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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 Project that could feasibly achieve similar objectives.  Since the 
primary objective of the RTP is to guide long-range transportation improvements countywide, a 
discussion of alternative sites is not appropriate.  Instead, the analysis of alternatives focuses on 
the inclusion or exclusion of groups of projects envisioned under the RTP.  Four alternatives to 
the implementation of the entire RTP (constrained and unconstrained projects) were evaluated, 
as follows: 
 

• Alternative 1: Agency Preferred Alternative (implement constrained projects only) 
• Alternative 2: Modified Project Alternative (elimination of individual improvements 

with unavoidable impacts) 
• Alternative 3: Programmed Project Alternative (only currently funded improvements) 
• Alternative 4: No Project Alternative (no new transportation system improvements) 

 
Each alternative is described in detail in the following discussion.   
 

6.1 ALTERNATIVE 1:  Agency Preferred Alternative 
 
6.1.1 Description 
 
This alternative assumes that only the projects planned “within projected funds” (constrained 
projects) identified in the 2001 RTP are implemented.  These projects are shown in Table 2-1 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description.  This list includes all those projects that currently have funding 
(as shown in Alternative 3 below) as well as those projects for which funding is likely to be 
available by 2025.  As with Alternative 3, none of the projects needing new funding (new state, 
federal, or regional funding sources; new taxes, for example) would be constructed. 
 
This option is called the “Agency Preferred Alternative” because it most accurately reflects the 
priorities of the Regional Transportation Commission (RTC).  The projects included in this 
scenario have the highest funding priorities, because the RTC has determined they are the most 
immediately important projects to help achieve the regional transportation goals identified in 
the RTP update.  Other factors considered by the RTC in developing this list of constrained 
projects include the identification of likely funding sources, project feasibility, and 
environmental considerations. 
 

6.1.2 Impact Analysis 
    

a. Transportation aa. Transportation aa. Transportation aa. Transportation and Circulation. nd Circulation. nd Circulation. nd Circulation. This alternative would not include many of the 
capital improvements envisioned under the RTP, including road and bikeway improvements.  
These projects were intended to address traffic congestion identified by local agencies, and in 
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many cases were intended as mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts associated with 
planned long-term development.  Without these projects, roadway congestion would increase 
and levels of service would decrease.  Thus, implementation of this alternative would result in 
fewer beneficial traffic impacts than under the RTP.  This alternative would include several 
SCMTD projects not included in Alternative 3 (which includes only the projects that currently 
have funding), which are intended as transit-oriented programs and improvements.  Thus, the 
ability to attain stated goals related to a multi-modal transportation system is likely greater than 
expected under Alternative 3. 
 

b. Land Use.  b. Land Use.  b. Land Use.  b. Land Use.  This alternative envisions fewer road widenings and extensions than the 
proposed RTP update described in Section 2.0 of this EIR.  Consequently, the number of 
anticipated land use conflicts would likely be fewer.  Because fewer roadways would be 
constructed, impacts to agriculture and agricultural land would also be less than under the 
proposed project. 
 
This alternative would not include the unconstrained (“Need New Funds”) projects, including 
widenings of Highways 129 and 152 (CT-P32 and CT-P33), both of which could have resulted in 
significant agricultural impacts.  This alternative also avoids development of road 
improvements to Bonny Doon Road and several other area roadways that could also have 
resulted in similar impacts.  Nevertheless, while land use and agricultural impacts overall 
would be of a lesser magnitude than for the Project, they would still be considered significant 
and unavoidable due to the potential for impacts to agriculture. 
 

c. Air Quality.  c. Air Quality.  c. Air Quality.  c. Air Quality.  Implementation of this alternative would result in reduced short-term air 
quality impacts because less construction activity would occur.  However, because certain 
congestion problems would not be alleviated under this alternative, long term air quality 
impacts could be greater than under the Project.  Furthermore, key transportation control 
measures required by the AQMP and included in the 2001 RTP (ITS technologies, alternative 
fuel vehicles) would not be readily implemented and attainment of state and federal standards 
could be delayed.  Overall, impacts would be greater than under the Project. 
 

d. Noise.d. Noise.d. Noise.d. Noise.  Implementation of this alternative would likely result in impacts similar to, 
but slightly lower than those expected under the Project.  The reduction in overall construction 
activity would reduce temporary noise impacts throughout the county.  Although the number 
of road widenings would be substantially reduced as compared to the Project, the increase in 
traffic volumes resulting from regional growth would still be expected to occur.  Nevertheless, 
the resultant reduction in vehicle speeds associated with increased traffic congestion that would 
occur under this alternative would incrementally reduce traffic-related noise impacts when 
compared to the Project.  In addition, because a number of rail and airport improvements 
planned under the 2001 RTP would not be implemented, the potential for increased rail and air 
traffic would be reduced as well. 
 

e.e.e.e. Aesthetics.  Aesthetics.  Aesthetics.  Aesthetics.  Implementation of this alternative would result in less substantial visual 
impacts as compared to the Project, because many of the interchanges, bridges and roadway 
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extensions contemplated in the 2001 RTP would not be constructed.  Nevertheless, many capital 
improvements would be constructed, and the gradual transformation toward a more 
urban/suburban character would occur in many parts of the county. 
    

f. Waterf. Waterf. Waterf. Water Resources/Flooding.   Resources/Flooding.   Resources/Flooding.   Resources/Flooding.  Because the amount of future construction activity would 
be substantially reduced under this alternative when compared to the 2001 RTP, the amount of 
water needed for dust suppression activities would also be reduced.  Similarly, the amount of 
new landscaped areas that require irrigation would also be reduced.  In addition, under this 
alternative, the increase in impermeable, paved surfaces would be less than anticipated under 
the RTP.  Consequently, incremental increases in contamination of surface water supplies, as 
well as incremental reductions in groundwater recharge, would not be as great as under the 
RTP.  This alternative would result in fewer projects that could expose people or structures to 
potential flood hazards.  Though the Projectʹ s impacts can be mitigated, this alternative would 
result in less overall impact to water resources.  
 

g. Geological Resources.  g. Geological Resources.  g. Geological Resources.  g. Geological Resources.  Implementation of this alternative could result in both greater 
and lesser geohazard impacts as compared to the RTP.  Because this alternative does not 
include as many new interchanges, bridges, roads and fixed facilities, there would be less 
exposure of new structures to hazardous conditions.  Conversely, if bridge and roadway 
infrastructure planned for upgrade or replacement are not implemented, the potential for these 
facilities and those using these facilities to be harmed by geohazards could be greater than 
under the RTP.  Therefore, the overall impact of this alternative would be about the same as 
that expected under the proposed project as described in Section 2.0 of this EIR. 
 

h. Public Facilities/Recreation.  h. Public Facilities/Recreation.  h. Public Facilities/Recreation.  h. Public Facilities/Recreation.  This alternative would result in fewer new facilities to 
maintain as compared to the RTP.  In this sense, this alternative would result in fewer impacts 
than expected under the Project.  On the other hand, maintenance of existing facilities would be 
needed, and many of these facilities would be used to a greater extent than under the RTP, as 
traffic congestion would be generally greater.  Consequently, it is likely that the cost of 
maintaining these facilities would be greater than under the Project.  Overall, facility 
maintenance impacts would be about the same as those expected under the Project. 
 

i. Cultural Resources.  i. Cultural Resources.  i. Cultural Resources.  i. Cultural Resources.  Implementation of this alternative would involve less ground 
disturbance than would occur under the Project.  Consequently, though the Project’s impacts 
could be mitigated, this alternative would result in lesser potential impacts to both known and 
unknown historic and archaeological resources. 
 

j. Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials.  j. Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials.  j. Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials.  j. Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials.  This alternative would not include 2001 RTP 
roadway improvements intended to improve facility safety, which is a particular concern along 
designated hazardous waste transport routes.  The resulting traffic increases could impact 
transport safety, which may increase the potential for accidents.  However, this alternative 
would involve fewer projects and would therefore result in less ground disturbance and 
associated potential for use of and/or exposure to hazardous materials.  In addition, this 
alternative would not involve implementation of alternative fueling facilities contemplated in 
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the 2001 RTP, and would therefore not involve the risk of explosion associated with such 
facilities.   Implementation of this alternative would therefore be expected to result similar 
impacts when compared to the Project. 
 

k. Biological Resources.  k. Biological Resources.  k. Biological Resources.  k. Biological Resources.  Because the amount of future construction activity would be 
less, potential impacts to water quality (and therefore, biological resources) would be less than 
under the Project.  In addition, fewer roadway extensions and creek crossings would occur 
under this alternative, which would result in incrementally fewer impacts to wetlands or 
riparian habitat.  Implementation of this alternative would result in fewer impacts than 
expected under the Project; however, as with the Project, biological impacts would be 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable. 
 

6.2 ALTERNATIVE 2:  Modified Project Alternative 
 
6.2.1 Description 
 
This alternative assumes that the RTP is implemented (both constrained and unconstrained 
projects), but that certain projects with the potential to create Class I (significant and 
unavoidable) impacts are eliminated, particularly with regard to biological and agricultural 
resources.  This alternative would also eliminate projects that are potentially infeasible without 
substantial displacement of existing land development.  Specific projects that would be 
eliminated under this alternative are described in Table 6-1, which also illustrates how their 
elimination would reduce potential impacts. 
 

Table 6-1  RTP Projects Eliminated Under the Modified Project Alternative 
    

Project Jurisdiction Project Description Impact Reduction 
“Within Projected Funds” (Constrained) Transportation Projects 
CT-18 Caltrans Highway 1/Harkins Slough Eliminates potential construction and long-term 

biological resources impacts at Harkins Slough. 
CT-P7 Caltrans Highway 1 widening: HOV/HOT 

Lanes 
Eliminates potential riparian impacts at creek 
crossings; eliminates potential biological and aesthetic 
impacts related to vegetation and tree removal. 

CT-P3 Caltrans Highway 1 Southbound and 
Northbound Auxiliary Lane 

Eliminates potential riparian impacts at creek 
crossings; eliminates potential biological and aesthetic 
impacts related to vegetation and tree removal. 

CT-P20 Caltrans Highway 1/Highway 9 
Intersection Improvements and 
Park and Ride Lot 

Eliminates potential riparian impacts at creek 
crossings; eliminates potential biological and aesthetic 
impacts related to vegetation and tree removal. 

CT-P34 Caltrans Highway 1/San Lorenzo Bridge 
Widening 

Eliminates potential construction and long-term 
biological impacts at San Lorenzo River. 

CT-25 Caltrans Highway 129 Improvements at 
Rogge Lane 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CT-P16 Caltrans Route 152: Install metal beam 
guardrail (MGBR) and Widen 
Shoulders 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CT-P17 Caltrans Highway 152: Revise Holohan Eliminates potential construction and long-term 
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Table 6-1  RTP Projects Eliminated Under the Modified Project Alternative 
    

Project Jurisdiction Project Description Impact Reduction 
Road/ College Road Intersection biological impacts at Salsipuedes Creek. 

CO-P3 County Amesti Road Multi-modal 
Improvements 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P4 County Bear Creek Road Improvements Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land.  
CO-P8 County Corralitos Road Rehab and 

Improvements 
Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P11 County Freedom Boulevard Multimodal 
Improvements 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P28e County Holohan Road (Green Valley 
Road to State Highway 152) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-39 County Holohan Road Phases 1 and 2 Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 
CO-P30o County San Andreas Road (State Highway 

to Buena Vista Drive) 
Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

SC-P34 Santa Cruz Branciforte Creek 
Bike/Pedestrian Crossing 

Eliminates potential construction and long-term 
biological impacts at Branciforte Creek. 

SC-P21 Santa Cruz Brookwood Drive Bike Path Eliminates potential biological and aesthetic impacts 
related to vegetation and tree removal. 

SC-P74 Santa Cruz Intra-City Rail Transit Eliminates potential impacts related to periodic high 
noise levels. 

SC-P37 Santa Cruz River Pathway 
Connection/Highway 1 
Undercrossing 

Eliminates potential construction and long-term 
biological impacts at San Lorenzo River. 

WAT-22 Watsonville Airport Boulevard Widening Eliminates potential riparian impacts at creek 
crossings; eliminates potential biological and aesthetic 
impacts related to vegetation and tree removal. 

CAP-1 Capitola Gross Road Widening Eliminates potential biological and aesthetic impacts 
related to vegetation and tree removal. 

CAP-P1 
 

Capitola 
 

41st Avenue Interchange 
Improvement Project 

Eliminates potential displacement of buildings and 
possible land use impacts 

MTD-1 SCMTD Metrobase (Consolidated 
Operations Facility) 

Eliminates potential displacement of existing land 
uses, as well as potential impacts on sensitive habitat/ 
species. 
 

MTD-13 SCMTD Metro Center Rehabilitation Would eliminate possible displacement of some 
adjacent properties, though current planned design 
would not affect neighboring properties 

CTSA-P2 CTSA Lift Line Maintenance/Operations 
Center 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land 
and/or displacement of existing land uses, as well as 
potential impacts to sensitive habitat/species 

“Unconstrained Transportation Projects 
CT-P2 Caltrans Highway 1- Revise interchanges Eliminates the potential for displacement of buildings 

near these interchanges 
CT-P32 Caltrans Highway 129 Widening (Union 

Street-Bridge Street) 
Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land 
and/or displacement of existing land uses, as well as 
potential riparian impacts at creek crossings and 
potential biological and aesthetic impacts related to 
vegetation and tree removal. 

CT-P33 Caltrans Highway 152 Widening 
(Martinelli Street-Holohan Road) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land 
and/or displacement of existing land uses, as well as 
potential riparian impacts at creek crossings and 
potential biological and aesthetic impacts related to 
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Table 6-1  RTP Projects Eliminated Under the Modified Project Alternative 
    

Project Jurisdiction Project Description Impact Reduction 
vegetation and tree removal. 

CAP-P18 Capitola Capitola Intra-City Rail Trolley 
Project 

Eliminates potential impacts related to periodic high 
noise levels. 

CAP-P19 Capitola Capitola-Santa Cruz Commuter 
Ferry Service 

Eliminates potential construction and long-term 
impacts on coastal biological resources. 

CAP-P24 Capitola Pacific Cove Expansion for Park 
and Ride Lot 

Eliminates potential riparian impacts at creek 
crossings; eliminates potential biological and aesthetic 
impacts related to vegetation and tree removal. 

CAP-P20 Capitola Park Avenue Extension to 
Capitola Avenue 

Eliminates displacement of existing land uses, as well 
as potential riparian impacts at creek crossings and 
eliminates potential biological and aesthetic impacts 
related to vegetation and tree removal. 

CO-P26d County Brown’s Valley Road (Hames 
Road to Hazel Dell Road) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P26f County Carlton Road (Riverside Drive to 
Lakeview Road) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P26g County Casserly Road (Carleton Road to 
Green Valley Road) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P26l County Eureka Canyon Road (Hames 
Road to Highland Way) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P32b County Hames Road (entire length-
Freedom Boulevard to Eureka 
Canyon Road) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P27h County Paulsen Road (Green Valley Road 
to Casserly Road) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P28f County Pine Flat Road (Bonny Doon 
Road to Empire Grade Road) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P31h County Pioneer Road (Amesti Road to 
Green Valley Road) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

CO-P28i County Varni Road (Corralitos Road to 
Amesti Road) 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land. 

SC-P27 Santa Cruz Josephine Street Bridge Eliminates potential construction and long-term 
biological impacts at San Lorenzo River. 

SC-P12 Santa Cruz Morrisey/Poplar/Soquel Triangle 
Reconfiguration 

Eliminates potential short-term access and possible 
displacement of neighboring businesses and minipark 

SC-P14 Santa Cruz Park & Ride Lots Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land 
and/or displacement of existing land uses, as well as 
potential impacts on sensitive habitat/ species. 

MTD-P17 SCMTD Rail Transit: Watsonville-Santa 
Cruz Corridor 

Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land 
and/or displacement of existing land uses, as well as 
impacts related to periodic high noise levels, and 
impacts related to sensitive habitat/ species. 

SV-P8 Scotts Valley Granite Creek Interchange Eliminates potential displacement of adjacent existing 
development and impacts to biological resources 

SV-P11 Scotts Valley Skypark Commercial Area 
Circulation 

Eliminates potential displacement impacts as the 
location is converted to a “main street” area 

SV-P14 Scotts Valley El Pueblo Road Extension North Eliminates potential property taking and possible 
building displacement 

SV-P15 Scotts Valley El Pueblo Road Extensions Eliminates potential property taking and possible 
building displacement 

SV-P24 Scotts Valley Emergency Access Granite Eliminates potential property taking and possible 
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Table 6-1  RTP Projects Eliminated Under the Modified Project Alternative 
    

Project Jurisdiction Project Description Impact Reduction 
Creek/Highway 17 building displacement 

SV-P25 Scotts Valley Emergency Access Scotts Valley 
Drive/Upper Willis Drive 

Eliminates potential property taking and possible 
building displacement 

SV-P26 Scotts Valley Emergency Access Whispering 
Pines 

Eliminates potential property taking and possible 
building displacement 

UC-P7 UCSC Northern Loop Roadway Eliminates potential riparian impacts at creek 
crossings; eliminates potential biological and aesthetic 
impacts related to vegetation and tree removal. 

WAT-P23 Watsonville Ohlone Parkway Eliminates potential impacts to agricultural land 
and/or displacement of existing land uses, as well as 
potential riparian impacts at creek crossings and 
potential biological and aesthetic impacts related to 
vegetation and tree removal. 

WAT-P17 Watsonville Slough Trails Eliminates potential riparian impacts at creek 
crossings; eliminates potential biological and aesthetic 
impacts related to vegetation and tree removal. 

 
    

6.2.2 Impact Analysis 
    

a.a.a.a. Benefits of the Reduced Benefits of the Reduced Benefits of the Reduced Benefits of the Reduced Project Alternative. Project Alternative. Project Alternative. Project Alternative. This scenario would remove various RTP 
projects which involve either potential biological resources impacts, conversion of agricultural 
land, or potential land use/displacement issues.  Some projects would potentially have more 
than one of these impacts, as noted in the table.  In addition, this alternative would remove 
certain RTP rail or trolley projects that would result in exposure of people to periodic high noise 
levels.   Although many of the agricultural areas that would be affected under the RTP consist 
of grazing and nonprime farmlands, the Projectʹs impact to agricultural resources (Impact LU-4) 
is considered potentially significant and unavoidable.  In addition, the RTP includes projects 
that could permanently alter natural habitat areas (Impact B-2), which would be considered 
potentially significant and unavoidable.  Under this alternative, these potential impacts could 
be reduced to less than significant levels. 

 
In addition to the reduced land use impacts described above, removal of these projects would 
also incrementally reduce potential impacts relating to aesthetics, water resources, and cultural 
resources, as compared to what would be expected under the Project.  However, it should be 
noted that aesthetic impacts under this alternative would remain potentially significant and 
unavoidable, as the remaining projects would still contribute to an unavoidable loss of scenic 
character in the region. 
 

b. Adverse Impacts.  b. Adverse Impacts.  b. Adverse Impacts.  b. Adverse Impacts.  Elimination of the projects listed in Table 6-1 would result in 
increased traffic impacts when compared to the Project, since many are necessary to reduce 
existing and projected traffic congestion and fill gaps in the existing transportation network.   
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Elimination of these projects could also result in greater impacts than the Project with respect to 
risk of upset and safety.  This alternative would not include some of the roadway 
improvements intended to improve facility safety.  The resulting traffic increases could 
adversely affect transport safety, which may increase the potential for accidents. 

c. Impacts Similar to the Project.  c. Impacts Similar to the Project.  c. Impacts Similar to the Project.  c. Impacts Similar to the Project.  Air quality impacts would be similar to the Project, 
because this alternative would still include the policies of the RTP.  Geohazard, noise, and 
facility maintenance impacts would not be substantially different than those expected under the 
Project. 
    

6.3 ALTERNATIVE 3:  Programmed Project Alternative (No Project 1) 
 
6.3.1 Description 
 
This alternative assumes that the existing RTP is updated, but that only projects currently 
programmed in the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and funded as part 
of regular local agency operations would be implemented.  None of the planned (non-funded or 
unconstrained) projects would be constructed.  The projects that would be implemented under 
this alternative are generally described in Table 6-2.  Most of these projects do not have a “P” 
within the project number.  It should be noted that this alternative is essentially a reflection of 
what could already happen through 2004, even if the RTP were not updated.  In this sense, this 
could be considered as a No Project Alternative.  This alternative assumes that no new capital 
improvement projects are funded after 2001.   Please also refer to Alternative 4, which describes 
the consequences of not updating the existing RTP. 
 

6.3.2 Impact Analysis 
    

a. Transportation and Circulation. a. Transportation and Circulation. a. Transportation and Circulation. a. Transportation and Circulation. This alternative would not include many of the 
capital improvements envisioned under the RTP, including road and bikeway improvements.  
These projects were intended to address traffic congestion identified by local agencies, and in 
many cases were intended as mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts associated with 
planned long-term development.  Without these projects, roadway congestion would increase 
and levels of service would decrease.  Thus, implementation of this alternative would result in 
fewer beneficial traffic impacts than under the RTP. 
 

b. Land Use.  b. Land Use.  b. Land Use.  b. Land Use.  This alternative envisions fewer road widenings and extensions than the 
Project.  Consequently, the number of anticipated land use conflicts would likely be fewer.  
Because fewer roadways would be constructed, impacts to agriculture and agricultural land 
would also be less than under the Project. 
 
At the same time, this alternative would include several transportation projects that could 
remove agricultural production (notably Highway 129 improvements [CT-25] and Holohan 
Road [CO-39]).  This impact, though of lesser magnitude than for the Project, would still be 
considered significant and unavoidable due to the potential for impacts to agriculture. 
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Table 6-2. Generalized List of Currently Programmed Projects  
Under the RTP 

 
Agency 

 
Project ID * Generalized Project Description 

California State 
Parks 

SP-3 Temporary seasonal pipe bridge at Henry Cowell State Park. 

Caltrans CT-2, 3, 8, 13, 14, 
17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 
23, 25, 26, P31 

Highway 1: Widening for HOT/HOV lanes, Mission Street widening, new 
interchange, new plantings, widening near Highway 17 interchange. 
Highway 9: Operational and interchange improvements. 
Highway 17: ITS and operational improvements, new plantings. 
Highway 129: Operational improvements. 
Highway 152: Signal upgrades, shoulder widening, and intersection 
improvements. 

Capitola CAP-1, 4, 6, P6 Roadway rehabilitation, improvements to several arterials and connector 
roadways and intersections, bike and pedestrian paths, intra-city trolley. 

County CO-1, 2, 3, 7B, 8, 
16, 17, 18, 24, 28, 
30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 
35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 
40, CTS 

Roadway rehabilitation, improvements to several arterials and connector 
roadways and intersections, bike and pedestrian paths. 

CTSA CTSA-P1 Paratransit service through 2002  
Santa Cruz SC-1, 2, 3, 7, 20, 

21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 
27, P25, P73 

Roadway rehabilitation, improvements to several arterials and connector 
roadways and intersections, bike and pedestrian paths, Mission Street 
landscaping and lighting. 

SCCRTC RTC-ECO, 1, 2, 3, 
4, 15, 16, 17, 19, 
20, 21, P1, P3 

ITS and TDM planning and implementation, park and ride lot 
development, rail trail along Santa Cruz branch rail line. 

SCMTD MTD-1, 2, 3, 12, 
13, 14, P10 

Paratransit fleet and service area expansion, bus replacement, bus stop 
improvements, expand local, UCSC, and Highway 17 express service, 
Metro Center rehabilitation, Metrobase implementation, transit service 
operations and maintenance.   

Scotts Valley SV-1, 10, 11, 12, 
14, 15 

Roadway rehabilitation, bike and pedestrian paths, arterial road 
beautification. 

UC Santa Cruz UC-3, P17 Bi-directional transit service for SCMTD on campus, with intersection 
widening and stop modifications    

Volunteer 
Center 

VC-P1 Paratransit service through 2002  

Watsonville WAT-8, 18, 20, 22, 
23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 
28, 29, P4, P6, P7, 
P9, P10 

Roadway rehabilitation, improvements to several arterials and connector 
roadways and intersections, bike and pedestrian paths, Pajaro rail station 
design, bridge crossings at Struve Slough and Watsonville Slough. 

*  Please refer to Table 2-1 in Section 2.0, Project Description, for a detailed discussion of these projects.  Some of these 
projects are only partially funded at this time. 
 

c. Air Quality.  c. Air Quality.  c. Air Quality.  c. Air Quality.  Implementation of this alternative would result in reduced short-term air 
quality impacts because less construction activity would occur.  However, because certain 
congestion problems would not be alleviated under this alternative, long-term air quality 
impacts could be greater than under the Project.  Furthermore, key transportation control 
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measures required by the AQMP and included in the 2001 RTP (ITS technologies, improved 
transit service, alternative fuel vehicles) would not be readily implemented and attainment of 
state and federal standards could be delayed.  Overall, impacts would be greater than under the 
Project. 
 

d. Noise.d. Noise.d. Noise.d. Noise.  Implementation of this alternative would likely result in impacts similar to, 
but slightly lower than those expected under the Project.  The reduction in overall construction 
activity would reduce temporary noise impacts throughout the county.  Although the number 
of road widenings would be substantially reduced as compared to the Project, the increase in 
traffic volumes resulting from regional growth would still be expected to occur.  Nevertheless, 
the resultant reduction in vehicle speeds associated with increased traffic congestion that would 
occur under this alternative would incrementally reduce traffic-related noise impacts when 
compared to the Project.  In addition, because a number of rail and airport improvements 
planned under the 2001 RTP would not be implemented, the potential for increased noise from 
these sources would be reduced as well. 
 

e.e.e.e. Aesthetics.  Aesthetics.  Aesthetics.  Aesthetics.  Implementation of this alternative would result in less substantial visual 
impacts as compared to the Project, because many of the interchanges, bridges and roadway 
extensions contemplated in the 2001 RTP would not be constructed. 
    

f. Water Resources/Flooding.  f. Water Resources/Flooding.  f. Water Resources/Flooding.  f. Water Resources/Flooding.  Because the amount of future construction activity would 
be substantially reduced under this alternative when compared to the 2001 RTP, the amount of 
water needed for dust suppression activities would also be reduced.  Similarly, the amount of 
new landscaped areas that require irrigation would be reduced.  In addition, under this 
alternative, the increase in impermeable, paved surfaces would be less than anticipated under 
the RTP.  Consequently, incremental increases in contamination of surface water supplies, as 
well as incremental reductions in groundwater recharge, would not be as great as under the 
RTP.  This alternative would result in fewer projects that could expose people or structures to 
potential flood hazards.  Though the Projectʹ s impacts can be mitigated, this alternative would 
result in less overall impact to water resources.  

 
g. Geological Resources.  g. Geological Resources.  g. Geological Resources.  g. Geological Resources.  Implementation of this alternative could result in both greater 

and lesser geohazard impacts as compared to the RTP.  Because this alternative does not 
include as many new interchanges, bridges, roads and fixed facilities, there would be less 
exposure of new structures to hazardous conditions.  Conversely, if inadequate structures are 
not replaced, the potential for these existing structures and those using these structures to be 
harmed by geohazards could be greater than under the RTP.  Therefore, the overall impact of 
this alternative would be about the same as that expected under the Project. 
 

h. Public Facilities/Recreation.  h. Public Facilities/Recreation.  h. Public Facilities/Recreation.  h. Public Facilities/Recreation.  This alternative would result in fewer new facilities to 
maintain as compared to the RTP.  In this sense, this alternative would result in fewer impacts 
than expected under the Project.  On the other hand, maintenance of existing facilities would be 
needed, and many of these facilities would be used to a greater extent than under the RTP, as 
traffic congestion would be generally greater.  Consequently, it is likely that the cost of 
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maintaining these facilities would be greater than under the Project.  Overall, facility 
maintenance impacts would be about the same as those expected under the Project. 
 

i. Cultural Resources.  i. Cultural Resources.  i. Cultural Resources.  i. Cultural Resources.  Implementation of this alternative would involve less ground 
disturbance than would occur under the Project.  Consequently, though the Project’s impacts 
could be mitigated, this alternative would result in lesser potential impacts to both known and 
unknown historic and archaeological resources. 
 

j. Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials.  j. Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials.  j. Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials.  j. Risk of Upset/Hazardous Materials.  This alternative would not include 2001 RTP 
roadway improvements intended to improve facility safety.  The resulting traffic increases 
could impact transport safety, which may increase the potential for accidents.  However, this 
alternative would involve fewer projects and would therefore result in less ground disturbance 
and associated potential for use of and/or exposure to hazardous materials.  In addition, this 
alternative would not involve implementation of alternative fueling facilities contemplated in 
the 2001 RTP, and would therefore not involve the risk of explosion associated with such 
facilities.   Implementation of this alternative would therefore be expected to result similar 
impacts when compared to the Project. 
 

k. Biological Resources.  k. Biological Resources.  k. Biological Resources.  k. Biological Resources.  Because the amount of future construction activity would be 
less, potential impacts to water quality (and therefore, biological resources) would be less than 
under the Project.  In addition, fewer roadway extensions and creek crossings would occur 
under this alternative, which would result in incrementally fewer impacts to wetlands or 
riparian habitat.  Implementation of this alternative would result in fewer impacts than 
expected under the Project; however, as with the Project, biological impacts would be 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable. 
    

6.4 ALTERNATIVE 4:  No New Development (No Project 2) 
 
6.4.1 Description 
 
This alternative assumes that no capital improvement projects are funded, implemented or 
constructed after 2001.  Consequently, no change to the countywide transportation system 
would occur after this year.  This scenario would essentially be a more restrictive version of 
Alternative 3, both of which are included to address the CEQA required analysis of a No Project 
Alternative. 
 
 
 

6.4.2 Impact Analysis 
 
This alternative would have none of the environmental impacts of the RTP, either adverse or 
beneficial.  Consequently, the potentially unavoidable adverse impacts of the RTP in the areas 
of agricultural resources, noise, biology, and aesthetics would not occur.  On the other hand, the 
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Projectʹ s beneficial impacts in the areas of traffic and safety would not occur either.  Traffic 
levels of service would continue to decline throughout the county as traffic levels rise without 
improvements to the countywide transportation system.  Though the lack of additional road 
capacity may ultimately restrict land development and associated increases in air pollutant 
emissions in the county, the increased traffic congestion that would likely occur under this 
alternative would likely increase engine idling and associated air pollutant concentrations to 
some degree.  In addition, safety concerns that exist on a number of county roads would remain 
and would likely worsen as traffic levels rise. 
 
This alternative would not fulfill the RTC’s general goals and objectives related to a multi-
modal transportation system, as outlined in either the existing 1994 RTP or the 2001 RTP.  For 
this reason, this alternative would also result in substantial inconsistencies with general plan 
goals and objectives of the various jurisdictions in the county.  In effect, this scenario would 
make it difficult for any of these jurisdictions to fully implement the Circulation Elements of 
their general plans. 
 

6.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
This section compares the impacts of the four alternatives under consideration to those of the 
Project.  Table 6-3 shows whether each alternative is environmentally inferior to, or similar to, 
or inferior to the Project for each of the issue areas studied in this EIR. 
 
The No Project Alternative could be considered environmentally superior overall, as it would 
entail the fewest new roadway projects.  Consequently, it would have the fewest impacts with 
regard to issues most dependent on the overall magnitude of development.  No other scenario 
would be considered superior for more issues.    
    
CEQA also requires a discussion of the environmentally superior alternative scenario other 
than “No Project.”  Each of the other scenarios would reduce impacts as compared to the 
Project in six issue areas.  The Programmed Project scenario (Alternative 3) would have less 
overall impact than either the Agency Preferred Alternative or Modified Project scenarios 
(Alternatives 1 and 2) in most areas because it involves fewer overall capital improvement 
projects.  On the other hand, the Modified Project alternative would avoid the potential Class I 
impact with regard to agricultural resources (land use).  A determination of which of these is 
superior depends upon the relative importance one places upon the various issue areas. 
 
 

Table 6-3  Impact Comparison Summary to Proposed Project 
 

Issue Agency 
Preferred 

Alternative 
(Alternative 1) 

Modified Project 
Alternative 

 
(Alternative 2) 

Programmed 
Project 

Alternative 
(Alternative 3) 

No New 
Development 

 
(Alternative 4) 

Transportation/ - - - - 
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Circulation 
Land Use + + + + 
Air Quality - - - +/- 
Noise + + + + 
Aesthetics + + + + 
Water Resources/ 
Flooding 

+ + + + 

Geological Resources +/- +/- +/- + 
Public Facilities/Recreation +/- +/- +/- + 
Cultural Resources + + + + 
Risk of Upset/  
Hazardous Materials 

+/- +/- +/- - 

Biological Resources + + + + 
 
Overall 
 

 
+ 

 
+ 

 
+ 

 
+ 

+    Superior to the Project 
-     Inferior to the Project 
+/-  Both better and worse than the Project 

 
It should be noted that none of the alternative scenarios would address countywide traffic 
congestion and safety issues to the degree that the RTP would.  Consequently, though the 
Project is not identified as environmentally superior overall, it is the superior alternative from 
the standpoint of addressing countywide traffic and traffic safety issues. 
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