv
e 

ex
ot

ic
 p

la
nt

 sp
ec

ie
s i

nf
es

ta
tio

ns
. 

C
O

M
B

  
Sp

ec
ifi

ca
tio

ns
 sh

al
l 

be
 in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 th
e 

fin
al

 c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
pl

an
s 

Pr
io

r t
o 

an
d 

du
rin

g 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
 

R
es

po
ns

ib
le
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6 
A

 w
ee

d 
m

an
ua

l s
ha

ll 
be

 p
re

pa
re

d 
pr

io
r t

o 
op

er
at

io
n 

an
d 

m
ai

nt
en

an
ce

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
 th

at
 sh

al
l 

in
cl

ud
e 

ph
ot

og
ra

ph
s o

f t
he

 d
iff

er
en

t i
nv

as
iv

e 
ex

ot
ic

 p
la

nt
 sp

ec
ie

s t
ha

t a
re

 p
re

se
nt

 al
on

g 
th

e 
pi

pe
lin

e r
ou

te
.  

Th
e w

ee
d 

m
an

ua
l s

ha
ll 

be
 d

ist
rib

ut
ed

 to
 te

ch
ni

ci
an

s p
er

fo
rm

in
g 

m
ai

nt
en

an
ce

 
on

 th
e 

str
uc

tu
re

s. 
 T

he
y 

w
ill

 b
e 

in
str

uc
te

d 
to

 lo
ok

 fo
r i

nv
as

iv
e 

ex
ot

ic
 p

la
nt

 sp
ec

ie
s 

in
fe

sta
tio

ns
 a

lo
ng

 th
e 

ac
ce

ss
 ro

ad
s a

nd
 a

t s
tru

ct
ur

es
.  

In
va

siv
e 

ex
ot

ic
 p

la
nt

 sp
ec

ie
s 

in
fe

sta
tio

ns
 id

en
tif

ie
d 

sh
al

l b
e 

tre
at

ed
 o

r r
em

ov
ed

.

C
O

M
B

  
Sp

ec
ifi

ca
tio

ns
 sh

al
l 

be
 in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 th
e 

fin
al

 c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
pl

an
s  

Pr
io

r t
o 

an
d 

du
rin

g 
co

ns
tru

ct
io
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R
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So
ut

h 
C

oa
st

 C
on

du
it/

U
pp

er
 R

ea
ch

 R
el

ia
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lit
y 

Pr
oj

ec
t M

iti
ga

tio
n 

M
on

ito
rin

g 
an

d 
R

ep
or

tin
g 

Pl
an

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
 

M
iti

ga
tio

n 
M

ea
su

re
 

Im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
Pr

oc
ed

ur
e o

r A
cti

on
 

O
rg

an
iza

tio
n 

Re
sp

on
sib

le 
fo

r 
Im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n

Re
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rti
ng

/ N
ot

ifi
ca

tio
n 

Re
qu

ire
m

en
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m
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ch
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rif

ica
tio
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of
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m
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7 
A

 b
io

lo
gi

st 
sh

al
l i

ns
pe

ct
 u

np
av

ed
 a

cc
es

s r
oa

ds
 fo

r t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 a
nn

ua
lly

 fo
r i

nv
as

iv
e 

ex
ot

ic
 

pl
an

t s
pe

ci
es

 a
s p

ar
t o

f r
eg

ul
ar

 p
ip

el
in

e 
m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

.  
If 

in
va

siv
e 

ex
ot

ic
 sp

ec
ie

s a
re

 
fo

un
d,

 th
ey

 sh
al

l b
e 

re
m

ov
ed

 u
sin

g 
th

e 
m

et
ho

ds
 p

ro
vi

de
d 

in
 th

e 
Re

ve
ge

ta
tio

n 
Pl

an
, o

r 
cu

rre
nt

ly
 a

cc
ep

te
d 

m
et

ho
ds

.  
In

 a
dd

iti
on

, v
eh

ic
le

s s
ha

ll 
be

 w
as

he
d 

or
 in

sp
ec

te
d 

by
 C

O
M

B 
af

te
r d

riv
in

g 
th

ro
ug

h 
ar

ea
s w

ith
 id

en
tif

ie
d 

in
va

siv
e 

ex
ot

ic
 p

la
nt

 sp
ec

ie
s i

nf
es

ta
tio

ns
 p

rio
r t

o 
us

in
g 

th
e 

ve
hi

cl
es

 e
lse

w
he

re
 to

 p
re

ve
nt

 th
e 

sp
re

ad
 o

f t
ho

se
 in

va
siv

e 
ex

ot
ic

 p
la

nt
 sp

ec
ie

s t
o 

ot
he

r a
re

as
. 

C
O

M
B

 
Sp

ec
ifi

ca
tio

ns
 sh

al
l 

be
 in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 th
e 

op
er

at
io

ns
 p

la
n 

 

U
po

n 
co

m
pl

et
io

n 
of

 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
R

es
po

ns
ib

le
 

Pa
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O

M
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O
ak

 tr
ee

s s
ha

ll 
be

 a
vo

id
ed

 to
 th

e 
m

ax
im

um
 e

xt
en

t f
ea

si
bl

e.
  P

ro
te

ct
io

ns
 sh

al
l i

nc
lu

de
 

fin
an

ci
al

 in
ce

nt
iv

es
 a

nd
 p

en
al

tie
s, 

an
d 

cr
ea

tio
n 

of
 e

xc
lu

si
on

 z
on

es
.  

Tr
ee

s t
ha

t m
ay

 b
e 

re
m

ov
ed

 a
nd

 th
os

e 
th

at
 m

us
t b

e 
pr

ot
ec

te
d 

sh
al

l b
e 

cl
ea

rly
 sh

ow
n 

on
 p

ro
je

ct
 p

la
ns

 a
nd

 
m

ar
ke

d 
in

 th
e 

fie
ld

.  
Th

e 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
pl

an
s a

nd
 sp

ec
ifi

ca
tio

ns
 sh

al
l i

nc
lu

de
 fi

na
nc

ia
l 

co
m

pe
ns

at
io

n 
to

 th
e 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

co
nt

ra
ct

or
 fo

r a
vo

id
in

g 
oa

k 
tre

es
 th

at
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

pe
rm

itt
ed

 
to

 b
e 

re
m

ov
ed

 a
nd

 fi
na

nc
ia

l p
en

al
tie

s f
or

 re
m

ov
in

g 
tre

es
 th

at
 a

re
 d

es
ig

na
te

d 
fo

r p
ro

te
ct

io
n.

  
Fi

na
nc

ia
l c

om
pe

ns
at

io
n 

sh
al

l m
in

im
al

ly
 b

e 
th

e 
es

tim
at

ed
 c

os
t o

f m
iti

ga
tin

g 
lo

ss
 o

f t
ha

t 
tre

e 
(p

la
nt

in
g,

 m
on

ito
rin

g,
 m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
, a

nd
 re

po
rti

ng
 to

 a
tta

in
 1

0 
tre

es
 th

at
 m

ee
t 

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 c
rit

er
ia

 fo
r e

ac
h 

tre
e 

re
m

ov
ed

). 
 F

in
an

ci
al

 p
en

al
tie

s s
ha

ll 
be

 m
in

im
al

ly
 tw

o 
tim

es
 th

e 
co

m
pe

ns
at

io
n 

am
ou

nt
.  

Ex
cl

us
io

n 
zo

ne
s s

ha
ll 

be
 c

re
at

ed
 w

ith
in

 th
e 

no
m

in
al

 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
ea

se
m

en
t t

o 
pr

ot
ec

t g
ro

up
s o

f t
re

es
 w

he
re

 fe
as

ib
le

.
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tio

ns
 sh

al
l 

be
 in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 th
e 

fin
al

 c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
pl

an
s  

Pr
io

r t
o 

an
d 
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rin

g 
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tru
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R
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Pr
io

r t
o 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n,

 a
 P

ha
se

 2
 si

gn
ifi

ca
nc

e 
ev

al
ua

tio
n 

sh
al

l b
e 

co
nd

uc
te

d 
at

 th
e 

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
ic

al
 si

te
. E

va
lu

at
io

n 
sh

al
l b

e 
de

si
gn

ed
 to

 a
dd

re
ss

 th
e 

N
R

H
P/

C
R

H
R

 e
lig

ib
ili

ty
 o

f 
th

e 
si

te
, i

n 
co

m
pl

ia
nc

e 
w

ith
 st

at
e 

an
d 

fe
de

ra
l g

ui
de

lin
es

. I
f t

he
 si

te
 is

 fo
un

d 
to

 b
e 

el
ig

ib
le

 
fo

r t
he

 N
R

H
P/

C
R

H
R

, t
he

n 
av

oi
da

nc
e,

 th
ro

ug
h 

pr
oj

ec
t r

ed
es

ig
n,

 sh
al

l b
e 

re
co

m
m

en
de

d.
 If

 
av

oi
da

nc
e 

is
 n

ot
 fe

as
ib

le
, t

he
n 

a 
Ph

as
e 

3 
da

ta
 re

co
ve

ry
 e

xc
av

at
io

n 
sh

al
l b

e 
co

nd
uc

te
d 

by
 a

 
qu

al
ifi

ed
 a

rc
ha

eo
lo

gi
st

 a
nd

 N
at

iv
e 

A
m

er
ic

an
 o

bs
er

ve
r. 

 P
re

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

m
ee

tin
gs

 sh
al

l b
e 

co
nd

uc
te

d 
in

 o
rd

er
 to

 in
fo

rm
 c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

pe
rs

on
ne

l a
bo

ut
 c

om
m

on
 ty

pe
s o

f a
rti

fa
ct

s t
ha

t 
m

ay
 b

e 
un

co
ve

re
d 

du
rin

g 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n,
 th

e 
im

po
rta

nc
e 

of
 c

ul
tu

ra
l r

es
ou

rc
es

 to
 

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
is

ts
 a

nd
 N

at
iv

e 
A

m
er

ic
an

s, 
an

d 
th

e 
re

po
rti

ng
 re

qu
ire

m
en

ts
 a

nd
 re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
ie

s 
of

 c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
pe

rs
on

ne
l. 

 In
 a

dd
iti

on
, a

ll 
gr

ou
nd

 d
is

tu
rb

in
g 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

ac
tiv

iti
es

 o
n 

an
d 

ad
ja

ce
nt

 to
 si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 si
te

s s
ha

ll 
be

 m
on

ito
re

d 
by

 a
 q

ua
lif

ie
d 

ar
ch

ae
ol

og
is

t a
nd

 N
at

iv
e 

A
m

er
ic

an
 o

bs
er

ve
r. 

In
 th

e 
un

lik
el

y 
ev

en
t t

ha
t u

ne
xp

ec
te

d 
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

 re
so

ur
ce

s a
re

 
di

sc
ov

er
ed

 d
ur

in
g 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n,

 a
ll 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

ac
tiv

iti
es

 sh
al

l b
e 

ha
lte

d 
in

 th
e 

ar
ea

 u
nt

il 
th

e 
si

gn
ifi

ca
nc

e 
of

 th
e 

fin
di

ng
 is

 e
va

lu
at

ed
 b

y 
a 

qu
al

ifi
ed

 a
rc

ha
eo

lo
gi

st
.
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g 
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e 
2 

si
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e 
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tio

n 
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r t
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ns
tru

ct
io

n;
 

av
oi

da
nc

e 
du

rin
g 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n;

 P
ha

se
 3

 
da

ta
 re

co
ve

ry
 

ev
ac

ua
tio

n 
pr

io
r t
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ns
tru

ct
io

n 
if 
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e 
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 n
ot
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So
ut
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U

pp
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So
ut
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C
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 C
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U
pp
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 R
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ch

 R
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ga

tio
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M
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rin
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R

ep
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M
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tio
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M

ea
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Im
pl
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tio
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cti
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O
rg
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iza

tio
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Re
sp

on
sib

le 
fo
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Im

pl
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ta
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n

Re
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ng

/ N
ot
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n 

Re
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m
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m
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nc
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ch
ed
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Th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

er
os

io
n 

co
nt

ro
l p

ro
to

co
l s

ha
ll 

be
 fo

llo
w

ed
 in

 a
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

w
ith

 p
ip

el
in

e 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n:
 

a)
 

Pr
io

r t
o 

an
y 

w
or

k 
be

gi
nn

in
g,

 a
 S

to
rm

w
at

er
 P

ol
lu

tio
n 

Pr
ev

en
tio

n 
Pl

an
 (S

W
PP

P)
 fo

r 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
sh

al
l b

e 
pr

ep
ar

ed
 a

nd
 su

bm
itt

ed
 to

 th
e 

R
eg

io
na

l W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 
C

on
tro

l 
B

oa
rd

 in
 c

om
pl

ia
nc

e 
w

ith
 th

e 
st

at
ew

id
e 

G
en

er
al

 C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
A

ct
iv

ity
 S

to
rm

w
at

er
 

Pe
rm

it.
  T

hi
s p

la
n 

sh
al

l b
e 

de
si

gn
ed

 fo
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