
-----Original Message----- 
From: RJonesPE@aol.com [mailto:RJonesPE@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 04, 2005 1:10 PM 
To: Ranndo@aol.com; keoghs1@pacbell.net; paspence@charter.net; dnortondesigns@msn.com; 
ereilly@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; rdelapaz@co.watsonville.ca.us; jan.beautz@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
mark.stone@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; BDS020@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; tony.campos@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
tfitzmaurice@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; mardi.wormhoudt@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
Subject: Revised DEIR 

Commissioners and Staff, 
  
In the December 2004 RTC meeting I raised the issue of "revised" vs. "alternative" DEIRs for the 
recreational rail project.  I was told by the (outgoing) Director that an alternative scenario was being 
considered, one that matched the scenario from the Business Plan.  I was told that there was no revision 
of the original scenario (even though it was an impossible scenario under the Business Plan evaluation).  
What this means is that in reality there are two distinct evaluations, one completed for the original 
scenario and one to-be completed for the new scenario. You should note that CEQA applies the "rule of 
reason" and requires that alternatives be feasible.  The Business Plan clearly demonstrated that the 
original scenario was not feasible and thus it really has no place at all in the project, but Staff apparently 
feels differently.  This decision needs revisiting. 
  
I am particularly disturbed by the announced policy in the Staff Report for the January meeting that the 
responses to the specific comments made on the original DEIR will not be offered directly to the 
submittors.  Rather, by some undefined process, the DEIR for the new scenario will contain the 
responses and it is up to those who made comments to sort out their response from the new text.  If you 
insist on carrying along a DEIR based on an impossible scenario then you have an obligation to respond 
specifically to the thoughtful comments on that scenario.  On the other hand, if you had actually revised 
the old scenario (thus abandoning it) and adopted the new one, the provisions of CEQA on revisions 
(which you have cited would apply).  "Revised" and "alternative" and not interchangeable.  CEQA 15088.5 
clearly does not apply to adding alternatives, it applies to changes (revisions) to the original DEIR prior to 
certification based on "new information" and other considerations (see: 15088.5(a)(3) and (a)(4)). 
  
Your plan on dealing with the original comments hints of deception and is inappropriate for a public 
agency.  In other EIR(S) with which I've been involved comments have been specifically addressed in an 
Appendix where common comments have been grouped for efficiency but each submitted comment is 
referenced and answered. Answers can be in summary form with references to sections of the revised 
document as support if appropriate. This allows commentors to easily identify their issues and read the 
responses. I recommend that you do the same in this case. 
  
Please enter this e-mail into the administrative record of this project. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Robert Jones 
Aptos  

 
  Thank you for your comments.  They will be forwarded to the Commission for their review.  

Please visit the SCCRTC website at www.sccrtc.org for information on the Commission and its activities.  

Thank you again.  

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>  
Gini Pineda, Secretary  
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission  
1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz CA  95060  
831 460 3200  
831 460 3215 (fax)  
www.sccrtc.org  



 -----Original Message----- 
From: Sue Renner [mailto:suerenner@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Sunday, January 23, 2005 4:50 PM 
To: jan.beautz@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; ellen.pirie@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; mardi.wormhoudt@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us; tony.campos@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; mark.stone@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
dnortondesigns@msn.com; ranndo@aol.com; keoghs1@pacbell.net; ereilly@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
paspence@charter.net 
Cc: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Genuine Leadership for SC County 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I opened the Sentinel today to find a piece presented by Supervisor Wormhoudt regarding the Coast Hotel project. 
 This is a wonderful piece, and I couldn’t agree more.   
 
Before you decide that this has little to do with the SCCRTC and you as a Commissioner, please read on. 
 
In the article, Supervisor Wormhoudt speaks of how the community is obviously “deeply divided, and that the 
process to date has fostered, rather than avoided, that result.”  She speaks of how successful projects come out of 
the difficult process of working with everyone to agree on a goal, with no preconceived notions about the 
outcome.  She urges the City Council to start the planning process over, so that a much more inclusive group of 
people can together identify and answer the difficult questions.  “The lesson here is not to charge ahead with a 
flawed project,” she says. 
 
There is much more, but I won’t re-type the entire article here. If you haven’t done so already, I would urge you 
to read it.  It can be found on the second page of the Opinion section. 
 
Now, replace the words “Coast Hotel” with “Tourist Train.”  The same community division, each side feeling more 
and more alienated and entrenched; the same type of flawed plan; the same flawed process... that will all only 
get worse if we continue on the same path.  Nobody seems to agree even, on what the goal is in the first place. 
 
So I ask the Commission: Who has the courage to take the risk and genuinely try to find some community 
consensus?  Or are we going to keep on bludgeoning each other?  Are we going to learn from the past after all? 
 
Please enter this into the administrative record for the ‘Recreational Rail’ project. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Sue Renner 
Santa Cruz, District 1 

 

Thank you for your comments.  They will be forwarded to the Commission for their review.  

Please visit the SCCRTC website at www.sccrtc.org for information on the Commission and its activities.  

Thank you again.  

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>  
Gini Pineda, Secretary  
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission  
1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz CA  95060  
831 460 3200  
831 460 3215 (fax)  
www.sccrtc.org  

 



-----Original Message----- 
From: JoSinger@aol.com [mailto:JoSinger@aol.com]  
Sent: Saturday, February 05, 2005 8:14 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: passenger train input 

An article in yesterday's newspaper reguarding commuter train ACE, states that ACE has a $1.2 million 
budget shortfall, laragely do to low ridership. If this train with a much larger pool of potential riders can't 
meet its expenses, how can this train from Wattsonville to SC do it? I would guess that local tax payers 
do not want this expense added to the already high taxes. I sure don't!!! 
What is the Quit Zone and why should one residentual area quality for it and not all the other housing 
areas around the train tracks???????? 
Thanks for keeping me informed. JoAnn Singer (josinger@aol.com)  
 
 
 

JoAnn Singer – 
  
Your comments regarding Passenger Train Input were received and will be forwarded to 
the Regional Transportation Commission for their consideration.  For more information 
on this and other local transportation projects, please see the Commission’s web site:  
www.sccrtc.org 
The web site also has an option to sign up for Enews should you be interested in receiving 
periodic updates about specific projects. 
 
In response to your two questions:  
1.       The RTC is not currently considering implementing a passenger train from 

Watsonville to Santa Cruz.  
2.      A Quiet Zone is a Federal Railroad Administration designation that allows less use of 

train horns at at-grade rail crossing with roadways, if safety requirements are met. 
 The RTC has not yet decided if and where it would pursue Quiet Zones. 

  
Thank you for your comments. 

  
 

- Karena Pushnik 
 Senior Transportation Planner 
 Santa Cruz Co. Regional Transportation Commission 
 831/460-3210 (fax 460-3215) 

 
   

 



  
-----Original Message----- 
From: RJonesPE@aol.com [mailto:RJonesPE@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, February 04, 2005 12:48 PM 
To: Ranndo@aol.com; keoghs1@pacbell.net; paspence@charter.net; dnortondesigns@msn.com; 
ereilly@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; ARivas4747@aol.com; jan.beautz@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
mark.stone@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; BDS020@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; tony.campos@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
tfitzmaurice@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; mardi.wormhoudt@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; mrotkin@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
info@sccrtc.org 
Cc: gbookwalter@santacruzsentinel.com 
Subject: RTC Meeting Misinterpretation 

Commissioners, 
  
Based on Commissioner Norton's questions following my presentation on Item 30 I think I failed to make 
myself clear on an important point.  For that I apologize.  I used the terms "blackhole" and "trash can" 
when referring to public comments. I was not implying that the Staff fails to forward comments to the 
commission, quite the contrary.  The Staff does a great job in forwarding and including comments in the 
meeting packets. 
  
My reference was the treatment of the comments made by the public after they have been distributed by 
Staff.  Meaningful, constructive comments and ideas from members of the public almost never show up 
as agenda items for discussion.  I illustrated it yesterday by saying that my e-mail comments on the 
protocol for dealing with the DEIR would never have appeared on the agenda had Commissioner Keogh 
not entered them into the record.  Further, even though my comments and the RTC response were on the 
record there was no discussion of them.  They were accepted by the commission with no action which 
implied that Mr. Moose's interpretation of CEQA criteria was correct and I was wrong.  
  
I should point out that Mr. Moose either did not carefully read the Business Plan or did not fully 
understand it.  In his first paragraph begining at line 17 he states "The Business Plan also discusses the 
current condition of the tracks as a reason why the trains would operate at speeds that would enable four 
round trips rather than nine round trips per day.  The Business Plan provides an analysis of what is 
happening currently and does not outline future potential."  He is incorrect. 
  
The Business Plan, in fact, states that the "current condition of the track" prohibits passenger rail service 
and that a future upgrade to Class I is needed just to get to the four trips per day level.  Further, had Mr. 
Moose read Table 5-3 and done some simple math he would have seen that an additional (and hugely 
expensive) upgrade to Class II would still not allow for nine trips per day.  Nothing beyond Class II was 
even contemplated by the Plan.  Mr. Moose's legal interpretation of "feasible" (or as he puts it "potentially 
feasible" whatever that means) suggests that any "potential" decision by the commission (no matter how 
far-fetched) that might lead to nine trips per day (e.g., spend the money for Class III and put a Bullet Train 
on that line) would be sufficient to retain the original DEIR.  I  think that parsing CEQA is contrary 
to just understanding the practical and realistic project parameters and limitations. 
  
My point is simple.  A DEIR  by CEQA's rule-of-reason has to be feasible within the context of the project.  
The Business Plan and other sources (e.g. Big Trees railroad) has clearly shown that the original nine 
trips per day is not feasible and thus should not become an alternative scenario.  The only scenario that is 
feasible is that contained in the RTC's own Business Plan and it should be the only one up for debate by 
the commission when or if the question of certification is raised.  If the commission insists on retaining the 
nine trip scenario (with better justification than Mr. Moose's) then the Business Plan needs to include all of 
the costs and measures associated with the remediation of the many environmental issues associated 
with that scenario; these costs are currently not included.  And the commission must go on record as 
committing to those costs and measures. 
  
Again, I apologize for any misleading statement on the distribution of public comments by the Staff.  
Please enter this document into the administrative record for this project. 
  
Robert Jones 
Aptos 
  



 

Thank you for your comments.  They will be forwarded to the Commission for their review.  

Please visit the SCCRTC website at www.sccrtc.org for information on the Commission and its activities.  

Thank you again.  

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>  
Gini Pineda, Secretary  
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission  
1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz CA  95060  
831 460 3200  
831 460 3215 (fax)  
www.sccrtc.org  

 







----Original Message----- 
From: RJonesPE@aol.com [mailto:RJonesPE@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 8:19 PM 
To: Ranndo@aol.com; keoghs1@pacbell.net; paspence@charter.net; dnortondesigns@msn.com; 
ereilly@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; ARivas4747@aol.com; jan.beautz@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
mark.stone@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; BDS020@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; tony.campos@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
tfitzmaurice@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; mardi.wormhoudt@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Grade Crossings 

RTC and Commissioners, 
  
Several months ago in a public RTC meeting Mr. Hart of the Sierra Railroad spoke to the subject of the 
cost of grade crossing installations or upgrades.  This was with respect to the observation that there were 
many grade crossings along the UP right-of-way, including the six-mile section proposed for the Capitola 
to Aptos tourist train.  Mr. Hart stated that such installations and upgrades would be paid for by the 
California Public Utilities Commission.  The implication was that no costs for these safety improvements 
should be included in the Business Plan. 
  
My research shows that Mr. Hart's statement was somewhat misleading.  The CPUC has a statewide 
fund for railroad grade crossing signalization and improvement.  That fund has only $15 million (maybe 
less in the future) to cover all of California, and candidate grade crossings are assessed for priority.  
When all monies are allocated then any remaining grade crossings are either deferred or the cost must 
be to a local account, such as the RTC.  The only grade crossing on the tourist train route that was on the 
candidate list was the one at State Park Drive.  It has been upgraded.  All others that require upgrading 
must be included in the Business Plan.  The upgrading cost also should include crossings that are along 
the entire 31-mile corridor, not just the six mile tourist train segment. 
  
Recent grade crossing accidents, especially the one last month in Southern California involving a 
commuter train and an SUV on the tracks, has focused attention on such crossings.  Modern thinking on 
grade crossing design is what is known as grade separation where there is no crossing of the tracks.  
Rather, crossing roads go under or over the tracks to eliminate the possibility of train-vehicle or train-
pedestrian accidents.  The statistics on grade crossing accidents are alarming and should be considered 
in the Commissions deliberations on the tourist train and the UP corridor purchase. 
  
Please add this e-mail to the administrative record of this project. Thank you. 
  
Robert Jones 
Aptos  

 
   

Thank you for your comments.  They will be forwarded to the Commission for their review.  

Please visit the SCCRTC website at www.sccrtc.org for information on the Commission and its activities.  

Thank you again.  

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>  
Gini Pineda, Secretary  
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission  
1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz CA  95060  
831 460 3200  
831 460 3215 (fax)  
www.sccrtc.org  



-----Original Message----- 
From: Graessle, Brett [mailto:brett.graessle@intel.com]  
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 9:25 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org; ellen.pirie@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; Emily Reilly; rlcrock@pacbell.net; 
citycouncil@ci.capitola.ca.us; capcouncil@aol.com; dnortondesigns@msn.com; kirby@wharftowharf.com; 
michael@triadelectric.com; shcapitola@aol.com 
Subject: Brett Graessle: Strong Opposition to the Recreational Rail plan 
 
All, 

As residents of Capitola, we strongly oppose the plan to run a diesel train from Capitola to 
Aptos and back. Unfortunately we will be traveling on March 17th and will not be able to 
attend the meeting at the County Govt. Center. The plan is flawed in a variety of ways. 

1)      Quality of Life  

The current rail is used very sparingly a few days a week. The other times it 
is used for leisure and nature walking. In addition, we have school children 
regularly use the path along the rail to go to school. In addition, we regularly 
cross the tracks to access the beach, and I am fearful of our family with the 
increased tourist trains. 

2)      Neighborhood Impact  

The tourist rail would increase pollution, noise, congestion & traffic in the 
small streets of Capitola and surrounding neighborhoods especially the Jewel 
Box. 

3)      Rail/Trail if a flawed concept  

There are many examples of rails that have been converted 100% to trails. 
This is a wonderful example of taking over a access right that adds value and 
improves quality of life in the community. A trail alongside a rail is dangerous 
especially in light of the fact that there is not enough room to build an 
adequate path 

 

4)      Future Plans: Commuter Train on this same byway  

     Once again, the original intent of this  by-way was not to handle a main commuter 
artery. We already have a artery system set up to handle mass transportation. The freeway 
is that mass artery. The beautiful idea about BART in the Bay Area is that it used the same 
artery as the highways and was built in the middle of the freeway. I fully support building 
upon our main commuter artery (e.g., Hwy 1) concept rather than wreck our neighborhoods 
up and down the coast 

Please GO SLOW when making these decisions!...please ask yourselves the following 
questions when deciding on this project. 

1)      Do we really need this?  
2)      Will this really improve the quality of life for the residents of our community?  



 

Thank you for your consideration! 

Regards, 

The Graessle Family 

Brett Graessle 

5010 Garnet Street 

Capitola, Ca 95010  

 

Thank you for your comments.  They will be forwarded to the Commission for their review.  

Please visit the SCCRTC website at www.sccrtc.org for information on the Commission and its activities.  

Thank you again.  

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>  
Gini Pineda, Secretary  
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission  
1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz CA  95060  
831 460 3200  
831 460 3215 (fax)  
www.sccrtc.org  

 
 

 



-----Original Message----- 
From: robertjones77@sbcglobal.net [mailto:robertjones77@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 3:05 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject:  

I am speaking up in opposition to the Recreation Train you are proposing. 
Not only did we vote against it but you ignored what was really needed. 
A wider highway! 
I wrote a letter to the Sentinel that was published.In that letter I spoke of the fact that you as a group put so 
much pork on that measure to assure it would not pass.Then I though you would just say, the people have 
spoken.But no, in true Santa Cruz fashion you INGNORED what the people said and went ahead with this 
stupid plan while ignoring the real issue of the highway. 
If this rail line can make money why hasn't Union Pacific tried it? They know it is a money loser,KNOW IT. 
Another issue is what about the parking? If I build a studio on my property I have to account to the planning 
department as to where the renter will park.If I have a business I have to account for where my patrons will 
park.What exempts you from the same concern? You just say they will park on the neighborhood streets.Have 
you asked as with any real concern for how we feel on the issue? If there is any concern it is not noticeable. 
One more thing, that no one has asked. 
For years the railroad has sprayed the area to keep down vegetation.They have used a variety of chemicals to 
do this.I see people working on it some weekends, in shorts,no masks, no protection. 
Have any of you brilliant wizards bothered to do a soil check for chemical residue? 
If not, I smell a big law suit coming at you when all the people get sick. 
You need to listen to us. 
Robert Jones  

 
   

Thank you for your comments.  They will be forwarded to the Commission for their review.  

Please visit the SCCRTC website at www.sccrtc.org for information on the Commission and its activities.  

Thank you again.  

<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>  
Gini Pineda, Secretary  
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission  
1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz CA  95060  
831 460 3200  
831 460 3215 (fax)  
www.sccrtc.org  

 
  
 



 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Connie Gardner [mailto:ISD410@co.santa-cruz.ca.us]  
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 3:30 PM 
To: TRC GeneralInfo 
Subject: Recreational Rail Trail 
 
 
 
Just a note to express my strong opposition to the development of a 
tourist/commuter rail in our existing rail corridor.   We don't need more 
tourists, noise or pollution in our neighborhoods--we DO need a recreational 
trail which can double as a bike commuter corridor. 
   
I for one, have stopped riding my bike to work;  I'm  back on surface 
streets-alone in my car--everyday, doing my part to clog up city streets, 
because riding on surface streets proved to be dangerous to my health (I was 
hit by an errant driver and injured).    I would be back on my bike in a 
minute, if I had a bike trail to utilize.  
 
It amazes me that this community comes up with every conceivable "numbskull", 
business driven excuse to bring more tourists into town, but is not willing 
to get some of our own townsfolk off the road at commute time! 
 
Have you been to the Monterey area lately??  GREAT use of existing rail 
right-of-way!! 
 
Connie Gardner 
 
831-462-3991 
 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank you for your comments.  They will be forwarded to the Commission for 
their review.  
 
Please visit the SCCRTC website at www.sccrtc.org for information on the 
Commission and its activities.  
 
Thank you again.  
 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>  
Gini Pineda, Secretary  
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission  
1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz CA  95060  
831 460 3200  
831 460 3215 (fax)  
www.sccrtc.org  
 
 



insert scanned comment 



insert scanned comment 



 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: karen katz [mailto:karenkatz2003@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 21, 2005 3:46 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: the proposed rail 
 
 
I would like to voice my opposition to the proposed 
rail or "tourist train." There are so many problems 
with the proposal including leaving my quiet 
neighborhood in the middle of a traffic and tourist 
inducing development. Proposed parking is severely 
inadequate. There are no proposed pedstrian 
improvements. There are no proposed new or expanded 
bkcycle paths.  
 
I am a strongly opposed to this proposed plan and I am 
a  registered voter in the county of Santa Cruz.  
Please consider my thoughts on the matter.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Karen Katz 
  
 
 
   
__________________________________  
 
Thank you for your comments.  They will be forwarded to the Commission for 
their review.  
 
Please visit the SCCRTC website at www.sccrtc.org for information on the 
Commission and its activities.  
 
Thank you again.  
 
<><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><><>  
Gini Pineda, Secretary  
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission  
1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz CA  95060  
831 460 3200  
831 460 3215 (fax)  
www.sccrtc.org  
 
 
 
 


