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6.0  ALTERNATIVES 
 
As required by Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly achieve similar objectives.  
The discussion focuses on alternatives identified during the development of the draft 
Community Plan.  Four alternatives were identified as feasible alternatives and evaluated, as 
follows: 
 

1. No Project Alternative (Buildout under Existing Land Use, Zoning, and Policies)  
2. Downzone Alternative to Heritage Site (HS) Overlay 
3. Alternative to Design Control (D) Overlay 
4. Alternative to the Downtown Ballard Zoning 

 
For the purposes of comparative analysis, as was done for the environmental analysis of the 
proposed Plan, the 20-year buildout under each alternative is analyzed in terms of the 
environmental impacts such buildout conditions would present. For each alternative, an 
evaluation of whether or not it achieves the basic objectives of the Community Plan is included. 
 
Each alternative is described in more detail in the following discussion, and a comparative table 
of Class I impacts by alternative is included the discussion of the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative in Section 6.6 below.   
 
6.1 ALTERNATIVE 1:  NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
6.1.1 Description 
 
This option assumes that the Santa Ynez Community Plan is not updated and policy direction for 
the County as it applies to the Plan Area is not changed.  The projected 20-year buildout under the 
existing Comprehensive Plan’s land use and zoning designation would result in differences in the 
amount of residential and non-residential growth, and none of the policies, standards, and actions 
of the proposed Plan would be implemented.   
 
Table 6-1 depicts a comparison between the 20-year buildout of the Plan Area under the No Project 
Alternative and the 20-year buildout under the proposed Plan.   Additional details on the difference 
in buildout between this alternative and the proposed project are provided in Appendix B.  The 
primary residential buildout is the same in both scenarios, and a similar amount of total 
development would occur.  However, the 20-year buildout under the No Project Alternative would 
result in approximately 30,000 sq ft of additional commercial development, and approximately 226 
fewer secondary residential units.   These differences are largely due to the lack of the Mixed Use 
Overlay District and Affordable Housing Overlay District (AHOD) in the No Project Alternative. 
 
As the effect of the Mixed Use Overlay would be to encourage residential/commercial mixed 
use developments in the downtown cores of Los Olivos and Santa Ynez, in the No Project 
Alternative, a larger proportion of straight commercial development (and less residential mixed 
use development) would occur in these townships.  The No Project Alternative’s lack of the 
AHOD would not provide for the redevelopment of the 4 AHOD sites as multifamily 
residential developments with an affordable housing component.   
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Table 6-1  20-Year Buildout of No Project Alternative  
in Comparison to the Proposed Plan 

 

Land Use No Project Alternative Proposed Plan Net Difference 

Residential Uses 

   Add’l Primary Residential Units 516 516 0 

   Add’l Residential Second Units 132 132 0 

   Additional AG Employee Units 24 24 0 

   Additional C2/MU Units 0 137 -137 

   Additional C2 Mixed Units 38 12 26 

   Additional AHOD Units 0 Up to 115 -115 

Non-Residential Uses 

   Additional Commercial (sq ft) 585,533 555,334 30,199 

 
The No Project Alternative also would not include the numerous policies, development 
standards, and actions proposed in the Community Plan.  In particular, the expansion of the 
Design Control Overlay would not occur, and the Heritage Sites Overlay would not be applied 
to gateway parcels in the Plan Area. The No Project Alternative would also not explicitly 
include new County policy measures, development standards, and actions seeking 
improvement of water and wastewater supply and treatment. 
 
6.1.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Overview 
 
As discussed above (refer to Table 6-1), the No Project Alternative would have a similar amount 
of overall development under 20-year buildout conditions, but would have more commercial 
development and less residential development.  Such differences in land use yield different 
future traffic volumes, and would hence also have an effect on traffic-related environmental 
impacts such as air quality and noise.   Solid waste demand would be incrementally higher 
under the No Project Alternative, as commercial uses are generally higher generators of solid 
waste.  There would also be a difference in water and wastewater demand, and for population 
related public services such as police and fire services, school facilities, and parks and 
recreation, with the No Project Alternative having a slightly lower demand on these resources, 
given the smaller residential buildout.   
 
Another important difference in the No Project Alternative would be that the proposed policies, 
development standards, and actions of the proposed Community Plan would not be adopted.  
With few exceptions, these policies are mitigative in nature and seek to reduce environmental 
impacts associated with additional development under buildout conditions.  The exclusion of 
these policies, standards, and actions would lead to greater environmental impacts under 
buildout conditions for a number of environmental issue areas including visual and aesthetics, 
biological resources, agricultural resources.  The No Project Alternative would also not address 
split zoning and land use conditions on several parcels within the Plan Area, nor would it 
include policies defining and limiting expansion of Existing Developed Rural Neighborhoods 
(EDRNs), in keeping with land use compatibility goals.  Finally, the No Project Alternative 
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would exclude the housing policies of the Plan that seek to encourage a mix of residential 
options at a range of affordability in keeping with Housing Element policy. 
 

Traffic, Air Quality, and Noise  
 
As discussed above and as shown in Table 6-2, commercial uses generate more vehicle trips 
than a similar amount of multi-family or mixed use residential development.  Accordingly, 
traffic congestion, air contaminant emissions, and vehicle noise would be slightly greater with 
this alternative because of the increased amount of buildout commercial development 
outweighs the decreased amount of buildout residential development compared to the 
proposed Plan.  While the No Project Alternative does not include the development of the 
AHOD sites and hence would avoid the significant and unavoidable air quality impact related 
to Clean Air Plan consistency, there would be a slightly higher number (340) and percentage 
(1.3%) of average daily trips under this alternative.  While the number and type of Class I and 
Class II impacts resulting from the 20-year buildout would be no different under this 
alternative, impacts on traffic, air quality, visual impacts and noise would be slightly greater.  
 

Table 6-2  Trip Generation Comparison – No Project Alternative 
 

Scenario Size 
Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) 

Morning Peak 
Hour Traffic  

Evening Peak 
Hour Traffic 

Existing Comprehensive Plan     

 Primary Residential Units + 516 units 4,938 387 521 

 Secondary Residential Units + 194 units 1,137 85 101 

 Commercial Uses + 585,533 SF 19,674 849 1,358 

 Total  25,749 1,321 1,980 

Proposed SYVCP     

 Primary Residential Units + 516 units 4,938 387 521 

 Secondary Residential Units + 305 units 1,137 85 101 

 AHOD Sites + 115 units  674 51 60 

 Commercial Uses + 555,334 SF 18,660 804 1,288 

 Total  25,409 1,327 1,970 

Net Added 340 -6 10 
Note: Based on 20-Year Buildout conditions 
Source: Associated Transportation Engineers, 2008; Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 7th Edition, 2003. 
 

 
Water, Wastewater, and Solid Waste 
 
Overall, this alternative would generate incrementally more solid waste, water demand, and 
wastewater demand than the proposed project, given the higher proportion of commercial 
development.   The exclusion of the AH Overlay would eliminate impacts associated with 
serving the four AHOD sites.  Under this alternative, the AHOD sites would not need to be 
served by sewer service, which would avoid potential impacts associated with providing 
upgraded sewer infrastructure in the area of the AHOD sites.  However, the continuation of 
septic service under the No Project Alternative would continue to result in ongoing 
groundwater quality concerns.  In addition, exclusion of development at the AHOD sites would 
not provide an opportunity or incentive to tie in other nearby areas with substandard onsite 
septic systems, such as the Horizon and Stadium Drive Areas. The incrementally greater 
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demand in solid waste disposal, water, and wastewater in the No Project Alternative, however, 
would not change the significance levels of impacts related to these demands. 
 
Other Public Services 
 
Due to the reduced number of multi-family units and associated reduction in student 
generation and demand for parkland, this alternative would result in reduced schools and 
parks/recreation impacts when compared to the proposed project.  School demand impacts 
were not found to be significant in the proposed Plan, nor were impacts on parks with respect 
to sufficiency of available parkland in the Santa Ynez Valley area to meet parks to population 
service ratios.  The incrementally smaller 20-year buildout population in the No Project 
Alternative would incrementally lower these impacts.  
 
Land Use, Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Hydrology, and Aesthetics 
 
Potential impacts to aesthetics, biological resources, and cultural resources would be similar 
because the amount of total growth (residential and non-residential) and associated site 
disturbance under 20-year buildout conditions would be similar for this alternative in 
comparison to the buildout under the proposed Plan.  However, development under this 
alternative would not be subject to the mitigative policies of the proposed Plan which reduce 
impacts in a number of these resource categories.   Where mitigative policies and standards of 
the proposed plan serve as mitigation of potentially significant impacts, the alternative’s 
exclusion of these Plan components would result in inadequate mitigation and a higher number 
of unavoidable, significant impacts.  
 
For example, without the mitigative policies, standards, and actions of the proposed Plan, 
additional significant impacts or additional severity of impacts would be expected with this 
alternative for a number of environmental issue areas, including the following: 
 

 Protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
 Protection of native protected trees and non-native specimen trees 
 Protection of raptor nesting and roosting habitat 
 Protection and maintenance of wildlife movement corridors 
 Prevention of polluted runoff from grading and construction sites 
 Prevention of light pollution through adoption of the Santa Ynez Valley Outdoor 

Lighting Ordinance 
 Reduction of Aesthetic Impacts through adherence to enhanced CBAR review and 

design standards for new structures 
 Enhanced scrutiny of subdivision requests in rural gateway parcels through the 

Heritage Sites Overlay 
 Preservation and protection of agricultural lands and prime soils 

 
This alternative does avoid the Class I land use impact associated with the development of 
AHOD Sites A and B within the airport Approach Zone, as the AHOD sites would not be 
developed in the No Project Alternative.   On the other hand, the No Project Alternative would 
not improve long term land use compatibility through the Plan’s elimination of commercial 
highway zoning and through the Plan’s identification and containment of EDRNs.  Without the 
MU-SYV overlay and the AHOD sites, the spatial distribution of residential growth under the 
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no project alternative would have less growth occurring in the township areas and would 
instead direct greater proportions of residential growth in inner-rural and rural areas. This 
would in turn, result in greater land use conflicts between residential and agricultural uses, 
which could result in additional significant impacts in agricultural resources and aesthetics. 
 
Fire, Flooding, Seismic, and Geologic Hazards and Hazardous Materials Issues 
 
As discussed above, the amount of total development, and hence site disturbance, would be 
similar in this alternative in comparison to the proposed Community Plan.  Therefore, potential 
impacts to fire, flooding, geologic, and other hazards under 20-year buildout conditions would 
be similar in this alternative.  However, development under the No Project Alternative would 
not be subject to the mitigative policies of the proposed Plan which limit significant impacts in a 
number of these resource categories.    
 
For example, without the mitigative policies, standards, and actions of the proposed Plan, 
additional significant impacts or additional severity of impacts would be expected in this 
alternative for a number of environmental issue areas, including the following: 
 

 Wildland fire hazards and maintenance of adequate fire services 
 Avoidance and reduction of risk due to seismic, soil, and slope hazards 
 Exposure to flooding hazards 

 
Risk to geologic, seismic, and flood hazards, in particular, was found to be significantly reduced 
with the inclusion of the Plan’s policies and standards.  The No Project Alternative’s exclusion of 
such policies and standards may not provide adequate consideration and avoidance or mitigation 
of such hazards in development that is not subject to discretionary review; this presents an 
increased risk to when compared to the proposed Plan.   The risk to Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials under the No Project Alternative, though, would be no different than such risks under the 
proposed Plan. 
 
6.1.3 Difference between No Project Alternative and Proposed Plan at Full 

Theoretical Buildout 
 
For information purposes, the difference in full theoretical buildout under the No Project 
Alternative and the proposed Community Plan is discussed below, with a focus on quantifiable 
characteristics such as land use, traffic, water demand, and wastewater demand.  Full 
theoretical buildout would take longer than the 20-year buildout horizon analyzed in the 
various environmental impact areas in Section 4 of this EIR, and would consist of full 
development of all vacant and subdividable lots at either existing land use and zoning (for the 
No Project Alternative/Existing Comprehensive Plan) of at proposed land use and zoning 
under the proposed Community Plan.   
 
Land Use 
 
Table 6-3 summarizes the difference in full theoretical buildout under the No Project 
Alternative and proposed Plan.  Additional details on the difference in buildout between this 
alternative and the proposed project are provided in Appendix B.  It should be emphasized that 
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full theoretical buildout in any meaningful timeframe1 is very unlikely, particularly for 
secondary residential units and agricultural employee units given historical production rates.  
Nonetheless, looking beyond the 20-year buildout horizon does provide additional insight into 
the difference between the proposed Plan and the No Project Alternative.  
 

Table 6-3  Full Theoretical Buildout:  No Project Alternative in  
Comparison to the Proposed Plan 

 

Land Use 
Existing 

Development 
(if known) 

No Project 
Alternative 
Buildout 

Proposed Plan 
Buildout 

Difference 

Residential Uses 

   Primary Residential Units 3,384 4,524 4,593 -69 

   Residential Second Units  3,254 3,300 -46 

   AG Employee Units  6,880 7,264 -384 

   C2 and C2/MU Mixed Units  229 586 -357 

   AHOD Units 0 0 115 -115 

Total Residential Units 3,384 14,887 15,858 -971 

Non-Residential Uses 

   Commercial (sq ft) 1,239,202 4,730,232 4,288,088 442,144 

 
Under full theoretical buildout conditions, the No Project Alternative would result in 
approximately 10% more commercial development, but an approximate 6% decrease in the 
amount of residential development.  This is primarily a result of the exclusion of the SYV-MU 
Overlay in the No Project Alternative, as this overlay would encourage additional residential 
components in commercial mixed use developments in Los Olivos and Santa Ynez. 
 
Traffic  
 
Table 6-4 provides a comparison of traffic impacts under full theoretical buildout conditions.  
As shown in the table, because of the larger proportion of commercial development, the No 
Project Alternative results in substantially more average daily trips and peak hour trips.   
 

Table 6-4  Trip Generation Comparison – Full Theoretical Buildout 
 

Scenario Size ADT AM PHT PM PHT 

Existing Comprehensive Plan 

 

Primary Residential Units 
Secondary Residential Units 
Commercial Uses 
Total 

+1,140 units 
+10,962 units 

+3,491,030 SF 
 

10,910 
64,237 
117,299 
192,446 

855 
4,823 
5,062 
10,740 

1,151 
5,700 
8,099 

14,950 

SYVCP 

 

Primary Residential Units 
Secondary Residential Units 
AHOD Sites 
Commercial Uses 
Total 

+1,209 units 
+10,425 units 

+115 units 
+3,080,005 SF 

 

11,570 
61,091 

674 
103,498 
176,833 

907 
4,587 

51 
4,461 
10,006 

1,221 
5,421 

60 
7,138 

13,840 
Note:  Based on Full Theoretical Buildout 

 

                                                 
1 It would take 44 years to reach full theoretical Primary Residential buildout under the No Project Alternative, and 47 years to 
reach full theoretical primary residential buildout under the Proposed Plan at historical production rates. 
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Development under full theoretical buildout conditions for the No Project Alternative would 
result in 8.8% more average daily trips, 7.3% more morning peak hour trips, and 8.0% more 
afternoon peak hour trips when compared to full theoretical buildout under the proposed Plan. 
 
Water Demand 
 
Water demands were estimated under full theoretical buildout conditions under the Existing 
Comprehensive Plan and the Proposed Community Plan, as shown in Tables 6-5 and 6-6 below.  
 

Table 6-5  Estimated Water Demand under Comprehensive Plan at Buildout 

Land Use  Comp Plan Buildout Units  
WDF 

(AFY/Unit) 
Estimated 

Demand (AFY) 
Ag Employee 6,880(1) 0.14 963 
Primary Residential  4,524(1) 0.98 4,433 
Residential Second Unit 3,254(1) 0.14 456 
C2/MU Residential  229 (1) 0.14 32 
Commercial  4,730,232 (2)  ft^2 (217 Ac) (3) 1.64 (AFY/acre) 356 
Estimated Total Water Demand (AFY) 6,240 
Notes: 
(1) Per SB County Buildout Table 1(Residential Buildout Under Existing Comp Plan) transmitted via email on March 21, 
2008. 
(2) Per SB County Buildout Table 2 (Commercial Buildout Under Existing Comp Plan) transmitted via email on March 21, 
2008.  Figure does not include C-2 residential component. 
(3) Assumes 50% of each site is developed. 

 

 
Table 6-6  Estimated Water Demand under Community Plan at Buildout 

Land Use  SYVCP Buildout Units 
WDF 

(AFY/Unit) 
Estimated 

Demand (AFY) 
Ag Employee 7,264(1) 0.14 1,017 
Primary Residential  4,593 (1) 0.98  4,501 

Residential Second Unit 3,300 (1) 0.14 462 
C2/MU Residential  586(1) 0.14 82 
Commercial  4,288,088(2)  ft^2 (197 ac) (3) 1.64 (AFY/acre) 323 

Estimated Total Water Demand (AFY) 6,385 
Notes: 
(1) Per SB County Buildout Table 3 (Residential Buildout Under the Proposed SYVCP) transmitted via email on March 21, 2008. 
(2) Per SB County Buildout Table 4 (Commercial Buildout Under the Proposed SYVCP) transmitted via email on March 21, 2008. 
 Figure does not include C-2 residential component. 
(3) Assumes 50% of each site is developed. 

 

 
Table 6-7 provides a summary of the difference in water demands under full theoretical buildout, 
and Figure 6-1 illustrates this graphically. 

 
Table 6-7  Summary of Existing and Buildout Water Demands (AFY) 

Source 
Existing 

Demand (AFY) 
Comprehensive 

Plan Buildout (AFY) 
Community Plan 
Buildout (AFY) 

Residential  3,435 5,884 6,062 
Commercial  150 356 323 
Total (gpd) 3,585 6,240 6,385 
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Residential and Commercial Water Demands: Comparison of 
Existing Conditions and Buildout under the Existing 

Comprehensive Plan or the Proposed Community Plan
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Figure 6-1  Summary of Existing and Buildout Residential and Commercial Water 
Demands under the Existing Comprehensive Plan and the Proposed Community Plan 

 
Wastewater Demand 
 
Wastewater demands were estimated under full theoretical buildout conditions under the No 
Project Alternative (Existing Comprehensive Plan) and the Proposed Community Plan, as shown in 
Tables 6-8 and 6-9 below.   
 

Table 6-8  Estimated Wastewater Flows under Comprehensive Plan at Buildout 

Source Units Duty Factor Wastewater Flow (gpd) 

Residential 14,887 Units 215 gpd/unit 3,200,000 
Commercial 4,730,232 SF 0.056 gpd/SF 265,000 

Total 3,465,000 

 
 

Table 6-9  Estimated Wastewater Flows under Community Plan at Buildout 

Source Units Duty Factor Wastewater Flow (gpd) 

Residential 15,743 Units 215 gpd/unit 3,385,000 
Commercial 4,288,088 SF 0.056 gpd/SF 240,000 

Total 3,625,000 
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Table 6-10 provides a summary of the difference in wastewater demand under full theoretical 
buildout, and Figure 6-2 illustrates this. 

 
Table 6-10  Summary of Estimated and Projected Wastewater Flows 

Source Existing Conditions 
Comprehensive Plan 

Buildout 
Community Plan 

Buildout 
Residential  909,000 3,200,000 3,385,000 
Commercial  69,000 265,000 240,000 

Total (gpd) 978,000 3,465,000 3,625,000 

 
Under existing land use and zoning (i.e., the Comprehensive Plan) total wastewater flow at 
buildout will be 3.278 MGD.  Under the Proposed Community Plan, wastewater flows under 
buildout conditions will be 3.308 MGD, an increase of 0.9% as compared to the Comprehensive 
Plan.  There would be slightly higher wastewater flows under full buildout of the Proposed 
Community Plan in comparison with the No Project Alternative.  However, the Proposed 
Community Plan places additional restrictions on the placement and design of onsite 
wastewater systems, and may therefore reduce or eliminate the slightly higher projected 
wastewater flows at full buildout as compared to full buildout under the No Project Alternative. 
 
 

Wastewater Flows: Comparison of Existing Conditions to 
Buildout under the Existing Comprehensive Plan or the 

Proposed Community Plan
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Figure 6-2.  Summary of Existing and Buildout Wastewater Flows under the Existing 
Comprehensive Plan and the Proposed Community Plan 
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6.1.4 Achievement of Proposed Objectives 
 
This alternative fails to achieve several of the basic objectives of the proposed Community Plan, 
notably: direction of growth including mixed use growth into the townships, development of a 
diverse mix of housing to meet various needs and affordability levels, and refinement of 
policies, actions, and development standards to maximize the preservation of environmental 
resources.   
 
6.2 ALTERNATIVE 2:  DOWNZONE ALTERNATIVE TO HERITAGE 

SITES 
 
6.2.1 Description 
 
This alternative is similar to the proposed Community Plan, except in lieu of the Heritage Sites (HS) 
Overlay District, the areas that would be designated with this overlay are downzoned to limit 
further subdivision of these lots beyond what the HS Overlay would achieve.2  The downzoning in 
this alternative would largely be limited to the HS Overlay sites, but additionally would apply to 
approximately 50 parcels that are not included in the proposed HS Overlay.3  The largest cluster of 
these other parcels would be 19 parcels in an EDRN4 on the north side of Highway 246 in the far 
western portion of the Plan Area, which would be rezoned from AG-I-10 to AG-I-20, and several 
small properties north of Los Olivos along or near the north side of Highway 154, which would be 
rezoned from 1-E-1 to RR-5.   In general, in this alternative, several properties that are currently AG-
I-5 and AG-I-10 would be rezoned to AG-I-20 or AG-II-40, and a number of properties zoned AG-I-
20 would be rezoned to AG-II-40 or AG-II-100.  This would limit or eliminate further subdivision of 
these parcels and would reduce the amount of residential growth expected in these areas.  Not 
every rezoning action would result in a lower buildout potential when minimum parcel size is 
considered.  The difference in the theoretical buildout potential of parcels affected by this 
alternative is depicted on Figure 6-3.   
 
The change in zoning in this alternative would result in 172 fewer primary residential units under 
full theoretical buildout conditions.  Applying historical growth rates and patterns, the residential 
development potential under 20-year buildout conditions would be reduced as discussed below 
and as shown in Table 6-11. 
 
Table 6-11 compares the 20-year buildout of the Plan Area under the Downzone Alternative and 
the 20-year buildout under the proposed Plan.  Additional details on the difference in buildout 
between this alternative and the proposed project are provided in appendices B and L.  The 
commercial buildout is the same in both scenarios, but both primary and secondary residential 
buildout amounts are reduced in this alternative.  The 20-year buildout under the Downzone 
Alternative would result in approximately 20 fewer primary residential units and approximately 
111 fewer secondary residential units. 

                                                 
2 Refer to Figure 2-13 in this EIR for a map of the HS Overlay sites, and to Appendix L of the draft Community Plan 
for a map of the proposed rezoning. 
3 Refer to Figure 2-13 in this EIR and Appendix L of the draft Community Plan. 
4 The North Highway 246 EDRN as identified on Figure 17 of the draft Community Plan. 
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Table 6-11  20-Year Growth of Downzone Alternative vs. the Proposed Plan 
 

Land Use 
Downzone 
Alternative 

Proposed Plan Net Difference 

Residential Uses 

   Add’l Primary Residential Units 496 516 -20 

   Add’l Secondary Residential Units 194 305 -111 

   Additional AHOD Units Up to 115 Up to 115 0 

Total Residential Units 805 936 -131 

Non-Residential Uses 

   Additional Commercial (sq ft) 555,334 555,334 0 
 

 
6.2.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Overview 
 
As discussed above (refer to Table 6-11), the Downzone Alternative would have a reduced 
amount of total development under 20-year buildout conditions.  The 131-unit reduction in 
residential development potential represents a 14% reduction as compared to the 936 units that 
could be added under the proposed project.  The majority of properties proposed for rezoning 
in this alternative are in the rural areas of the Plan Area and nearly all involve agriculturally 
zoned parcels.  The differences in 20-year buildout potential would yield different future traffic 
volumes, and hence also have an effect on traffic-related environmental impacts such as air 
quality and noise.   Solid waste demand would be incrementally lower under the Downzone 
Alternative given the overall reduction in residential growth.  There would also be a reduction 
in water and wastewater demand, and for population related public services such as police and 
fire services, school facilities, and parks and recreation.  
 
Other than the change in residential buildout, no policy changes are presented by this 
alternative.  Hence, the mitigative effect of the proposed policies, development standards, and 
actions of the proposed Community Plan would not be changed in this alternative, and no new 
environmental impacts would result from the Downzone Alternative.  In general, given the 
reduction in residential development, impacts identified for the proposed Plan would be 
similar, but of a lesser magnitude in the Downzone Alternative.  In particular, Aesthetic Impacts 
would be reduced; however, impacts related to Visual Character Change in this alternative 
would not be reduced to a less than significant level and would remain Class I. 
 
Table 6-12 compares the impacts of this alternative to those of the proposed project for each 
issue studied in the EIR and indicates the classification (I, II, III, IV) of impacts for each 
environmental issue area (in essence, these classifications compare this alternative to the “no 
project” scenario).  Discussion of the impacts of this alternative follows. 
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Table 6-12  Comparison of Impacts for the Proposed Plan  
and the Downzone Alternative  

 

Impact 

Comparative Effect on Listed Impact 

Comparison to 
Proposed Project 

Impact 
Classification 

(comparison to “no 
project” scenario) 

LAND USE 

Impact LU-1:  Temporary Construction-Related Compatibility 
Conflicts 

= Class IV 

Impact LU-2:  Airport-Related Compatibility Conflicts = Class I 

Impact LU-3:  Other Long-Term Compatibility Conflicts < Class III 

Impact LU-4:  Cumulative Temporary Construction-Related 
Compatibility Conflicts  

< Class III 

Impact LU-5:  Cumulative Airport-Related Compatibility Conflicts  = Class III 

Impact LU-6:  Other Cumulative Long-Term Compatibility Conflicts < Class III 

PARKS AND RECREATION 

Impact PR-1:  Increased Demand for Recreational Facilities  < Class III 

Impact PR-2:  Adverse Physical Environmental Effects Resulting 
from Additional Recreational Facilities  

= Class II 

Impact PR-3:  Cumulative Demand for Additional Recreational 
Facilities 

< Class III 

Impact PR-4:  Cumulative Impacts from Proposed Park and 
Recreation Facilities 

= Class II 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

Impact PS-1:  Fire Protection  < Class I 

Impact PS-2:  Police Protection  < Class III 

Impact PS-3:  Schools < Class III 

Impact PS-4:  Solid Waste  < Class I 

Impact PS-5:  Cumulative Fire Protection Service Impacts < Class I 

Impact PS-6:  Cumulative Police Protection Service Impacts < Class III 

Impact PS-7:  Cumulative Public School Impacts < Class III 

Impact PS-8:  Cumulative Solid Waste Impacts < Class I 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Impact T-1:  10-Year Buildout Traffic Conditions  < Class II 

Impact T-2:  20-Year Buildout Traffic Conditions  < Class II 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact BIO-1:  Sensitive Habitats  < Class I 

Impact BIO-2:  Special-Status Plants < Class I 

Impact BIO-3:  Special-Status Animals  < Class I 

Impact BIO-4:  Wildlife Corridors  < Class I 

Impact BIO-5:  Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources < Class I 

AIR QUALITY 

Impact AQ-1:  Clean Air Plan Consistency < Class I 

Impact AQ-2:  Odor Impacts = Class II 

Impact AQ-3:  Temporary Construction Emissions < Class II 

Impact AQ-4:  Operational Emissions < Class I 

Impact AQ-5:  Cumulative Odor Impacts = Class II 
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Table 6-12  Comparison of Impacts for the Proposed Plan  
and the Downzone Alternative  

 

Impact 

Comparative Effect on Listed Impact 

Comparison to 
Proposed Project 

Impact 
Classification 

(comparison to “no 
project” scenario) 

Impact AQ-6:  Cumulative Temporary Construction Emissions < Class II 

Impact AQ-7  Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Global Climate Change < Not applicable1 

FIRE HAZARDS 

Impact FH-1:  Development within Wildland Fire Hazard Areas = Class II 

Impact FH-2:  Cumulative Impacts from Development within 
Wildland Fire Hazard Areas 

= Class II 

NOISE 

Impact N-1:  Temporary Construction Noise   < Class III 

Impact N-2:  Exposure to Noise Exceeding County Standards < Class II 

Impact N-3:  Increased Traffic Noise < Class I 

Impact N-4:  Cumulative Temporary Construction Noise < Class III 

Impact N-5:  Cumulative Impacts from Exposure to Unacceptable 
Noise Levels 

< Class II 

Impact N-6  Cumulative Impacts from Increased Traffic Noise < Class I 

WATER RESOURCES AND WASTEWATER SERVICES 

Impact W/WW-1:  Increased Demand from Existing Water Sources < Class I 

Impact W/WW-2:   Increased Wastewater Flows < Class I 

Impact W/WW-3:  Cumulative Water Demand Impacts < Class I 

Impact W/WW-4:  Cumulative Wastewater Impacts < Class I 

SEISMIC, SOIL, AND LANDSLIDE HAZARDS 

Impact GEO-1:  Fault Hazards: Ground Rupture = Class IV 

Impact GEO-2:  Seismically Induced Ground Shaking < Class III 

Impact GEO-3:  Liquefaction, Subsidence, and Other Soil- and 
Seismic-Related Hazards 

< Class II 

Impact GEO-5:  Cumulative Geologic Hazard Impacts < Class III 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Impact HWQ-1:  Temporary Water Quality Impacts < Class II 

Impact HWQ-2:  Long-Term Hydrological Impacts < Class III 

Impact HWQ-3:   Long-Term Water Quality Impacts < Class III 

Impact HWQ-4:  Flood Hazard Impacts = Class III 

Impact HWQ-5:  Dam Inundation Hazards = Class III 

Impact HWQ-6:  Cumulative Temporary Water Quality Impacts < Class II 

Impact HWQ-7  Cumulative Long-Term Hydrological Impacts < Class III 

Impact HWQ-8  Cumulative Flood Hazard Impacts = Class III 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Impact HAZ-1:  Hazardous Materials = Class III 

Impact HAZ-2:  Highway-Related Safety Hazards < Class III 

Impact HAZ-3:  Cumulative Hazardous Material Impacts = Class III 

Impact HAZ-4:  Cumulative Highway-Related Safety Hazards 
Impacts 

< Class III 
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Table 6-12  Comparison of Impacts for the Proposed Plan  
and the Downzone Alternative  

 

Impact 

Comparative Effect on Listed Impact 

Comparison to 
Proposed Project 

Impact 
Classification 

(comparison to “no 
project” scenario) 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact CR-1:  Impacts on Significant Historical and Archaeological 
Resources 

= Class I 

Impact CR-2:  Cumulative Impacts on Historical and Archaeological 
Resources 

= Class I 

VISUAL AND AESTHETIC RESOURCES 

Impact VIS-1:  Visual Character Changes < Class I 

Impact VIS-2:  Alteration of Scenic Views < Class II 

Impact VIS-3:  Increased Light and Glare < Class II 

Impact VIS-4:  Cumulative Visual Character Impacts < Class I 

Impact VIS-5:  Cumulative Impacts to Scenic Views < Class II 

Impact VIS-6:  Cumulative Light and Glare Impacts < Class III 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES AND OPEN SPACE 

Impact AG-1:  Conversion of Agricultural Lands < Class I 

Impact AG-2:  Agricultural/Urban Conflicts < Class III 

Impact AG-3:  Cumulative Conversion of Agricultural Lands < Class I 

Impact AG-4:  Cumulative Agricultural/Urban Conflicts < Class III 

1 Quantitative GHG-emission related CEQA thresholds have not been established. 

= Similar level of effect 
< Incrementally reduced level of impact 
> Incrementally increased level of impact 
 

Class I = Significant and unavoidable 
Class II = Significant but mitigable 
Class III = Less than significant 
Class IV = No impact or beneficial 

 
Traffic, Air Quality, and Noise  
 
As discussed above and as shown below in Table 6-13, fewer vehicle trips would be expected in 
the Downzone Alternative due to the reduced level of residential development.  The Downzone 
Alternative would generate 191 fewer average daily trips (ADTs) than the proposed Plan, which 
represents a reduction of about 0.8% fewer ADTs as compared to the 25,409 ADT generated by 
the proposed Plan.  Thus, traffic levels would be incrementally lower under the Downzone 
Alternative.  As with the proposed project, impacts to the Los Olivos, Ballard, and Santa Ynez 
roadway systems, weekend traffic impacts, and impacts associated with buildout of AHOD 
sites A-D would be less than significant.  In addition, although impacts to the backbone 
roadway systems would be slightly lower than under the proposed project, all of the significant 
impacts to the SR 154 and SR 246 corridors that were identified for the proposed project would 
still occur under the Downzone Alternative.  All of the mitigation measures recommended for 
the proposed project would apply and, as with the proposed project, implementation of 
recommended mitigation would reduce backbone system impacts to a less than significant 
level.  These impacts would therefore be greater than those of the No Project Alternative, but 
would be Class II, significant but mitigable (see Table 6-12). 
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Table 6-13  Trip Generation Comparison – Downzone Alternative 
 

Scenario Size ADT AM PHT PM PHT 

Downzone Alternative     

 Primary Residential Units + 496 units 4,747 372 501 

 Secondary Residential Units 
AHOD Sites 

+ 194 units 
+ 115 units 

1,137 
674 

85 
51 

101 
60 

 Commercial Uses + 555,334 SF 18,660 804 1,288 

 Total  25,218 1,312 1,950 

SYVCP     

 Primary Residential Units + 516 units 4,938 387 521 

 Secondary Residential Units + 305 units 1,137 85 101 

 AHOD Sites + 115 units  674 51 60 

 Commercial Uses + 555,334 SF 18,660 804 1,288 

 Total  25,409 1,327 1,970 

Net Reduction from Downzone Alternative  - 191 - 15 - 20 
Based on 20-Year Buildout conditions 

 

 
Air pollutant emissions, including GHG emissions, associated with the Downzone Alternative 
would be reduced commensurately with the reduction in traffic.  The 14% reduction in new 
residences (from 936 new residences to 805 new residences) under 20-year buildout conditions, 
and resultant 0.8% reduction in traffic volumes (ADTs), would result in a 0.8%reduction in 
GHG emissions.  This represents a decrease of approximately 622 metric tons per year in carbon 
dioxide equivalency units at 20-year buildout.  The Downzone Alternative would also include 
the energy efficiency and GHG emission reduction policies, development standards, and 
mitigation measures geared towards compliance with AB 32 and SB 375 that are in the 
proposed Community Plan, and hence provide similar mechanisms to reduce GHG emissions 
and impacts on global climate change.  Overall, given that mobile source emissions comprise 
the majority (88%) of GHG emissions, the reduction in ADTs in the Downzone Alternative 
would result in decreased GHG emissions and global climate change impacts in comparison 
with the proposed Plan.  
 
With respect to CAP consistency, the 14% reduction in new residences would partially address 
the inconsistency with CAP population forecasts identified for the proposed project.  However, 
the 2,262-resident increase associated with the Downzone Alternative would still exceed the 
1,988 20-year forecast for the Comprehensive Plan.  Thus, this alternative (including buildout of 
AHOD sites A-D) would remain inconsistent with the CAP.  Mitigation recommended for the 
proposed project would apply and would reduce impacts to the degree feasible; nevertheless, as 
with the proposed project, impacts would be significant and unavoidable (Class I) (see Table 6-
12).  It should be noted that the AHOD sites are selected along a transit corridor which is 
expected to reduce ADT and VMT in comparison to an equal number of suburban or rural 
residential units.  Construction and odor impacts would also be similar to those of the proposed 
project and, with mitigation recommended for the proposed project, would be significant, but 
mitigable (Class II). 
 
The 14% reduction in new residences under the Downzone Alternative and associated 0.8% 
reduction in overall traffic generation would incrementally reduce potential exposure to 
excessive noise as well as the increase in temporary construction noise and long-term traffic 
noise.  Nevertheless, additional residences, including those on AHOD sites A-D, would still 
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potentially be exposed to noise exceeding County standards.  In addition, traffic noise increases 
would remain significant along portions of SR 154 and SR 246 as the reduction in noise level 
change would be less than 0.1 dB as compared to what would occur under the proposed project; 
therefore, all of the segments that would experience an increase of greater than 1.5 dB would 
also experience an increase of greater than 1.5 dB under this alternative.  Similar to the 
proposed project, construction impacts would be less than significant (Class III).  Mitigation 
measures recommended for the proposed project to address exposure to excessive noise would 
apply and would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  These measures would also 
address impacts relating to traffic noise increases to the degree feasible.  However, as with the 
proposed project, the increase in traffic noise along SR 154 and SR 246 would remain significant 
and unavoidable (Class I) and would be greater than those of the No Project Alternative (see 
Table 6-12). 
 
Water, Wastewater, and Solid Waste 
 
Overall, this alternative would generate slightly less solid waste, water demand, and 
wastewater than the proposed project, given the slightly lower residential buildout amounts.  
Tables 6-14 through 6-16 show estimated solid waste generation, water demand, and 
wastewater generation at buildout of the Downzone Alternative.  The increase in solid waste 
generation would be about 171 tons/year (10%) lower under this alternative than under the 
proposed project.  Overall Plan Area water demand would be reduced by about 35 AFY (0.5%) 
as compared to the proposed project and wastewater generation would be reduced by about 
28,000 gpd (0.7%).  As such, impacts relating to water demand, and solid waste and wastewater 
generation would be incrementally lower than those of the proposed project, but greater than 
those of the No Project Alternative (see Table 6-12). 

 
Table 6-14  Solid Waste Generation at 20-Year Buildout of the Downzone Alternative 

 

Land Use 
Solid Waste 

Generation Rate 

Solid Waste 
Generated Per 

Land Use 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation 

Increase at 20-
Year Buildout 

Solid Waste 
Generation 
With 50% 
Reduction 

County Threshold 
Exceedance with 

Solid Waste 
Reduction? 

Residential 
Units 
805 

2.76 Persons/ 
unit1 X  .95 tons/ 

person/ year2 
2,111 tons/ year 

3,041 Tons/ year 1,521 Tons/ year Yes 
Commercial 

Sq/Ft. 
520,003 

1 Employee/ 585 
sq/ft.3 and 5.4 

lbs/ person/ day4 
930 tons/ year 

1 California Department of Finance, 2007 
2 County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, Section 15-1 
3 Southern California Association of Governments, “Median and Average Employment Density Factors”, 2002 
4 California Integrated Waste Management Board, 2008. 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Profiles/Juris/JurProfile1.asp?RG=R&JURID=620&JUR=Santa+Barbara+Regional+Integrated+ 
Waste+Mgmgt%2E+Reporting+Authority 
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Table 6-15  Estimated Water Demand at Buildout of Downzone Alternative 

Land Use  SYVCP Buildout Units 
WDF 

(AFY/Unit) 
Estimated 

Demand (AFY) 

Ag Employee 7,264(1) 0.14 1,017 

Primary Residential  4,573 (1) 0.98  4,482 

Residential Second Unit 3,189 (1) 0.14 446 

C2/MU Residential  586(1) 0.14 82 

Commercial  4,288,088(2)  ft^2 (197 ac) (3) 1.64 (AFY/acre) 323 

Estimated Total Water Demand (AFY) 6,350 

Notes: 
(1) Per SB County Buildout Table 3 (Residential Buildout Under the Proposed SYVCP) transmitted via email on March 21, 2008 
minus the unit reductions shown in Table 6-11. 
(2) Per SB County Buildout Table 4 (Commercial Buildout Under the Proposed SYVCP) transmitted via email on March 21, 2008. 
 Figure does not include C-2 residential component. 
(3) Assumes 50% of each site is developed. 

 

Table 6-16  Estimated Wastewater Flows at Buildout of Downzone Alternative 

Source Units Duty Factor Wastewater Flow (gpd) 

Residential 15,612 Units 215 gpd/unit 3,357,000 

Commercial 4,288,088 SF 0.056 gpd/SF 240,000 

Total 3,597,000 

 
As shown in Table 6-16, the increase in wastewater generation associated with this alternative 
would be about 1,521 tons per year, which is about 10% less than the increase associated with 
the proposed project.  Wastewater impacts would also be incrementally decreased with the 
lower amount of potential residential development on the sites proposed for downzoning that 
are also designated Special Problems Area.  In particular, for the area west of Santa Ynez 
township north of Highway 246 and west of Highway 154 and also for the area north of 
Highway 154 north of Los Olivos.  However, other areas of the Plan Area that have septic 
system constraints are not affected by this overlay.  Buildout in these other areas would remain 
similar in this alternative such that significant impacts related to increased wastewater flows to 
substandard onsite sewage treatment systems would not be eliminated under this alternative.  
 
All of the solid waste, water, and wastewater mitigation measures recommended for the 
proposed Community Plan would also apply to the Downzone Alternative and would reduce 
impacts to the degree feasible.  However, as with the proposed project, the increase in Plan Area 
solid waste generation would remain above the County’s threshold.  In addition, as discussed 
in Section 4.9, Water Resources and Wastewater Services, the development of needed water and 
wastewater infrastructure upgrades may be infeasible.  Therefore, as with the proposed 
Community Plan, both water and wastewater impacts would remain greater than those of the 
No Project Alternative and would be significant and unavoidable (Class I) (see Table 6-12). 
   
Other Public Services 
 
Due to the 14% reduction in  new residential development and associated reduction in student 
generation and demand for parkland and police and fire protection, this alternative would 
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result in slightly reduced schools, parks/recreation, and police/fire impacts when compared to 
the proposed project.  School, parks/recreation, and police protection demand impacts were not 
found to be significant for the proposed Community Plan, and would also be less than 
significant (Class III) for the Downzone Alternative.  However, impacts relating to demand for 
fire protection were determined to be Class I due to the need for a new fire station serving the 
Los Olivos area.  The incrementally smaller 20-year buildout population in the Downzone 
Alternative would incrementally reduce the severity of this impact and mitigation 
recommended for the proposed Community Plan would apply; however, as with the proposed 
project, available mitigation would not reduce the impact relating to fire protection to a less 
than significant level.  This impact would remain significant and unavoidable (Class I) under 
the Downzone Alternative and would be greater than under the No Project Alternative (see 
Table 6-12). 
 
Land Use, Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Hydrology, and Aesthetics 
 
Potential impacts to aesthetics, biological resources, and cultural resources would be 
incrementally reduced under this alternative due to the slight reduction in ground disturbance 
associated with the 131-unit (14%) reduction in overall new residential development within the 
Plan Area.  However, no changes to the level of significance of impacts identified in the analysis 
of the proposed Plan would be expected.  All of the mitigation measures recommended for the 
proposed Community Plan to address impacts relating to visual and aesthetic resources, 
agricultural resources, biological resources, and cultural resources would also apply to this 
alternative.  Nevertheless, impacts would be greater than those of the No Project Alternative 
and all of the significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts identified for the proposed 
Community Plan in these issue areas would remain under the Downzone Alternative (see Table 
6-12).  
 
Fire, Flooding, Seismic, and Geologic Hazards and Hazardous Materials Issues 
 
Potential impacts related to exposure to fire, flooding, seismic, geologic, and materials hazards 
would be incrementally reduced in this alternative, since about 14% fewer new residents and 
people would be exposed to such hazards.  However, no changes to the level of significance of 
impacts identified in the analysis of the proposed Plan would be expected.  Similar to the proposed 
project, potentially significant impacts would occur with respect to fire hazards, seismic and 
geologic hazards, and hydrology/water quality.  All of the mitigation measures recommended for 
the proposed Community Plan would apply and, as with the proposed project, would reduce 
impacts for each of these issues to a less than significant level.  Such impacts would be greater than 
those of the No Project Alternative, but would be Class II, significant but mitigable (see Table 6-12). 
 
6.2.3 Achievement of Proposed Objectives 
 
This alternative meets several of the basic objectives of the proposed Community Plan, notably: 
direction of growth including mixed use growth into the townships and refinement of policies, 
actions, and development standards to maximize the preservation of environmental resources.  
On the other hand, this alternative would not provide the same level of housing, including 
more affordable housing such as farm employee units and residential secondary units, that the 
proposed Plan does.  Consequently, it would not go as far as the proposed Community Plan in 
meeting the Plan Area’s housing needs and objectives. 
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6.3 ALTERNATIVE 3:  ALTERNATIVE TO DESIGN CONTROL (D) 
OVERLAY 

 
6.3.1 Description 
 
This alternative is identical to the proposed Community Plan, with one exception: the geographic 
coverage of the Design Control (D) Overlay would be substantially reduced.  Under this alternative 
the D Overlay would only be applied to the first 1,000 feet from public roadways and viewing 
areas.  For comparison, the coverage of the D Overlay in the proposed Plan (depicted on Figure 2-
12) follows parcel lines and on average extends 2,000-3,000 feet from either side of key roadways 
and viewing points.  In this alternative, a substantially smaller area of the Plan Area would be 
subject to this overlay. 
 
6.3.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Overview 
 
This alternative would not have any bearing on buildout statistics, and no policy changes are 
presented by this alternative.  Hence, with the exception of the reduced geographic applicability 
of the D Overlay, the mitigative effect of the proposed policies, development standards, and 
actions of the proposed Community Plan would apply in this alternative.  Potential 
environmental impacts would be identical to those evaluated for the proposed Plan except for 
the category of Visual and Aesthetic Resources.  The lesser extent of design review of new 
structures under this alternative would lead to a higher potential for aesthetic impacts along 
major roadways and public viewing areas; however, no changes to the level of significance of 
impacts identified in the analysis of the proposed Plan would be expected. 
 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
 
Potential impacts to aesthetics and visual resources would be increased in this alternative due to 
the lesser geographic applicability of the Central Board of Architectural Review (CBAR) review. 
 In particular, CBAR’s review of scale and design of proposed structures subject to this overlay 
and CBAR’s consideration of compatibility of the proposed structures are primary ways in 
which the neighborhood and area character of the Santa Ynez Valley is maintained.  Under this 
alterative, a lesser degree of review of proposed structures visible along major roadways and 
from key viewing areas would result in the potential for increased impacts to the visual 
character of the area.  The minimization of such visual character impacts is a main goal of the 
Community Plan.   
 
Other visual impacts would be similar under this alternative.  For example, since the Santa Ynez 
Valley Outdoor Lighting Ordinance would continue to apply to new development whether it is 
within the D Overlay or not, no substantial light pollution impacts would be expected in 
comparison to the proposed Plan.  Potential view blockage impacts would continue to avoided 
through the application of other design standards and policies in the proposed Plan, and 
through the application of mitigation measures that require review of potential view blockage 
impacts. Also, potential glare from reflective surfaces in new development would be addressed 
through the application of Mitigation Measure VIS-1.2 Architectural Guidelines. 
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While design standards such as those in Mitigation Measure VIS-1.2 would apply to structures 
outside the D Overlay, CBAR review requires a more thorough level of review and provides 
suggestions on how to improve design over and above what would be expected at the staff 
level.  For these reasons, this alternative would be expected to have increased impacts on 
aesthetics and visual resources in comparison to the proposed Plan.  While potential aesthetic 
impacts would be greater under this alternative, no changes to the level of significance of 
impacts identified in the analysis of the proposed Plan would be expected. 
 
6.3.3 Achievement of Proposed Objectives 
 
This alternative meets most of the basic objectives of the proposed Community Plan, including: 
direction of growth including mixed use growth into the townships, development of a diverse 
mix of housing to meet various needs and affordability levels, and refinement of policies, 
actions, and development standards to maximize the preservation of environmental resources. 
 
6.4 ALTERNATIVE 4:  ALTERNATIVE TO DOWNTOWN BALLARD 

ZONING 
 
6.4.1 Description 
 
The Alternative to Downtown Ballard Zoning considers the application of SYV-MU Zoning in the 
commercial core of the Ballard Township.  This alternative does not include any additional primary 
or secondary units or commercial square footage to the Plan Area, but would shift 6 secondary 
units from Los Olivos Township and 6 secondary residential units from Santa Ynez Township to 
Ballard Township (resulting in 12 additional secondary residential units to the Ballard Township). 
 
6.4.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Overview 
 
This alternative would generate slightly more trips within the Ballard Township and slightly 
less traffic within Los Olivos and Santa Ynez.  It would also place slightly more mixed use 
residential/commercial development in downtown Ballard resulting in incrementally more 
potential for land use conflicts between residential and non-residential uses to occur.  As 
Ballard is not served by sewer service and has been designated a Special Problems Area, there 
would be a slightly greater impact related to increased wastewater flows to substandard onsite 
sewage treatment systems. 
 
However, as discussed above no substantial changes to development under 20-year buildout 
conditions would be expected.  Furthermore, other than the slight shift in location of a small 
amount of commercial and mixed residential development to Ballard from the other townships, 
no policy changes are presented by this alternative.  Hence, the mitigative effect of the proposed 
policies, development standards, and actions of the proposed Community Plan would apply in 
this alternative.   
 
Overall, this alternative would generate roughly the same level of impacts as the proposed Plan 
and require the same mitigation measures that were identified in the SYVCP analysis.  No 
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changes to the level of significance of impacts identified in the analysis of the proposed Plan 
would be expected. 
 
6.4.3 Achievement of Proposed Objectives 
 
This alternative meets all of the basic objectives of the proposed Community Plan, including: 
direction of growth including mixed use growth into the townships, development of a diverse 
mix of housing to meet various needs and affordability levels, and refinement of policies, 
actions, and development standards to maximize the preservation of environmental resources. 
 
6.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED, BUT REJECTED 
 
The primary purpose of alternatives analysis in EIRs is to consider alternatives that reduce or 
eliminate the significant impacts of proposed projects.  Such alternatives need to be reasonable, 
however.  To that end, one alternative that was considered, but rejected is was a No Development 
Alternative.  This alternative assumes that no additional development occurs within the Plan Area 
beyond what is currently built or entitled.  It is not reasonable to assume that no new development 
projects or subdivisions would occur in the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan Area.   Existing 
zoning and the desirability of the area will always have some potential for additional residential 
and commercial growth, and the Plan Area contains a number of undeveloped or subdividable 
parcels.  For these reasons, the No Development Alternative was rejected from further 
consideration.   
 
6.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
This section summarizes the comparative analysis of the extent to which each alternative may 
avoid or substantially reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of 20-year buildout of the 
proposed Community Plan.  The comparative analysis described in the above discussion of 
alternatives is summarized in Table 6-17 below.  The rationale for the identification of the 
environmentally superior alternative is also provided in this section.   
 
The Downzone Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, largely 
because it presents the lowest amount of development under 20-year buildout conditions.  It 
also has slightly decreased impacts to aesthetics relative to visual character changes, slightly 
decreased wastewater treatment impacts given the reduced development potential in areas 
designated as Special Problem Areas with known onsite septic treatment problems, and 
incrementally lower GHG emissions and air quality impacts.   However, it should be noted that 
this alternative would have a slight negative effect on the provision of affordable housing 
through the draft Plan’s Core Approach, which seeks to provide a wide range of housing types 
and affordability to Valley residents and workers.   In particular, as a result of the downzoning, 
less subdivision would occur in these areas resulting in less opportunity for the development of 
additional residential second units and farm employee dwellings.  This alternative also does not 
avoid any of the significant impacts identified in the proposed Community Plan. 
 
Among the other alternatives, the proposed Plan is determined to be environmentally superior, 
although the Alternative Downtown Ballard Zoning would result in very similar level of 
environmental impacts with only slight increases in potential impacts to sewage treatment 
capacity in comparison to the proposed Plan.   The Alternative to the Design Control Overlay is 
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also environmentally similar to the proposed Plan, but would have incrementally greater 
potential impacts on visual character and other aesthetic and visual resources. 
 
The No Project Alternative is determined to be environmentally inferior, as it presents a higher 
level of impacts in many environmental issue areas because of the exclusion of the mitigative 
policies, standards, and actions.   
 
 

Table 6-17  Comparison of Significant Impacts for the Proposed Plan  
and Each Alternative  

 

Class I Impact 

Comparative Effect on Listed Impact 

Alternative #1 
No Project 

Alternative #2 
Downzone 
Alternative 

Alternative #3 
Reduced 

Design Control 

Alternative #4 
Ballard Mixed 

Use 
Land Use: Airport-Related 
Compatibility Conflicts 

<< (Class III) = = = 

Parks and Recreation: Increased 
Demand for Recreational Facilities 

> < = = 

Public Services: Fire Protection = < = = 
Public Services: Solid Waste > < = = 
Public Services: Cumulative Fire 
Protection Service Impacts 

= < = = 

Public Services: Cumulative Solid Waste 
Impacts 

> < = = 

Biological Resources: Sensitive Habitats >> < = = 
Biological Resources: Special-Status 
Plants 

>> < = = 

Biological Resources: Special-Status 
Animals 

>> < = = 

Biological Resources: Wildlife Corridors >> < = = 
Biological Resources: Cumulative 
Impacts to Biological Resources 

>> < = = 

Air Quality: Clean Air Plan Consistency < = = = 
Air Quality: GHG emissions > < = = 
Noise: Increased Traffic Noise > < = = 
Noise: Cumulative Impacts from 
Increased Traffic Noise 

> < = = 

Water/Wastewater: Increased Demand 
from Existing Water Sources 

> < = = 

Water/Wastewater: Increased 
Wastewater Flows 

> < = > 

Water/Wastewater: Cumulative Water 
Demand Impacts 

> < = = 

Water/Wastewater: Cumulative 
Wastewater Impacts 

> < = = 

Cultural Resources: Impacts on 
Significant Historical and Archaeological 
Resources 

>> < = = 

Cultural Resources: Cumulative Impacts 
on Historical and Archaeological 
Resources 

>> < = = 

Visual and Aesthetic Resources: Visual 
Character Changes 

>> < >> = 

Visual and Aesthetic Resources: 
Cumulative Visual Character Changes 

>> < >> = 
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Table 6-17  Comparison of Significant Impacts for the Proposed Plan  
and Each Alternative  

 

Class I Impact 

Comparative Effect on Listed Impact 

Alternative #1 
No Project 

Alternative #2 
Downzone 
Alternative 

Alternative #3 
Reduced 

Design Control 

Alternative #4 
Ballard Mixed 

Use 
Agricultural Resources: Conversion of 
Agricultural Lands: Plan Buildout and 
Rezones 

>> < = = 

Agricultural Resources: Cumulative 
Conversion of Agricultural Lands 

>> < = = 

= Similar level of effect 
< Incrementally reduced level of impact 
> Incrementally increased level of impact 
<< Substantially reduced level of impact 
>>Substantially increased level of impact 
 

 




