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From: Olejnik, John@DOT <john.olejnik@dot.ca.gov>  
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 12:40 PM 
To: Guy Preston <gpreston@sccrtc.org>; Ginger Dykaar 
<gdykaar@sccrtc.org>; Grace Blakeslee <gblakeslee@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Caltrans Comment Letter - Unified Corridor Investment Study 
(UCIS) 

Attached is the Caltrans comment letter for the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study (UCIS). 

---------------------------------------------------------- 
John Olejnik, Senior Transportation Planner 
Planning Management Liaison 
California Dept of Transportation 
50 Higuera Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA  93401 
(805) 542-4751
john.olejnik@dot.ca.gov
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TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING SERVICES  SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 95064 
         December 27, 2018 
 
Mr. Guy Preston 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
1523 Pacific Avenue 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
 
RE:   Comments on the Unified Corridor Investment Study 
 
Dear Mr. Preston: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the Unified Corridor Investment Study for the Santa Cruz to 
Watsonville corridors. My staff and I have reviewed the document and provide the following technical comments 
for your consideration.   
 
Since announced in 2013, the University of California, under the leadership of President Janet Napolitano, has 
been working aggressively towards its goal of becoming the first university to reach carbon neutrality for its 
buildings and campus fleets by 2025, and to reach full carbon neutrality, including all air and commute emissions, 
by 2050. Every UC campus is working diligently to improve system efficiencies, implement new technologies, 
and educate future generations on the importance of sustaining our planet by reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
and improving equitable and affordable transportation options for all campus affiliates and visitors.   
 
To provide guidance, the University’s Office of the President has adopted Sustainable Practices guidelines for 
each campus to achieve carbon neutrality. Specifically, “the University recognizes that single-occupant vehicle 
(SOV) commuting is a primary contributor to commute GHG emissions and localized transportation impacts” and 
each campus has committed to offering a full range of transportation options to encourage affiliates to travel to 
the campus via non-SOV modes. UCSC has long employed effective parking management policies, the provision 
of extensive transit services through Santa Cruz Metro and a Campus Transit program, as well as the 
implementation of numerous transportation demand management programs including an extensive vanpool 
program, carpool programs, a variety of bike programs, and carsharing. UCSC has been very successful in 
reducing vehicle trips made to campus, lowering VMT, and reducing overall parking demand and GHG levels 
associated with transportation to and from campus. Along with providing substantial student and staff housing on 
campus (which reduces overall trip-making to campus), these programs demonstrate UCSC’s commitment toward 
reducing transportation-related impacts in our community. 
 
The University’s Sustainable Practices policies specifically identify the following goals: 
 

By 2025, each location shall strive to reduce its percentage of employees and students commuting 
by SOV by 10% relative to its 2015 SOV commute rates.  At UCSC, we are working to achieve a 33% 
overall SOV rate, compared to 36% in 2015. 
 
By 2050, each location shall strive to have no more 40% of its employees and no more than 30% of 
all employees and students commuting to the location by SOV. Currently, UCSC has an employee 
SOV rate of 54% and an overall SOV rate of 36.8%.    
 
Consistent with the State of California goal of increasing alternative fuel – specifically electric – vehicle 
usage, the University shall promote purchases and support investment in alternative fuel infrastructure at 
each location. By 2025, each location shall strive to have at least 4.5% of commuter vehicles be ZEV.  
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By 2050, each location shall strive to have at least 30% of commuter vehicles be ZEV.  UCSC’s 
current share of ZEV vehicles is 1.8%.   

 
In addition, the Sustainable Practices recommend that “each location is encouraged to partner with local 
agencies on opportunities to improve sustainable transportation access to and around university facilities 
in addition to developing its own transportation programs.”  
 

Recognizing that the University cannot wait to act to reach 2050 Scope 3 (commuter) Carbon Neutrality Initiative 
goals, the UCSC Campus Sustainability Plan also offers specific interim transportation related goals and priorities 
to be sure the campus is making continued progress towards carbon neutrality: 

 
Reduce commute travel mode impacts relative to a 2017 baseline by:  

o reducing Scope 3 commuter greenhouse gas emissions 10 percent by 2022;  
o reducing commute vehicle miles travelled (VMT) five percent by 2022;  
o and reducing per capita parking demand 10 percent by 2022. 

One strategy the CSP specifically calls out for UCSC is to “increase transit ridership to/from campus 
by 10 percent” through collaboration with “Santa Cruz Metro Transit District (SCMTD) to increase 
capacity and frequency of service on UC Santa Cruz routes, including incorporation of articulated 
buses and new routes to UC Santa Cruz satellite locations.” Overall, UCSC is working to get more 
people out of personal vehicles and into human-powered and other sustainable forms of transit or 
multi-occupant travel. 

 
Another CSP Strategy is for UCSC to “explore creative funding options for sustainable 
transportation programs that reduce vehicle trips and address social justice implications of the 
current fee structure being heavily supported by student fees” 

 
UCSC’s sustainable transportation programs implemented to date include: 
 

• Public Transit: “Fare-free” boarding of all Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District (SCMTD) routes 
operating within Santa Cruz County. Under this longstanding program, UCSC affiliates made nearly 2.6 
million boardings during 2017-18—more than 54% of  all Metro in-county ridership—and paid more 
than $4.4 million in revenue to SCMTD. 
 

• Commuter Vanpools:  UCSC facilitates fourteen 12-passenger vanpools operating from locations in 
Santa Cruz, Monterey and Santa Clara counties, accommodating an average of 130 riders each work day. 

 
• Carsharing:  Since 2007 UCSC has contracted with Zipcar to provide short-term car rentals or 

“carsharing” to accommodate students, staff, and faculty who choose not to own or have private cars at 
UCSC. More than 9,000 UCSC affiliates and 1,600 community members have access to hourly rental of 
twenty-three cars located on-campus and another eight located around the City of Santa Cruz. 
 

• Bike Programs: UCSC provides a free “Bike Shuttle” service transporting an average of 160 cyclists 
each weekday from the Santa Cruz westside to the main campus. In addition, numerous bike safety 
programs are provided to the campus community, including giveaways of bike helmets and lights. 
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• Mode Split: Studies conducted in Spring 2018 at the two campus entrances indicate that nearly 62% of 
all trips made to and from the UCSC main campus rely on a sustainable transportation mode, including 
26.3% on SCMTD transit, 21.5% in multi-occupant cars, 11.8% in other TDM programs (i.e. Commuter 
Vanpools, campus-operated Day & Night Shuttles, and the Bike Shuttle), 1.7% bicycling, and 0.3% 
walking. 
	  

 
General UCIS comments: 
 
Given the Carbon Neutrality and Sustainability goals of the University, our staff provide the following comments 
for your consideration of future investments along the unified corridor: 
 

1. UCSC supports the Preferred Scenario that includes “a range of transportation options” that 
include highway improvements, bus service enhancements, and passenger rail service along with 
significant bike and pedestrian improvements. UCSC operates two satellite campuses located 
immediately adjoining (2300 Delaware site) or within ½ mile (Coastal Science Campus) of the rail 
corridor. SCMTD operates extensive direct bus transit service to the main campus along both Bay Street 
(via Routes 15, 16 and 19) and Western Drive (via Routes 20, 20D, and 22)—both of which offer 
convenient transfer opportunities to rail/bus transit near the Bay/California intersection and on Natural 
Bridges Drive.  
 
Given UCSC’s transit-reliant population for travel to these campus locations, transit along this new 
corridor could result in significant trip reduction, GHG and VMT reductions as well as time savings for 
our affiliates. The UCIS shows that transit ridership would increase significantly to 6% or 5.3% of all 
commuters with transit services along this corridor. As numerous commuting campus affiliates reside in 
mid-county and south county locations, this new rail transit service could help us achieve the CNI goals 
mentioned above. In addition, according to the UCIS, scenarios that develop rail and/or bus transit along 
the rail corridor are the only options that ultimately reduce overall vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
greenhouse gases (GHG), major goals for the UCSC Sustainability Plan.   
 

2. We concur with the recommendation of the City of Santa Cruz to include two additional projects— 
multimodal intersection improvements on Mission Street, and reconstruction of the Highway 1 
Bridge over the San Lorenzo River—as represented in the original Scenario B. 

 
3. UCSC also supports the development of the multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail along the rail 

corridor for safer, direct access to our satellite campuses along this route. UCSC has a relatively high 
bicycle commuter population, especially considering the steep hills to and on our campus. However, the 
City of Santa Cruz has some of the highest rates of bike crashes in our state, many of which involve 
college-age students. Developing a safer, continuous bike route along residential and commercial 
corridors, coupled with the advent of electric bikes, will provide campus affiliates and community 
members a great option for utilizing human-powered modes of travel, including access to transit options. 
 
By offering new and more efficient modes of transit, reaching a broader segment of the UCSC population 
living in the greater Santa Cruz area and beyond, this provides a more equitable transportation network 
for future generations. UCSC is proud to be named a Hispanic-Serving Campus, with 36% of “first-
generation to college” students. However, much of our campus population includes lower-income 
families as evidenced by 35% receiving federal Pell Grants as reflected in the UCIS Figure 28, which 
shows much of the campus area as Poverty level due to the low incomes of our student population.  

 
In addition, many students do not or cannot afford to drive, or have become accustomed to and demand 
more options for travel depending on their needs. Furthermore, UCSC does not allow first- and second-
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year residential students the opportunity to bring personal cars to campus and instead offer great transit, 
carsharing, ridesharing, bike programs and other options. Offering a variety of travel options helps 
support car-free living options and reduces the overall cost of household transportation needs.  
  

 
UCSC staff have been impressed with the extensive and thorough review of all the alternatives presented for the 
Santa Cruz – Watsonville corridor along these three potential routes. Your staff should be commended for all of 
their efforts in this study and other efforts to make our local transportation network sustainable and equitable for 
all members of our community. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Larry Pageler 
Director, Transportation and Parking Services University of California Santa Cruz 
 
Cc:  Teresa Buika, Senior Transportation Planner, UCSC TAPS  

Melissa Whatley, UCSC Government Relations 
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A Non-Profit ( 501c3 ) Educational Corporation 
 

105 Lighthouse Avenue        Santa Cruz, CA  95060      (831) 427-0836         email:   santacruzprt@yahoo.com  
 

To:     The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission and staff 09 January 2019 
 

Dear Commissioners and staff members, 

     In November of 2018, Brett Garrett and Santa Cruz PRT commissioned the 

attached study of PRT from PRT Consulting, Inc. in Franktown, Colorado.  The study 

was prepared under the direction of PRT Consulting President Mr. Peter Muller.  

     Several names and acronyms are commonly used for this transportation mode. 

ATN is an abbreviation (Automated Transportation Networks, in the San Jose study). 

Others include AGT (Automated Guideway Transportation for the Mountain View 

study), PRT (Personal Rapid Transit), GRT (Group Rapid Transit), and Podcars in the 

EU. We use ATN for the remainder of this letter. 

     The purpose of this study is to document why the RTC Unified Corridor Study 

(UCS) should add ATN to the transportation modes to be considered as a part of the 

UCS. This is accomplished by addressing each of the performance measures used in 

the UCS in turn, with emphasis being placed on comparison with Scenario B. 

   We write for several reasons to tell you of the high degree of applicability of ATN 
for Santa Cruz County and the UCS.  

• The first reason is the stellar safety record of ATN systems. Those in operation around 
the world are a startling 100% free of any fatalities or serious injury since 1975! 
(when the first system was launched)  This is in comparison to about 40,000 fatalities 
on USA highways each year and, to a lesser but equally disturbing degree of recurring 
fatal accidents and serious injuries on conventional and light rail. 
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UNIFIED CORRIDOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
AUTOMATED TRANSIT NETWORK ALTERNATIVE 

CONCEPTUAL EVALUATION 

INTRODUCTION 
“The objective of the Unified Corridor Investment Study 
(UCS) is to identify multimodal transportation investments 
that provide the most effective use of Highway 1, Soquel 
Ave/Soquel Dr/Freedom Blvd, and the Santa Cruz Branch 
Rail Line to serve the community’s transportation 
needs.” 1 The UCS considered bus transit, rail transit, auto, 
bike/ped and rail freight modes. It also considered automated 
vehicles/connected vehicles even though those modes are 
still emerging. Despite this multi-modal approach, the study 
completely ignores a mode that has been operating in public 
service since 1975. This mode is called automated transit 
networks (ATN – an umbrella term for personal and group 
rapid transit - PRT & GRT). ATN suppliers such as Vectus, 
Ultra, Modutram and 2getthere have had ATN systems in 
continuous public service since 19992. ATN systems have 
completed over 200 million injury-free passenger miles. 

The purpose of this paper is to document why the UCS 
should add ATN to the modes considered. This is 
accomplished by addressing each of the performance 
measures used in the UCS in turn, with emphasis being 
placed on comparison with Scenario B, understood to be the 

likely preferred scenario. 

 

 
 

Figure 1. ATN Systems in Public Service 

                                                 
1 SCCRTC’s Unified Corridor Investment Study, Step 2 Analysis Results, Draft, September 2018, by Kimley Horn 
2 Video clip of ATN systems in operation: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8IM5299tXcw& 
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AUTOMATED TRANSIT NETWORKS 

DEFINITION AND DESCRIPTION ATN DEFINITION 

• Small driverless 

vehicles 

• Exclusive guideways 

• Offline stations 

• On-board switching 

ATN C

Automated transit networks (ATN) is an umbrella term for two 
concepts that are now merging into one. These are personal 
rapid transit (PRT) and group rapid transit (GRT). PRT was 
conceived to use small (2 – 6 seated passengers) driverless 
vehicles carrying individuals or parties travelling together 
nonstop from origin to destination and not sharing rides with 
strangers. GRT uses large driverless vehicles (up to 20 or 
even30 seated and/or standing passengers) which often wait 
before departing to encourage ride sharing and stop at 
intermediate stations if necessary. Modern PRT systems 
generally have 4 to 6 seats, encourage ride sharing and may 
make an intermediate stop or two. Other terms for these 
systems include Podcars (commonly used in Sweden) and 
Pod Taxis (commonly used in India). This study refers to 
these systems as PRT, GRT or ATN as appropriate. 

HARACTERISTICS 

• Short wait times 

e 

 

• On-demand servic

• Mostly nonstop 

• Seated travel 

• High reliability

• Very safe 

ATN systems provide a very high level of service and 
passengers have no need to know routes, schedules or 
transfer points. All they need to know is the name of their 
destination station. 

Table 1 on the following page provides a comparison of PRT 
with cars and conventional transit.   

ATN systems proven in public service have capacities ranging from 2,000 to 10,000 passengers per 
hour per direction (pphpd) and maximum speeds ranging from 25 to 43 miles per hour. Higher 
capacities and speeds up to 20,000 pphpd and 60 mph are under development now that the American 
Society of Civil Engineers has agreed to adapt their Automated People Mover Standards to better apply 
to ATN systems. The maximum speed assumed in this study is 40 mph while the maximum capacity 
assumed is 5,000 pphpd. 
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON BETWEEN TRANSIT, CAR AND PRT(Source: PRT Consulting) 
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SOLUTIONS PROVEN IN PUBLIC SERVICE 

The Ultra PRT System 
The Ultra system is rubber-tired, battery-
powered, and runs on an open guideway. 
The front wheels are steerable, and the 
vehicle keeps itself on the guideway 
without any physical lateral guidance 
(using lasers), simplifying switching, which 
is accomplished by steering. This system 
has been in operation at London’s 
Heathrow International Airport since April 
2011. The commitment to using off-the-
shelf technology, wherever possible, 
coupled with a rigorous testing and 
development program, has allowed the 
Ultra system to be the first modern PRT system to win a commercial contract. Heathrow Airport has 
expressed its satisfaction with the system by including significant expansion in its budget. However, it is 
understood that construction of a new runway may obliterate the existing system and alter the plans for 
expansion. 

Figure 2. Ultra PRT Vehicle on Elevated Guideway 

The Ultra vehicle was designed for four adults, plus luggage. However, Heathrow has opted to replace 
the bucket seats with bench seats, allowing the vehicle to carry a family of six. Commuter versions of 
this vehicle are anticipated to include two jump seats allowing six adults to be accommodated. 

Open guideway PRT, such as that used by Ultra and 2getthere, tends to be more economical, but the 
rubber/guideway interface can be problematic during inclement weather conditions. Ultra has plans to 
address this issue, by using a glass fiber 
reinforced plastic grating as the riding 
surface. Preliminary testing by PRT 
Consulting in the winters of 2006 and 
2007 has shown this solution to be very 
successful in mitigating the effects of 
Colorado snowfall. 

Ultra PRT Ltd. is under new ownership 
that is aggressively marketing the system 
in Asia. They are reducing costs by 
implementing vehicle manufacture in India 
and other means. They are also 
developing a next-generation control 
system to allow higher speeds and shorter 
headways intended to increase capacity 

 
Figure 3. 2getthere’s Third-Generation GRT Vehicle 
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while reducing costs.   

The 2getthere GRT System 
2getthere, a Dutch company, has been operating an automated GRT-like shuttle bus system, in 
cooperation with Frog Navigation Systems 
in Rotterdam, Holland, since 1999. They 
are delivering their second GRT system 
using third-generation vehicles in Dubai in 
the United Arab Emirates. This system will 
have 25 vehicles and a capacity up to 
5,000 pphpd. A third system is being 
delivered to Brussels Airport. The vehicles 
are capable of speeds up to 37 mph. 
Operation in mixed traffic is possible with 
top speeds up to about 30 mph. 

 
Figure 4. 2getthere PRT Vehicles in Station 

The 2getthere PRT System 
2getthere’s true PRT system was the first 
of its kind when it went into operation in 
Masdar City in the United Arab Emirates 
in November 2010. 

2gethere’s PRT system is of the open guideway type, with somewhat similar attributes to those of the 
Ultra system.  

The Vectus PRT System 
Vectus is a subsidiary of POSCO, one of 
the world’s largest steel manufacturers. 
Despite being a British company owned 
and operated by Koreans, Vectus chose 
to establish a full-size test track, with an 
off-line station, in Swedento prove 
operability in winter weather conditions 
and to meet the rigorous Swedish safety 
requirements. They have now 
accomplished both goals and moved on to 
implement a system in South Korea. 

The Vectus system is of the captive-
bogey type, where the undercarriage, or 
bogey, is not steerable, but has wheels which run along vertical side elements, thus, keeping the 
vehicle on the guideway. Switching is accomplished by movable wheels mounted on the vehicle. The 
test track vehicles were propelled (and braked) by linear induction motors mounted in the guideway. 
Mounting the motors in the guideway reduces the weight of the vehicles but increases the cost of the 
guideway. This is advantageous for high-capacity systems, but expensive for low-capacity systems.  

 
Figure 5. Vectus PRT Vehicles in Station 
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Their first application in Suncheon Bay, South Korea, uses conventional rotary motors which obtain 
wayside (third rail) power. Propulsion batteries are not required, allowing the vehicles to be lighter in 
weight.  

The Vectus Vehicle is designed to carry four or six seated adults, plus their luggage. In an urban 
transportation mode, the vehicle can also accommodate up to six standees. 

The Modutram ATN System 
While not yet in public service, the 
Modutram system has been included here 
because of the extensiveness of its test 
track and demonstration program. A 
public project is understood to be 
imminent.  

Modutram, is being developed as a 
university effort with considerable funding 
from the Mexican government.  This 
system is comprised of rubber-tired 
vehicles operating on a steel track. The vehicles have electric motors that are battery-powered. 

 
Figure 6. Modutram PRT Vehicles Leaving Station 

The Modutram system has been designed specifically for the Mexican climate and is not initially 
intended to be capable of operating satisfactorily in snow and ice conditions.  Development has 
progressed fairly smoothly from the initial design through a small test track to a larger test track with 
two stations and, more recently, a demonstration system that carries passengers in six-passenger 
vehicles.                                

Modutram appears well suited for urban operations.  The system is designed for speeds up to 40 mph 
with minimum headways of 3 to 4 seconds. Vehicles can be physically coupled together to increase 
capacity. 

SOLUTIONS NOT YET PROVEN IN PUBLIC SERVICE 
Numerous ATN systems are in various stages of development ranging from being mere concepts to 
having engineering design completed and prototype systems in various stages of development. Some 
of the better-known names include JPods, Metrino, Futran (Milotek), PRT International, skyTran, Swift 
ATN and TransitX.  

Some of the previously-mentioned systems have not emerged into the market because they have not 
yet funded a full-scale test track demonstrating complete functionality. All the example systems 
mentioned herein have achieved that demonstration milestone and have gone on to put systems into 
passenger serving operations. Others may emerge at any time. 

Some of the emerging suppliers make aggressive claims regarding the costs and capabilities of their 
systems. These claims have often not been proven in practice and have therefore been ignored in this 
study. Should high speeds and capacities become viable at very low costs, this will further enhance the 
feasibility of the solutions discussed here. 
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More information on ATN concepts can be found here: www.prtconsulting.com and 
here: www.advancedtransit.org 

CONCEPTUAL ATN LAYOUT 
A conceptual layout (Figures 7 and 8) has been developed for purposes of comparison with the 
Scenario Brail project. Like the rail project, it extends along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line right-of-
way from the Westside of Santa Cruz to Pajaro Station near Watsonville. Unlike the rail project, 
portions of the alignment (mostly those through developed areas) are one-way with return one-way 
guideways located in the adjacent communities, mostly along the Soquel Avenue/Drive BRT routes. 

These return guideways are elevated to facilitate retrofitting into existing road rights-of-way. Portions of 
the alignment within the rail right-of-way are also elevated to avoid at-grade crossings with other traffic 
(a key factor contributing to ATN safety and reliability). 

 
Figure 7. Conceptual ATN Layout Santa Cruz to Aptos 

Note that the routing and station locations shown are in no way intended to be final. The southern 
portion of the route could serve Freedom Blvd. (equivalent to BRT Lite in the UCS) or Highway 1. It 
could do so as a two-way line or it could be in the form of a one-way loop. In the latter case it would 
provide service/stations along two of the three routes (the rail corridor, Freedom Blvd. and Highway 1). 
It would also be possible to extend the system to UCSC and/or other destinations. If a goal is to 
improve circulation within Santa Cruz (for example), more guideway could be added, including 
additional north-south connectors with new stations between the loops shown. 

ATN has almost infinite capability to be scaled up or down. It would be possible to start with a simple 
two-station demonstration shuttle system and to scale up from there in phases. As new routes and 
stations are added, the new stations will be accessible from the old with no transfers being necessary. 
The portion of the system from Santa Cruz to Aptos is likely to be very viable as a stand-alone system 
that could cover its own operating costs and most, if not all, of its capital costs through fare-box 
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Figure 8. Conceptual ATN Layout Aptos to Watsonville 

revenue. 

 

 

 
TABLE 2. CONCEPTUAL ATN LAYOUT CHARACTERISTICS 
Feature Quantity 
At-Grade Track Length (miles) 20 
At-Grade Stations 5 
Elevated Track Length (miles) 38 
Elevated Stations 52 
Average Speed (mph) 39 
Trip Time Santa Cruz to Watsonville (mins) 30 

 
The ability of ATN to achieve a 39-mph average speed with a 40-mph maximum speed derives from the 
fact that all stations are offline, requiring no slowing of through vehicles. Note that slowing for horizontal 
alignment characteristics (tight curves – of which there are few) has been accounted for. 

A single at-grade ATN track only requires about seven feet of right-of-way. The ATN may thus be able 
to co-exist with the existing rail line allowing for freight operations.   
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CONCEPTUAL ATN ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS – 2035 FORECASTS 
This section provides a conceptual analysis of the ATN alternative with particular reference to 
passenger rail and bus rapid transit as envisioned for Scenario B (understood to presently be preferred 
by some community groups). 

SAFETY 
Automated guideway transit is held to a far higher standard of safety (American Society of Civil 
Engineers Automated People Movers Standards) than any other mode of surface transportation. ATN 
operates on exclusive guideways separated from pedestrians and traffic. There are no crossings, only 
merges and diverges. The results speak for themselves – over 200 million injury-free passenger miles. 
Couple this with the fact that ATN’s higher level of service attracts more passengers than any other 
transit mode and it is clear that ATN will significantly increase safety over any other solution. 

RELIABILITY AND EFFICIENCY 
ATN systems for which data is publicly available (Heathrow Airport and Masdar City) are operating at 
availabilities more than 99.5%. This is five times more reliable than transit level of service A (97.5%). 

Peak Period Mean Auto Travel Time 
While an analysis of the impacts of ATN on auto travel time has not been undertaken, the significantly 
higher mode share with ATN (see below) will result in fewer autos on the road than with other transit 
modes and thus should have a greater positive impact on congestion and travel speeds. 

Peak Period Mean Transit Travel Time 
Referring to UCS Table 17, the ATN average travel time of 30 minutes between Downtown Watsonville 
and Downtown Santa Cruz is better than theaverage AM and PM peak period auto times of 52 and 60 
minutes respectively. Referring to UCS Table 35, Scenario B, it is also better than the best bus time of 
53.6 minutes and the passenger rail time of 41.0 minutes and considerably better than the worst bus 
time of 83.7 minutes. 

Travel Time Reliability 
ATN systems are designed to avoid traffic jams. Overcrowding results in people waiting a bit longer in 
stations which encourages ridesharing and thus boosts capacity at the time it is most needed. Trip 
times are always the same between any two stations with the small exception that some passengers 
may have a small detour or an intermediate stop or two if they have agreed to rideshare. Even these 
passengers will be able to count on very little daily variability in trip and waiting times. 

Mode Share 
The mode share for ATN has been based on the transit mode share for Scenario B adjusted to account 
for changes in waiting and travel times as well as revenue miles. The transit mode share for Scenario 
Bincludes 7,396 rail boardingsper day (10/16/18 UCS FAQ) and an unstated number of bus 
boardingsper day. Based on boardings reported by the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District, Route 
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91X, the Santa Cruz/Watsonville Express has 704 daily boardings and Route 71, Santa Cruz to 
Watsonville has 1,920 daily boardings.  

The following discussion explains how bus daily ridership and ATN daily and peak period ridership were 
estimated for Scenario B from this information. 

The analysis was based on work done by Liu3 and uses a Logit Model to estimate changes in mode 
share based on modal preferences and changes in trip times. Mode preference is the extra time a 
person would spend to use their preferred mode. For example, people have been shown to be willing to 
take a 25-minute longer trip by car rather than catch a bus. Public stated-preference surveys by PRT 
Consulting have shown ATN mode preference over bus to be higher than auto but, to be conservative, 
it has been assumed to be the average of auto (25 minutes) and rail (10 minutes). Transit wait times 
have been assumed to be the square root of peak headwayas per UCS Table 11. Since the number of 
bus stops varies, the first and last mile times for all systems have both been assumed to be five 
minutes. The BRT times have been averaged into one time. The average fare per trip was assumed to 
be the samefor all modes($5.50 per trip) and was therefore not a factor.  

The Logit Model can predict the increase or decrease in ridership of a given mode based on the known 
ridership and any changes in service level (headways, first- and last-mile times and travel times). With 
the addition of modal preference values, it can be used to predict the ridership if one mode is replaced 
with another. 

First, the Logit Model was used to estimate the BRT boardings in Scenario B. To do this, the model 
calculated the number of BRT boardings that would result if passenger rail, which produced 7,396 
boardings, was paralleled with BRT service running a mile or so away through roughly similar 
neighborhoods.The characteristics of the rail and BRT service used in the model are shown in Table 3. 
The result was 1,479 BRT trips. This seemed low relative to the existing boardings and the BRT 
boardings were increased by 30% to 1,920 (the same as Route 71) to be conservative. 

Next, the model was run in the same manner using the factors in Table 3 to predict the number of ATN 
boardings that would result if the rail system was replaced by an ATN system(22,800) and, secondly, if 
the BRT system was replaced with an ATN system (28,100). These results total 50,900 ATN boardings. 

Table 3 shows the assumptions for each mode and the resulting ATN trips.  

TABLE 3. RIDERSHIP ASSUMPTIONS AND RESULTS (SCENARIO B) 
Mode Headway Wait 

Time 
First + Last 

Mile 
Travel 
Time 

Mode 
Preference 

Boardings 

Passenger Rail 30 5.5 10 41.0 10 7,396 
BRT (estimated average) 15 3.9 10 70.5 0 1,920 
ATN 1 1.0 10 30.0 17.5 50,900 
 

To test the accuracy of the Logit Model, it was used (in a previous project) to predict the bus ridership 
on the Red Route in Clemson, South Carolina, based on the actual automobile ridership and the 
                                                 
3Liu, R et al (1997), “Assessment of Intermodal Transfer Penalties Using Stated Preference Data”, Transportation 
Research Record 1607 pp 74-80 
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differences in trip characteristics between the auto and bus trips. The model was run twice with slightly 
different factors each time. It predicted an average bus ridership of 3,459 which was 4% higher than the 
actual bus ridership of 3,239. 

To compare the Logit Model to the model used in the UCS, it was used to predict the ridership on BRT 
in the rail corridor based on the rail ridership and the difference between the rail and BRT 
characteristics. The characteristics used are shown in Table 4below. The first/last mile times used 
reflect the fact that the BRT has twice the number of stations as the passenger rail. 

TABLE 4. RIDERSHIP ASSUMPTIONS AND RESULTS (RAIL & BRT IN RAIL CORRIDOR) 
Mode Headway Wait Time First + Last 

Mile 
Travel 
Time 

Mode 
Preference 

Boardings 

Scenario B Rail 30 5.5 15 41.0 10 7,396 
Scenario C BRT  15 3.9 7.5 65.1 0 3,698 
 

The 3,698 predicted BRT trips are 251 (6%) less than the 3,949 predicted by the UCS (10/16/18 FAQ). 

The results in Table 3 above are consistent with those of other investigators around the world as 
illustrated in Figure 9, which is based on 
studies undertaken in the named cities using 
a variety of methodologies. 

Part of the reason the ATN system does so 
well is that it covers both the rail and the 
Soquel BRT routes and would undoubtedly 
also pick up traffic from the local bus routes 
(a factor not accounted for above).This is 
largely because, unlike BRT, ATN combines 
high average speeds with numerous 
stations. Note that savings in local bus 
operating costs have not been accounted for 
here. 

 
Figure 9. Transit Mode Share With and Without ATN 

The 50,900 daily ATN boardings result in 
about 3,000 ATN pphpd in the peak hour (assuming 10% of trips are in the peak hour and a 60/40 
directional split), which is less than the previously-selected maximum line capacity for this project of 
5,000. The projected ATN boardings are not out of line with the 13,900 average daily boardings 
reported in 2010 for the Morgantown PRT system which only has five stations4. 

To estimate countywide mode share, it was anticipated that bus ridership for UCSC and Highway 17 
will exceed the current level of at least 11,000 daily trips5, for a countywide total of at least 61,900 daily 
transit trips. Therefore, assuming a total of 947,700 daily trips for all modes (10/16/18 UCS FAQ) the 
countywide transit mode share with ATN is likely 6.53% or better, exceeding the anticipated result for 
Scenario B. 
                                                 
4 PRT Facilities Master Plan, West Virginia University, by Gannett Fleming, Lea+Elliott, Olszak, June 2010 
5 Santa Cruz Metro, Comprehensive Operational Analysis, January 2016 
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Despite the comparisons and justifications, some will doubt the ability of high-quality transit with reliable 
express,on-demand service, numerous stations and short waiting times to attract riders. The ATN 
boardings have therefore been reduced 25% in the following analyses. This results in a daily 
ATN ridership of 38,800. 

ECONOMIC VITALITY 

Public Investment 
The UCS revenue analysis appears to ignore fare-box revenues. This analysis assumes fare-box 
revenues at the average rate of $5.50 per boarding. In addition, to obtain a true comparison of the total 
cost of each system, the operating costs and fare-box revenues are estimated over a life of 30 years, 
assuming the 2035 ridership represents the average ridership. The daily boardings have been 
multiplied by 300 to determine annual boardings. The daily boardings are for weekday ridership and the 
300 multiplier is used in place of 365 to account for lower ridership on weekends and holidays. 

TABLE 5. TOTAL COST COMPARISON (SCENARIO B) 
(All figures in thousands of year 2018dollars, except subsidy per ride in 2018 dollars) 
Mode Capital 

Cost 
($000) 

O&M Costs 
Over 30 Years 

($000) 

Fare-Box Revenue 
Over 30 Years 

($000) 

Total Net Cost 
Over 30 Years 

($000) 

Subsidy 
Per Ride 

($) 
Soquel/Freedom 
BRT+ bus-on-
shoulder (1,920 
daily boardings) 

$44,863 $534,000 -$95,040 $483,823 $28.00?6

Rail (7,396 daily 
boardings) 

$339,800 $420,000 -$366,100 $393,700 $5.91 

Scenario B Total $384,663 $954,000 -$446,142 $877,521 $10.47 
ATN(38,800 daily 
boardings) $1,403,500 $1,158,000 -$1,920,600 $640,900 $1.84 

 

Even though table 5 shows that the ATN solution is considerably more expensive, it attracts far more 
passengers and thus has higher fare-box revenues. The ATN system more than covers its own 
operating costs through fare-box revenues (almost unheard of for US transit systems). In order to also 
cover the capital costs over 30 years (neglecting interest), the subsidy per ride for ATN is only $1.84. 
Even if the ATN ridership estimate is halved, the capital costs would be reduced (since fewer vehicles 
are needed).The operating cost would be approximately  halved, and the required a subsidy would 
be$5.42 per ride, about half of Santa Cruz Metro’s current subsidy (for operating costs only) for intercity 
routes.On the other hand, as ATN ridership increases, the required subsidy decreases. 

Note that it has proven impossible to ascertain the extent, if any, of BRT costs not included in the UCS 
Study. The study seems to imply that the costs shown are additional to existing service, which will 
continue, but does not provide the cost of the continuing service.Also, it is unclear whether the 
                                                 
6Ridership based on Table 3 assumptions. The UCS estimated BRT ridership is unknown. 

UCS - Comments Received Community Groups | Page 31



 

13            Conceptual ATN Evaluation, November, 2018             
 

projected fare-box revenue has been deducted from the annual O&M costs in the study or not (Table 4 
assumes not). 

An analysis of the potential amount of funding from known federal, state, and local revenue sources for 
ATN is not included here. Even though the ATN solution has the potential to fund itself (should the 
contingency allowances not be required), it is eligible for FTA funding in competition with other fixed-
guideway modes as evidenced by the continuing federal grants being awarded to the Morgantown PRT 
System. 

It is likely that an ATN system can be acquired under a design/build/finance/operate/maintain/transfer 
procurement model requiring little to no upfront funding. The supplier team would finance the project 
and receive payments over time in return for ensuring the system is available for public use meeting 
predetermined criteria. Technical and business failure risks would be protected by performance and 
payment bonds ensuring all debts will be paid and the system will be removed if it fails to work. 

Visitor Tax Revenues and Other Economic Impacts 
While no analysis is included here, the increased transit use, shorter trip times and reduced congestion 
should result in increased visitor tax revenues and positive economic impacts. 

Costs Associated with Collisions 
Motor vehicle collisions and associated costs should reduce approximately in proportion to the increase 
in transit mode share. 

ENVIRONMENT AND HEALTH 

Automobile Vehicle Miles Traveled 
If we assume the average transit trip length is 5.9 miles (UCS Page 119), we find that ATN increases 
the daily transit person trip miles by approximately 245,000. Assuming an average automobile 
occupancy of 1.29 (UCS Table16) and disregarding any induced automobile travel demand, this would 
reduce daily automobile vehicle miles traveled by approximately 190,000. This is about twice the 
anticipated VMT reduction for Scenario B. 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
While no analysis has been undertaken, ATN has a smaller footprint (seven feet wide for one-way track 
at grade) than any other transit mode. In addition, the lightweight vehicles produce almost no noise, 
vibrations, emissions or electro-magnetic interference. Accommodating a trail next to the ATN system 
will be relatively easy compared to train or bus, especially since the ATN guideway can be elevated the 
entire way or just in tight situations. 

Greenhouse Gas and Criteria Pollutants 
ATN vehicles themselves do not emit greenhouse gases, and in general ATN systems consume about 
one third of the energy per passenger mile of other transit systems. ATN guideways are well-suited to 
support solar panels (costs not considered here) which may be sufficient to meet the needs for motive 
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power. Even if the system lacks solar panels, it would likely be powered with carbon-free electricity from 
Monterey Bay Community Power.Battery-powered vehicles could facilitate energy storage. Reduction in 
automobile vehicle miles traveled and congestion should have significant positive impacts on 
emissions. 

EQUITABLE ACCESS 

Transit Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Unlike most other transit modes, ATN vehicles do not have to travel to the end of the line or even the 
end of a scheduled route before turning around. Furthermore, they do not need to move to provide 
availability when there is no demand. This means there is less relatively empty vehicle movement. It 
also makes it more complicated to determine vehicle miles traveled without a detailed station-to-station 
trip demand matrix. Nonetheless, the ATN vehicle miles traveled have been estimated at 43.8 million 
miles per year. This is 6.5 times higher than the 6.65 million shown in UCS Figure 41.  

Household Transportation Cost 
Since “How much a household spends on transportation depends primarily on the number of 
automobiles in the household” (UCS Page 130), it is clear that the increased transit mode share with 
ATN will do more to reduce household transportation costs than any other alternative. 

The community may wish to implement a tiered fare structure to encourage ride sharing and give 
passengers more control over their transit spending. For example: 

• Tier one passengers pay per vehicle. They get a vehicle dedicated to them and their party (one 
to six). They wait less than a minute and travel nonstop to their destination.  

• Tier two passengers pay per ride. They must be willing to wait up to (say) five minutes for others 
to arrive who are on the same route and can share the ride. They may have to make an 
intermediate stop or two.  

• Tier three passengers pay a very low fare per ride and must be willing to wait longer (up to 20 or 
30 minutes) for their ride.  

This fairly unique ability to match the level of service to the fare paid promotes equitable access and 
mobility for all. An animation of an ATN station configured to accommodate this type of operation may 
be viewed here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dXyBJ_nyh4M& 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
ATN systems are commercially available from a number of suppliers. They have been in continuous 
public service since 1975 (1999 for commercially-available systems). This conceptual study has found 
a six-passenger ATN system to be superior to the UCS Scenario B combination of passenger rail and 
BRT. It is believed that consideration of a 24-passenger GRT system would probably also find superior 
results.  

This analysis has not been undertaken to the same depth as the UCS analysis. However, the level of 
accuracy is adequate to demonstrate that ATN will be a far superior solution that is worthy of further 
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consideration. The operating characteristics have been proven in public service. The costs have been 
derived by experienced suppliers from projects that have been implemented. Even if the ridership 
estimate is halved, the ATN system will still cover its operating costs with fare-box revenues and it will 
only require a subsidy of $5.42 per ride to also cover its capital costs. This is far lower than any other 
alternative. 

The thirteen key criteria in the UCS study have each been addressed. ATN has been found to be 
superior to Scenario B for each criterion. There appears to be no credible argument to exclude ATN 
from consideration.  

APPENDIX A – PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND COST ESTIMATES 
The ATN project description and cost estimates are provided below. This project has been evaluated at 
a conceptual level and a contingency of 50% has been used. Costs are based mostly on fixed bid 
prices in South Carolina in 2016 adjusted to reflect this project’s size and location. 

“Annual Operations and Maintenance” includes costs for new ATN service, vehicle operations and 
maintenance as well as facility maintenance. Maintenance costs include replacement of worn parts up 
to and including vehicle replacement as necessary. 

Project Table A-1: ATN System 
Limits Natural Bridges Drive in Santa Cruz to Pajaro Station near Watsonville. The route from 

Aptos to Cabrillo Highway near Watsonville consists of two-way track along the Santa 
Cruz Branch Rail Line right-of-way, mostly at-grade. The remainder of the route is 
mostly elevated and consists of one-way track along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line 
right-of-way forming interconnected loops with one-way track along Mission Street, 
Lincoln Street, Soquel Avenue/Drive, 17th Avenue, Capitola Road, Clares Street and 
Wharf Road in Santa Cruz and along Salinas Road, Porter Drive, Main Street, Freedom 
Boulevard, South Green Valley Road and Ohlone Parkway in Watsonville. See Figures 
7 and 8 for maps of the layout showing proposed station locations. It should be noted 
that the guideway routing and station locations shown are conceptual. They are 
intended for use in this conceptual analysis only. Determining preferred routing and 
locations requires extensive public input.  

Description On-demand passenger service provided by driverless small (six-passenger) vehicles 
traveling along exclusive guideways and serving offline stations. Guideways and 
stations may be elevated or at-grade. This analysis is based on six-passenger battery-
powered vehicles such as offered by Ultra or Modutram (and possibly 2getthere if they 
can accommodate six passengers). 

Scope Connect 57 stations with 58.3 miles of one-way track. Provide 20 hours of service 365 
days a year with an average wait time less than three minutes at any station and 
average speeds exceeding 35 mph.  
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Editor’s Note:   A total cost table was originally included here. However it included cost figures for a 
maximum possible system. We think such a system would be built over many decades, not just a few 
years. So it’s unwise to include such large systems costs here. 
 
The initial proof for any  NEW  ATN system in the USA will be a small demonstration. The jurisdiction 
will require extensive acceptance criteria.  After satisfying all acceptance criteria, some initial phase will 
extend passenger service to a meaningful destination such as a transit center, a downtown area, a 
school campus, a sports arena, or other high trip-volume destination.  This first expansion will probably 
be a mile or less. Certainly not dozens of miles. With excellent success and ridership, public demand 
will lead decision makers to add additional increments. It is probably not a good idea to anticipate a 
very large ATN system being built all at once. The temptation is too great for bloated costs, over runs,  
and other monetary mischief which has killed planned large ATN projects.  In those examples, the 
result was invariably doing more of the same things already in use in that jurisdiction.   
End of Editor’s Note 

 

 

The Vectus “Sky Cube” ATN vehicle in Suncheon, South Korea 
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• ATN is electric and can easily use power from solar panels to be a compelling answer 

to transportation GHG emissions. We have far too few implementations of our climate 

action plans so this one would be most welcome. 

• Construction cost of a mile of ATN guideway is less than half the cost of a mile of new 

freeway lane. Perhaps even less. 

• ATN trips carry their passengers from origin to destination NON-STOP.  This matches 

the best performance of automobiles but also whisks passengers right past traffic jams 

and freeway bottlenecks. Because of these dependable and short trip times, Commuters 

may well prefer ATN over personal auto trips (happily reducing SOV automobile trips). 

 

For these and MANY other reasons you will see in the study, it is our request that 

ATN be included in any UCS alternatives analysis.   A wealth of additional 

information and data is available about ATN transportation and we are happy to assist 

the RTC and its staff in obtaining it. 

Sincerely, 

 
Ed Porter, President, 
Santa Cruz PRT, Inc. 
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From: Mark Mesiti-Miller   
Sent: Sunday, January 6, 2019 4:07 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org; ucs@sccrtc.org 
Cc: 'Guy Preston' <gpreston@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: RE: Why Rail and Trail not Bus Rapid Transit and Trail is Best 
Way Forward  

Greetings Commissioners, 
Please find attached the more detailed analysis supporting the points made 
in the letter transmitted via the email below.  
Best regards, 
Mark 

Mark Mesiti-Miller, P.E. 
(831) 818-3660
Board Chair, Santa Cruz County Friends of the Rail and Trail
Build the Trail – Keep the Rail
www.railandtrail.org
Imagine – 4 min video: https://youtu.be/qe3gRU-bpWY
Top 10 Reasons to Build the Rail Trail ASAP – 80 sec video:
http://tiny.cc/TopTenReasons
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Introduction 

This detailed analysis is focused on answering the question of why the County of Santa Cruz should move 
forward to implement passenger rail transit rather than bus rapid transit along the existing rail corridor. A 
number of issues are explored and analyzed. Most of the data used in the analysis is taken directly from the 
Unified Corridor Investment Study (UCS). Other data sources are referenced when used.  
 

Background Information  

Passenger Rail Transit on the rail corridor is easy to understand and implement as it simply consists of 
upgrading the existing railroad tracks, adding boarding platforms and other appurtenances and running 
some type of new passenger rail vehicle along the tracks between Watsonville and Santa Cruz. There are 
many modern passenger rail vehicles to choose from and a final selection should be made after studying 
the specific needs of this county.  

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on the rail corridor is a bit more challenging to understand as the proposed BRT 
system only uses about 40% of the rail corridor (8.5 mi of 20.5 mi). The rest of the time, BRT will be running 
on local surface streets or along Highway 1. Even in the short 8.5 mile section of the rail corridor proposed 
for BRT use, more than 70% of this length (6.1 mi of 8.5 mi) requires running BRT on local surface streets 
near the rail corridor. Below is an illustration of the proposed BRT system taken from the UCS, Table 12. 
Take a moment to study the “BRT on the rail corridor” proposal ‐ it is important to understand what BRT on 
the rail corridor really means. Regarding vehicles, there are basically two types of buses from which to 
choose for BRT purposes: a standard bus or an articulated bus (sometimes referred to as a ‘bendy’).  

 

As proposed, BRT on the corridor will consist of two‐way traffic (2.4 miles) and one‐way traffic (6.1 miles) 
with reverse direction on parallel local streets for a total of 8.5 miles. There are four places along this 8.5 
mile stretch where two‐way BRT traffic will occur over one‐lane segments under signal control (buses will 
be held until lane is clear of bus traffic in opposing direction).  

Two types of BRT service levels were identified in the UCS. BRT with 20 stops and BRT Express with 8 stops 
between Watsonville and Santa Cruz. Where data is provided for both service levels, only the data for BRT 
Express service is used to compare “apples to apples”.  

The UCS is silent regarding what types of site appurtenances (boarding areas, shelters, intermodal transfer 
facilities, ticketing machines, bike parking, auto parking, etc) and other corridor improvements (signal 
controls at surface street intersections, traffic barriers between busway and trail, etc) would be included in 
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the implementation of BRT on the rail corridor. Yet, costs for these items appear to be included in the UCS 
estimated costs for rail transit. Thus, cost comparisons between BRT and rail transit are not accurate. 

Analysis 

BRT on the corridor only uses about 40% of rail corridor (8.5 mi of 20.5 mi) between SC and Watsonville. 
This fact alone raises important questions that must be addressed including: 

 what happens to the other 12 miles of the rail corridor between Watsonville and Aptos 

 how much of the remaining 12 miles exists as easements only and would be subject to expensive 
and lengthy litigation resulting from presumed abandonment of the rail line 

 how much delay in building the rail trail would occur while easement issues are resolved and the 
rail trail master plan and environmental documents are redone  

o Assuming an average 3% annual rate of inflation and a delay of 10 years, means the cost of 
the Rail Trail currently estimated to cost $283M would go up $97M raising the total cost to 
$380M. This delay is an unnecessary waste of time and money.  

o If we add the cost of trail delay to the current estimated cost of BRT on the rail corridor, the 
estimated cost of BRT on the corridor rises to $362M, well beyond the $325M estimated 
cost of passenger rail transit. 

 could we lose portions of the rail corridor all together ending the opportunity to have a continuous 
rail trail – what potential upside public benefit justifies taking such a risk ? 

As proposed BRT on the rail corridor fails to address the ‘Aptos Strangler’ identified as the obvious single 
biggest transportation bottleneck by internationally acclaimed transportation expert, Jarrett Walker, as BRT 
on the rail corridor starts/ends at State Park Drive. The ‘Aptos Strangler’ is a substantial source of social 
inequity and denies south county residents from enjoying the same access to education and employment 
opportunities as north county residents. The ‘Aptos Strangler’ denies south county residents the freedom 
north county residents have now and denies them the improved freedom north county residents would 
enjoy with a more robust transit system afforded by BRT on the rail corridor. Accordingly, BRT on the 
corridor appears to be discriminatory in that it fails to provide the same social equity and economic 
opportunity as rail transit would to all citizens. 

The above figure illustrates how convoluted BRT on the corridor will be. Less than 30% of the rail corridor 
proposed for BRT allows unrestricted 2 way bus traffic. Accordingly, the proposal doesn’t meet the basic 
definition of a BRT system. If one simply studies the above illustration, it is clear that BRT on the rail 
corridor is what you would do if you had no other options. In that sense, BRT on the rail corridor appears to 
fail the common sense test because an efficient option exists, namely passenger rail transit. 

What about CapEx: According to the UCS, BRT on the corridor is estimated to cost $265M. Dividing $265M 
by the 8.5 miles on the corridor = $31.2M/mile. Rail transit is estimated to cost $325M. Dividing $325M by 
the 20.5 miles on the corridor = $15.9M/mile. Obviously, rail transit provides a far more economical 
utilization of the rail corridor AND successfully addresses the ‘Aptos Strangler’ problem. 

Question: How much more would it cost for BRT on the corridor to address the ‘Aptos Strangler’ problem?  
To address the ‘Aptos Strangler’, the next location available for buses using surface streets to access the rail 
corridor would require diverting buses from Highway 1 at San Andreas Road then proceeding down San 
Andreas to Seascape Blvd, then down Seascape Blvd and connecting to the rail corridor near the 
intersection of Seascape Blvd and Sumner Ave (near the entrance to Seascape Resort). This would add 
about 2.9 miles to the length of BRT on the corridor. BRT CapEx is about $28.6M/mi excluding the cost of 
bus vehicles ($22M incl contingency). Thus, the cost to extend BRT on the rail corridor to solve the ‘Aptos 
Strangler’ problem would be $83M ($28.6/mi x 2.9mi). Adding $83M to the original UCS estimate for BRT 
on the rail corridor of $265M results in a total estimated CapEx of $348M for BRT on the rail corridor. Add 
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to this figure the $97M cost of delaying the Rail Trail for ten years and the total CapEx for BRT on the 
corridor rises to $445M. Whether the grand total for BRT is $348M or $445M or some figure in between, 
the total cost to implement BRT on the rail corridor will be well beyond the $325M needed to implement 
passenger rail transit between Watsonville to Santa Cruz. For a transportation service that is inferior to 
passenger rail transit in so many ways and puts the rail corridor at risk, BRT simply does not make sense for 
the taxpayers of the County. 

What about OpEx: The OpEx figures provided in the UCS stand in stark contrast to the figures found in the 
National Transit Database published by the Federal Transit Administration. According to Exhibit 6 of the 
NTD, the operating cost of bus rapid transit is $1.07 per passenger mile while the operating cost of 

commuter rail is $0.51 per passenger mile (52% less than BRT). The operating cost of light rail is $0.79 per 
passenger mile (26% less than BRT). Since we don’t know what type of rail transit service will be 
implemented, it is reasonable to say passenger rail transit will probably be 30‐40% less per passenger mile 

than BRT when a true apples to apples comparison is provided. Since the UCS presents relative OpEx cost 
estimates so different than the NTD, I offer the following as possible explanations. 

 Based on the figures provided in Appendix B‐12, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service with 15 min 

frequency on the rail corridor will only require an additional 29 hours of increased bus service on 
weekdays to support the new BRT operation. Yet according to figures in Appendix B‐10, new 

passenger rail transit service on the rail corridor with 30 min frequency, will require 265.5 hours of 

increased weekday and weekend bus service to support new rail transit service (almost 10 times 

more). Assigning 10 times more cost to support rail transit than BRT is internally inconsistent. Either 
BRT on the corridor is receiving insufficient support or Rail Transit is receiving excessive support. 
Common sense suggests the level of supporting bus service necessary to serve both of these new 
faster and exclusively ‘main line’ type transit options should be essentially the same.  

 Bus vehicles must be replaced more frequently than rail vehicles. Accordingly, total vehicle life cycle 
costs must be included in any comparative OpEx analysis. Per the Federal Transit Administration 

the expected useful service life of a bus is 14 years while the expected useful service life of a 
commuter rail self‐propelled passenger car (such as considered in the UCS) is 39 years. 
(https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA%20TAM%20ULB%20Cheat%20Sheet%202016‐10‐26.pdf) According to 

the UCS, BRT buses are estimated to cost $22M (including contingency) but if they must be 

replaced 2.78 times as often (39yrs/14yrs), the real present day value of bus vehicles is $61M (22 x 

2.78). The $39M additional cost ($61M ‐ $22M) for more frequent bus vehicle replacements should 

either be added to CapEx or realized as an added OpEx cost. Given the 39 year life of the 
comparable rail vehicle, the math is easy and $1M should be added to the annual BRT OpEx figure. 

 The UCS does not appear to include costs of maintaining the one‐lane, two‐way traffic signal 
systems, nor costs of maintaining signal systems at local street crossings of which there are many.  

Summarizing, once true cost adjustments are made to the estimated OpEx for BRT, OpEx for passenger rail 
transit is likely to be substantially less than OpEx for BRT on the corridor.  

What about Ridership: The UCS predicts daily ridership of 7,396 for rail transit and 3,949 for BRT. The 3,447 
difference in ridership expressed as a percentage improvement, means passenger rail transit will carry 

almost 87% more passengers every day than BRT. The difference in predicted ridership is explained in the 
UCS as follows: “The main factors that reduced ridership is that BRT between Watsonville and Santa Cruz is 
not a dedicated facility for the entire length in both directions and that the travel time for BRT is longer 
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than for rail.” This monstrous difference in ridership alone justifies abandoning any further consideration of 
BRT on the rail corridor.  

What about Transit Times: The UCS predicts transit travel times between Watsonville and Santa Cruz will 
be 41 minutes for rail transit whether travelling during AM or PM peaks. The UCS predicts the average 
transit travel time will be 58 minutes for a BRT service equivalent to rail service (i.e. BRT Express Service 
with 8 intermediate stops). A little math tells us BRT will be 17 minutes longer or result in a 41% increase in 
travel time. The difference becomes even more pronounced when one considers the UCS predicts AM 

travel time for BRT Express will be 63 minutes, 22 minutes longer or a 54% increase in travel time. Given the 

much poorer travel time performance for BRT, it is easy to understand why predicted ridership for BRT on 
the rail corridor is so much lower than for rail transit. 

Other issues  

Rail transit suppors and will result in more bike ridership than BRT. Buses do not provide the same bike 
carrying capacity nor ease of use for cyclists. For buses, bicycles must be lifted up and onto a rack located at 
the front or back of a bus, a task many cyclists are unable to complete. On the other hand, bicycles can be 
simply rolled onto a passenger rail vehicle, a task any cyclist can perform. Accordingly, passenger rail transit 
will encourage greater use of active transportation than a bus. (Note: When SMART system opened in 
August of 2017, each 2 car train set had the capacity to carry 22 bicycles. 4 months after starting operation, 
SMART added a third car to meet the unexpected demand for bicycles)  

Rail transit travel times are reliable and BRT travel times are variable. Because BRT substantially relies on 
surface streets and therefore relies on current AM/PM peak directional traffic patterns which are likely to 
change as many current commuters will testify, travel time performance estimates of BRT will be more 
variable and are likely to deteriorate over time as traffic congestion increases on the highway and local 
surface streets. Because passenger rail transit operates in a dedicated corridor, travel times will be 
unaffected by changes in traffic patterns. Travel time reliability is valuable. 

BRT does not provide significant peak travel time relief. Because BRT transit times are so much longer than 
that of passenger rail transit, BRT doesn’t appear to provide much, if any, peak travel time advantage to 
south county commuters particularly during the morning commute (it should be noted: one third of the 
entire county population lives south of La Selva Beach commonly known as south county) 

BRT in the rail corridor will create substantial amounts of new impervious paved areas (8.5 miles at avg 18’ 
width = 18 acres or if extended to Seascape Resort, 11.4 miles at 18’ width = 25 acres), a significant 
environmental issue requiring mitigation. Because railroads are constructed with gap graded ballast, 
railroads are considered pervious surfaces and therefore require no storm water runoff mitigation.  

Because buses are not constrained by tracks and will wander, running buses on the corridor will require a 
substantially heavier crash protection system separating the busway from the adjacent multiuse trail 
instead of the visually transparent cable rail fence proposed for use with rail transit. Besides visual impact, 
BRT crash barriers may present challenges for wildlife crossings. 

BRT has limited capacity (BRT will require about 5 times more buses to carry the same number of 
commuters as a typical passenger rail vehicle – even more if rail transit is scaled up) if residents were 
worried about 60 trains a day, imagine their reaction when they hear 300 buses a day are coming their way. 
Rail transit moves more people using less money and energy – per the UCS: 
  1 rail car OpEx is $547 hr but moves 300+ people 

  1 bus OpEx is $200/hr but it takes 5 buses to move as many people at cost of $1,000 
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BRT on the rail corridor has limited scalability (limited bus vehicle capacity combined with the functional 
throughput limitations where two way traffic occurs on signal controlled one lane sections severely 
hampers maximum bus passenger throughput) 

Rail transit is far more scalable – adding one car to a two car train set adds 50% more capacity at nominal 
added cost. Doing the same with buses would require 3 more buses at $200/hour each. 

Passenger rail transit provides the 80,000 south county residents access to fast, modern, quiet, comfortable 
rail transit and does not leave them stuck them with slower, inferior bus transit. Passenger rail transit 
improves the balance of social and economic equity.  

UCS indicates mode share for passenger rail transit would be 25% higher than for BRT even though UCS 
considered BRT would run on 15 min frequency vs passenger rail transit would run on 30 min frequency 

Without substantial expense to provide both tracks and pavement, implementing BRT on the corridor will 
eliminate / break the continuous railroad tracks between Watsonville and Santa Cruz. Doing so:  

 Denies Roaring Camp (a thriving local business) access to nationwide rail network for replacement 
rail vehicles and other needs  

 Denies freight rail service to customers north of Watsonville. Every freight car replaces 4 highway 
trucks (saving space on our highways, saving fuel, reducing GHG emissions, and making roadways 
safer). Moving freight by rail can also give local businesses a competitive advantage in the market. 

Rail transit leads to more compact development patterns – reducing sprawl and leading to more efficient 
use of our most valuable resource, developable land area. Bus routes can be changed without notice and 
are less dependable over the long term. Transit Oriented Development thrives under rail transit systems 
that are essentially permanent. Housing providers and other developers like permanent. 

Summary  

Passenger Rail Transit on the corridor  

 attracts more riders and more active transportation users 
 offers significantly faster travel times 

 offers unparalleled reliability and scalability 
 protects the existing rail easements and avoids costly time consuming litigation 
 allows the rail trail to be completed ASAP 
 is eligible for substantial outside funding  
 will require less local money to build and operate 
 will give our community the best public transportation system possible 

Accordingly, the RTC should focus resources on developing passenger rail transit on the rail 
corridor combined with an optimized METRO bus system with the goal of transforming the 

public transportation system serving our community ASAP.  
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From: Bruce Sawhill   
Sent: Friday, January 4, 2019 5:06 PM  
To: Guy Preston <gpreston@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: Sawhill Bruce  
Subject: Happy New Year/Welcome Aboard 

Hello Guy; 

Mark Mesiti-Miller forwarded your email address to me. Welcome to the 
RTC!  Nothing like jumping into the middle of a contentious debate, but I 
have the feeling you’re just the person for the job with your experience. 

As for me,  I’m the previous chair of FORT, and I’ve got something to 
share with you about the Scenario analyses that were done recently 
regarding the rail corridor.  Back in November I did a cost-benefit analysis 
using the numbers given in the Scenario Study, and the results are quite 
striking.  Scenarios B & C have the fastest payback period, B does best in 
the long term, A sometimes never pays back depending on assumptions, 
and E does eventually but it can be a very long time. I’ve included the 
short (2 page) analysis. 

I’m sure I’ll meet you in the next couple of weeks with all of the events 
planned! 

Best, 

Bruce Sawhill, PhD 
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Cost/Benefit Analysis of the UCIS Study Alternatives
Bruce Sawhill, PhD • October 21, 2018

The recently released Draft UCIS contains four scenarios for future transportation options on the three 
main north/south corridors in our County. Since the “I” in UCIS stands for “Investment”, why not attempt 
to subject the scenarios to the kind of investment analysis that is usually undertaken for more conventional 
investments, like buying stocks, buildings, farm property, etc.?

Transportation investments are not as simple as most other investments and transportation infrastructure 
affects many intangibles as well as tangibles. That said, the UCIS has given us several measures of 
effectiveness that can be translated into dollars. The two largest effects are VMT (“vehicle miles traveled”) 
and accidents prevented. 

For a conventional investment, one looks at the capital cost and the carrying cost – How much something 
costs to buy and how much it costs to keep it up. A good investment makes enough money to not only 
exceed the carrying cost but to pay back the capital in a reasonable amount of time. As it turns out, the 
benefits of all of the scenarios except A exceed the carrying costs, but only two of them “pay back” the 
capital in a reasonable amount of time.

For the UCIS, we have carrying cost (“operations”) and capital costs, divided into local and non-local 
components. We also have benefits in terms of VMTs (increase or decrease) and accident reductions, 
compared to the “No Build” (do nothing, spend nothing) alternative. The costs and benefits are calculated 
in terms of local quantities.

The following spreadsheet shows the operations and capital costs of each of the four scenarios 
and the monetized effect of VMT changes as well as accident reductions. The VMTs are priced at 
the Federal reimbursement rate of 54.5 cents per mile (2018) and the accidents are priced at 68.2% of the 
$223,700 cost of each accident as quoted in the UCIS. 68.2% is used because that is the indirect cost of 
each accident, because the reduction in direct costs largely benefits insurance companies.1

Scenario Cap Ops/yr Colls VMT/day Yearly Net Net: 20 yrs Net: 30 yrs

No Build 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A 520 9 -248 150,000 -1 -540 -550

B 379 16 -366 -80,000 56 736 1,294

C 285 11 -252 -60,000 39 503 896

E 794 6 -257 120,000 9 -607 -514

Scenarios B and C are clear winners here, with B producing almost $400 million additional benefit over 
30 years than C. 
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The same information can be viewed in graphical form, to show the return on investment of the 
different scenarios over time. The vertical scale is in millions of dollars.

All of the scenarios start in negative numbers (representing the initial investment) and then change over 
time by the net gain or loss on operations, VMTs, and accidents. Both Scenarios B and C have a break-
even time of about 7 years and generate net positive value after that. Scenario A never breaks even. 
Scenario E breaks even after 85 years, not shown on the above graphic. After 30 years Scenario B has 
delivered over $1.2B in value and the spread between the best and worst scenarios (B and E, A) is a 
whopping $1.8 billion.

In conclusion: A return on investment analysis of corridor scenarios is important for an investment of this 
size and complexity. Though all of the scenarios are preliminary, it is clear at this point that B is the winner 
by a significant margin. I feel this is a compelling reason to choose it. — Bruce Sawhill, PhD

References: 1https://crashstats.nhtsa.dot.gov/Api/Public/ViewPublication/812013

APPENDIX
Testing assumptions: These calculations, like all financial analyses, depend on assumptions. What happens 
if we change key assumptions like the cost of operating a car or how much financial assistance we get 
from outside the County?

A) Marginal cost of driving instead of total cost – No lifestyle changes, no cars bought or sold in response 
to transit or lack thereof – people just use exactly the same number of cars to drive more or less, 
retaining the costs of car ownership. Replace 54.5 cents/mile with 32 cents/mile. Result: Scenarios B 
and C pay back in 8 years, A and E in 40-50 years, B ahead of C by $350M in 30 years with a net value 
of $1.1B. Best to worst spread@30yrs (B vs A): $1.3B

B) Worst case funding scenario: No help from outside, all expenses paid locally. Result: 
B first to pay back (33 years), Value of B $38M better than C (next closest) at 30 
years. Best to worst spread@30yrs (B vs E): $1.9B

C) Perfect storm: Use marginal cost of driving plus no outside financial help: Result: 
B first to pay back (46 years), C ahead of B at 30 years by $9M. Best/worst 
spread@30yrs (C&B vs E): $1.4B

Net Present Value vs. Time
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From: Mark Mesiti-Miller  
Sent: Friday, January 4, 2019 1:28 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org>; UCS 
<UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: Guy Preston <gpreston@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Why Rail and Trail not Bus Rapid Transit and Trail is Best Way 
Forward  

Greetings Commissioners, 

Please find attached a letter positing why rail and trail not bus rapid transit 
and trail is the best way forward for our community. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Mark 

Mark Mesiti-Miller, P.E. 
(831) 818-3660
Board Chair, Santa Cruz County Friends of the Rail and Trail
Build the Trail – Keep the Rail
www.railandtrail.org
Imagine – 4 min video: https://youtu.be/qe3gRU-bpWY
Top 10 Reasons to Build the Rail Trail ASAP – 80 sec video:
http://tiny.cc/TopTenReasons
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Advocating for the Coastal Rail & Trail since 2002 
 

877 Cedar Street, Suite 240, Santa Cruz, CA, 95060 | Tel: 831.426.5925 
www.railandtrail.org 

January 4, 2019 

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commissioners 
1523 Pacific Avenue 

Santa Cruz, CA  95060  

 

Re:   Why Rail and Trail not Bus Rapid Transit and Trail is Best Way Forward  
 

Dear Commissioners and UCS Study Team, 

Two truths about what is in everyone’s best interest with respect to the rail corridor, have 
emerged from the UCS process: 

1. The multi‐use Coastal Rail Trail should be prioritized for construction as soon as possible  

2. The railroad tracks should be kept in place for future passenger rail transit use 

A deeper dive into the results of the UCS provides clear evidence that the best public 
transportation to implement in the rail corridor is passenger rail transit fully integrated into our 
County’s existing public transportation system. An integrated public transportation system using 

a fast, efficient and economical passenger rail transit spine paired with strategic, timely and 

flexible bus transit route ribs will move more people, get more people out of cars, get more 

people using active transportation all while creating a more vibrant, resilient, sustainable 

community offering a higher quality of life for residents, businesses and visitors alike. Not only 
that, implementing passenger rail transit requires the least amount of local investment dollars 

and can be done with minimal disruption to our existing roadways. Accordingly, FORT 

recommends the RTC take the steps necessary to expedite building the rail trail and to 
implement passenger rail transit into a fully integrated, robust public transportation system.  

A deeper dive into the UCS tell us why passenger rail transit is better than bus rapid transit (BRT). 

Ridership for passenger rail transit will be 85% higher than for BRT. The poor showing for BRT 
ridership is explained in the UCS thus: “The main factors that reduced ridership is that BRT 

between Watsonville and Santa Cruz is not a dedicated facility for the entire length in both 
directions and that the travel time for BRT is longer than for rail.”  

Travel times for rail transit will be much faster than BRT between Watsonville and Santa Cruz. 

Average BRT travel time will be 58 minutes, 41% slower than rail transit travel time of 41 

minutes. Morning travel times for BRT at 63 minutes, will be 54% slower than rail transit. Given 

the much poorer travel times, it is easier to understand why predicted ridership for BRT on the 

rail corridor is so much lower than for rail transit. 
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Cost to implement rail transit will be lower than the cost for an equivalent BRT system. BRT as 

proposed in the UCS fails to address the ‘Aptos Strangler’ so clearly identified as the key 
bottleneck by many, including transportation expert Jarrett Walker. Extending BRT on the 
corridor to address the Aptos Strangler will cost an additional $83M driving the capital cost of 
BRT to a total of $348M well beyond the capital cost of $325M for passenger rail transit. 

Furthermore and most importantly, the UCS did not account for the substantial assistance 

available from the State, which could drive the local share for rail transit to less than $20M. Far 

less than the $169M ($252M if BRT is extended) local share for BRT. 

Cost to operate passenger rail transit is 30‐40% less per passenger mile than for BRT per the 

National Transit Database published by the Federal Transit Administration. This cost comparison 

should hold true for our local situation when an apples to apples comparison is provided. In 

FORT’s previous correspondence dated 12/28/18, the 10:1 imbalance between supporting bus 

service needed to support rail transit as opposed to serving BRT was discussed. In addition, the 
UCS does not appear to include the costs for maintaining the one‐lane, two‐way traffic signal 

systems, nor the cost of maintaining signal systems at local street crossings nor the higher cost of 
more frequent bus vehicle replacement (14 year life for a bus vs 39 years for a commuter rail 

vehicle, source Federal Transit Administration) amongst other considerations.  

Cost of litigation and delay was not included in the UCS. As FORT and others have previously 

argued, a placeholder of at least $100M should be included in any use of the rail corridor due to 

the inevitable cost of litigating the property rights associated with rail ROW easements. 

Furthermore, litigation would likely delay construction of the trail by ten years or more. 

Assuming an average annual inflation rate of 3%, inflation alone would drive the $283M 

estimated cost of the Rail Trail up by $97M to a total cost of $380M. Can we afford the $97M 

cost of delaying the Rail Trail? Can we afford the loss of $10M earmarked to build the north cost 
rail trail? Keeping the rail line avoids the risks and costs of both litigation and delay. 

Value of community benefits associated with rail transit are far greater than those provided by 
BRT and must be monetized should a comparative analysis go forward. For example: 7,000 rail 

users saving at least 30 minutes a day of commute time at an hourly rate of $15 is equivalent to 
saving $52,500 per day or $262,500 per week or a whopping $13.7M per year. There are clearly 
many other benefits that can and should be monetized if rail transit is compared to BRT 

including, but not limited to:  

 Social equity increases for the 80,000 south county residents who are denied or bearing 

higher costs for equivalent access to the education and employment opportunities in 

north county.  

 Health benefits of increased active transportation – additional users likely to use bicycles 

for first/last mile as they can roll their bike onto a train as opposed to lifting their bike up 
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and onto a bus rack. Furthermore, trains can carry more bicycles than buses also leading 

to increased use.  

 Economic prosperity – rail transit ranks far higher than BRT regarding economic impact in 

every economic metric considered by the UCS. Opportunity for new businesses, business 
expansions, employee retention and recruitment, support for existing business such as 

Roaring Camp should be explored and included 

 Environmental benefits enjoyed by rail transit arising from substantially less acres of 

impervious pavement needed, substantially less grading volumes and storm drainage 

mitigations, less disturbance of environmentally sensitive areas, etc.   

Summarizing, FORT urges the Commission to move forward with building the rail trail ASAP, 

keeping the tracks in place and moving forward with creating a robust public transportation 

system utilizing a passenger rail transit ‘spine’ and supporting bus transit ‘ribs’ to serve our 
current and future needs.  

A more detailed analysis supporting the points made in this letter, as well as a discussion of other 
benefits and issues, will be forwarded under separate cover. Should you have any questions or 
comments or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact me anytime.  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Mark Mesiti‐Miller, P.E.  

Board Chair, Santa Cruz County Friends of the Rail and Trail 
Professional Civil Engineer  

 

cc:   Guy Preston, RTC Executive Director  

  Board of Directors, Friends of the Rail & Trail  
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From: Manu Koenig   
Sent: Thursday, January 3, 2019 2:50 PM 
To: Guy Preston <gpreston@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: 1,000 petition comments attached 

Hi Guy, 

I'm attaching the approximately one thousand comments that were 
collected along with the Greenway petition. They do a good job of 
demonstrating the deep knowledge and concern the signers have about 
this issue. Are you available to meet later next week to discuss? 

Best, 
Manu 

-- 

Manu Koenig, Executive Director 
849 Almar Ave, STE 247, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
(831) 234-3922  |  www.sccgreenway.org

UCS - Comments Received Community Groups | Page 52

mailto:gpreston@sccrtc.org
file://RTCSERV2/Shared/UnifiedCorridorsStudy/PublicParticipation-GBCL_GDYCheckInitialedFiles/PublicComments/Comments%202018Sept%20-%20Dec/Input%20from%20Orgs/20190103_Greenway_Petition%20Comments.pdf
file://RTCSERV2/Shared/UnifiedCorridorsStudy/PublicParticipation-GBCL_GDYCheckInitialedFiles/PublicComments/Comments%202018Sept%20-%20Dec/Input%20from%20Orgs/20190103_Greenway_Petition%20Comments.pdf
file://RTCSERV2/Shared/UnifiedCorridorsStudy/PublicParticipation-GBCL_GDYCheckInitialedFiles/PublicComments/Comments%202018Sept%20-%20Dec/Input%20from%20Orgs/20190103_Greenway_Petition%20Comments.pdf
http://www.sccgreenway.org/


COMMENTS ON SANTA CRUZ COUNTY GREENWAY PETITION 

Almost 1,000 Santa Cruz County residents submitted comments supporting 
Greenway’s vision for a wide, safe, environmentally friendly, and economically 
feasible trail through the county. The thoughtful, heartfelt comments are below. 

THE PETITION STATEMENT: 

We believe, after exhaustive research of all options, that the Trail-Only design is the only solution that gets 
the most people moving at a cost our community can afford. Why? 

• The Trail-Only scenario is projected to move 6,105 bicyclists and 7,462 pedestrians daily compared 
to 2,750 round trips for passenger rail for about 1/10th of the cost of the Rail-with-Trail plans. 

• There are numerous and costly design constraints for any rail option, particularly in the central and 
southern reaches of the corridor, which include 22 trestles as well as sloughs, steep embankments, 
sensitive habitats and lots of trees. 

• There is a substantial difference in the user experience between walking and bicycling adjacent to 
an active train versus the Trail-Only approach. The Trail-Only design receives grades of A’s and B’s 
and the Rail-with-Trail plan receives E’s and F’s (grades A – C are considered acceptable). Rail-with-
Trail also forgoes forever the beauty, tranquility and emission-free outcomes of a Trail-Only 
approach. 

• Countless examples from other communities nationwide show the popularity and wisdom of public 
investments in pedestrian and bike friendly infrastructure. 

• There is an option to preserve the right-of-way for use by future transit technologies. It’s called Rail 
Banking and many communities nationwide use it. 

• A complete copy of the study can be downloaded from sccgreenway.org 

By signing this petition, you're agreeing that: 

1. I live in Santa Cruz County. 

2. I agree with the conclusions of the Great Santa Cruz Trail Study that a multi-use path for 
pedestrians, bikes and electric bikes is the best use of the rail corridor and that a train does not 
deliver the ridership, safety, or other benefits to justify its enormous cost. 

3. My name can be used publicly as an endorser of the Great Santa Cruz Trail study conclusions. 
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COMMENTS 

 “You have provided real vision rather than fantasy. Thank you.” 
– Ted Burke, Capitola 

“As a candidate for Capitola City Council, the Trail-Only scenario is best for the 
residents of Capitola as reflected in the Vision Capitola report.” 
– Sam Storey, Capitola 

“We need to do everything reasonably possible to encourage our community to turn 
off their computers and get active.” 
– John Martinelli, Watsonville 

“As a member of the Regional Transportation Commission, I learned the value of 
owning the rail corridor. During the process of accomplishing that, I also learned 
the many, real difficulties, both political and physical, connected with ever using it 
for passenger rail service. When visiting my hometown, along the Great Allegheny 
Passage, I saw what can happen when people agree to compromise. It’s time to do 
that here in Santa Cruz. We have the opportunity to be part of taking a magnificent 
step forward, creating a legacy for our community and our children. Let’s say ‘yes’.” 
– Emily Reilly, Santa Cruz 

“The trail-only solution will work! I want to safely ride my bike to work from the 
Westside of Santa Cruz to Capitola. We don’t need a train.” 
– Carrie Birkhofer, Santa Cruz 

“The rail-with-trail option would lead to a more expensive, less pleasant trail, that 
will take much longer to implement. There are better transit options like light-rail 
on arterial streets, bus-only lanes, and new technologies.” 
– Ron Goodman, Santa Cruz 
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“I am looking forward to a world class trail (ONLY). The alternative to TRAIL-
ONLY is a tourist train that will only allow people on the trail in a few sections. 
None of the trestles will be available to people who want to use the trail, as we will 
have go below each trestle to places like Capitola. This trail would be a huge tourist 
destination. Right now bikes can beat cars across town during rush hour. Imagine 
being able to do the ride without any traffic and threat of getting smashed by a car. 
The sensible thing to do is to give back the $11 million grant, railbank the tracks, 
and put all the energy in to making this corridor for pedestrians and bicyclists to 
enjoy. After seeing other communities use their old rail lines as greenways, it has 
become clearly evident that this will be the crown jewel of Santa Cruz County! This 
will be an asset for local residents who need an efficient and safe way to get across 
town or just to recreate. The biggest bonus is that tourist will come from all over, to 
enjoy the beauty that it will offer. It’s not just a greenway, but a blue way as well.” 
– Barbara Roettger, Santa Cruz 

“The cost of rail will make it infeasible.” 
– Gayle Ortiz, Capitola 

“The Great Santa Cruz Trail will TRANSFORM the way we get to and from work 
and school, and how we enjoy our spectacular natural wonders. I am pro-rail and 
public transit but the Coastal Corridor is NOT the place for it.” 
– Casey Kirkhart, Santa Cruz 

“Rail is a waste of money. Nobody will use it.” 
– William Rodoni, Santa Cruz 

“The time is now for a great multi-use (walking/biking) trail. Our community 
already has a significant number of bicycle-only commuters, and this trail could 
help accelerate that trend, allowing further economic growth without adding 
additional road congestion.” 
– Keri Waters, Santa Cruz 
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“My experience with the rail converted to bike/ped trail in Monterey is that it has 
become a cherished resource for locals and tourists. It is one of their main 
attractions. They realized a train was incompatible with a trail. The same is true 
here. My students at New Brighton Middle School are forbidden by law to 
skateboard to school through Capitola. To be able to utilize the (also forbidden) 
trestle to skate or bike or walk would reduce parent driver traffic and empower kids 
to be independently mobile. Also, voters can always change the trail to a RxR track 
in the future. Let’s turn it into a useable resource now rather and a decade out. Lets 
open the trestle in Capitola to public use! It is a scenic asset the city should draw 
attention to. Also, it is the only practical route for bikes and pedestrians, many of 
whom are students in the Soquel School District, to avoid the Esplanade. There 
have been numerous collisions between cars and kids in this area (one of whom was 
my son hit by a car that made a sudden turn left across the heavy commute traffic 
by Depot Hill). Skateboards have been made illegal for collisions in this area. We 
need the trestle open, but a train will make it permanently off-limits for bikes and 
pedestrians.” 
– Dean Cutter, Santa Cruz 

“This plan is one that works for all. With a bike and pedestrian path and 
railbanking, this is a feasible and realistic use of the rail corridor to its full potential 
in our lifetimes.” 
– Jackie Nunez, Santa Cruz 

“We need a bicycle trail system in Santa Cruz.” 
– William Ow, Santa Cruz 

“I whole-heartedly support a trail-only initiative.” 
– Doug Erickson, Santa Cruz 

“I believe that the trail-only is the best future choice for Santa Cruz.” 
– Gary Griggs, Santa Cruz 
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“Proud supporter of Trail-Only!” 
– Rose Filicetti, Capitola 

“The trail-only solution is the only way forward for the corridor that makes sense 
for our community. A trail-only use of the corridor will bring amazing and lasting 
benefits to our community. The train to nowhere is wholly impractical and will 
never be built.” 
– Sebastian Frey, Aptos 

“Because the trail-only option makes the most sense for our community and it 
would be a huge added benefit to both locals and tourists alike. A trail-only option 
would create such wonderful way to get around town not mention be a great benefit 
for both locals and tourists alike. Trying to add a train simply doesn’t make sense 
for the space of our corridor not to mention all the clear-cutting of trees and added 
fences separating neighborhoods would be a huge bummer!” 
– Tyler Fox, Santa Cruz 

“It’s simple: A bicycle and pedestrian safe route with minimal elevation gain will 
promote more citizens to get out of their cars and into a healthier commute with the 
added benefit of social interaction.” 
– Peter Stanger, La Selva Beach 

“A walking and bicycle trail connecting the communities of South County to North 
County sounds SO amazing! Pedestrian and bicycle friendly and so much safer and 
more affordable than a trail with a train running along side it!” 
– Kym Dewitt, Capitola 

“I am signing because I support the trail-only scenario.” 
– Susan Westman, Watsonville 
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“I’m signing because my husband was killed on the Murray St. Bridge over the 
harbor while riding his bike (on July 10, 2018). Had there been a trail over the train 
bridge his death would likely have been prevented. We need to get bikes away from 
cars (and trains). Bike fatalities make people afraid to ride in town. We need to 
encourage cycling and the trail-only plan will do that.” 
– Tutti Hacking, Santa Cruz 

“I agree! Yes trail! No rail! It’s the smart thing to do! I am signing because I think 
trying the “trail-only” option is certainly worth a try, given the expense and time 
any sort of rail (besides outmoded diesel freight trains) will entail. We as a 
community will be able to make a more informed decision when better 
transportation technologies are available for public transportation.” 
– Patrice Boyle, Santa Cruz 

“In addition to the above [petition] points, I am also convinced that personal electric 
devices are a better clean transportation future than trains and can be done in a 
way that is even more socially equitable at a fraction of the cost.” 
– Sibley Simon, Santa Cruz 

“I want to be safe while driving my wheelchair to my daily errands.” 
– Ernestina Saldana, Soquel 

“I’m a bike rider and would like safer streets and paths to ride on with my family. 
Also it’s time that this expensive county get up to the standards like many other 
beach communities to have a long safe walking/riding trail for people.” 
– Tricia Cross, Capitola 

“This is the best idea for our healthy and active lifestyle here in Santa Cruz. Thank 
God we can all make this happen by our vote, and total commitment to create this 
world class trail here in SC. This can be available for us now, and our generations to 
follow.” 
– Arthur Faygengoltz, Aptos 
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“I believe a bike and walk trail will be used by more and the negative impact and 
blight caused by trains in our tightly packed town will be too much to justify the low 
ridership.” 
– Christine Bowman, Capitola 

“I love rail trails, I love walking/running/biking around the tracks, I would love to 
have a safer, more beautiful place to do so.” 
– Amy Rocheleau, Soquel 

“I am a woman who commutes to work by bike. I’d like to have a safer and easier 
way to get across town. I think that best use of the rail corridor is a beautiful park 
like path for cyclists, walkers and equestrians.” 
– Alicia Stanton, Santa Cruz 

“I bike from Watsonville to Santa Cruz 2 times a week.” 
– Pedro Bonilla, Watsonville 

“Trails are user friendly- even though I love trains they do not supplement or 
significantly improve the community and haven’t for years.” 
– T. Leonard Mayer, Soquel 

“I love trains, always have. I have traveled by train tens of thousands of miles, 
commuting, exploring, and simply to get somewhere. At first blush I thought there 
was a good opportunity to use this infrastructure, but any honest analysis of our 
community, its needs and future, and the economics involved shows that the trail-
only is the best option by Millions of dollars. The train we need is a sensible bus 
strategy and a bus only shoulder solution on the highway.” 
– Charles Wilcox, Santa Cruz 

“We don’t have or want the population density needed to support a rail line.” 
– Craig Calfee, Watsonville 
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“This would be such a beautiful, safe way to ride around Santa Cruz. I would use 
this trail often! Make it happen!” 
– Paula Woods, Santa Cruz 

“We love to ride our bikes but there are no safe places. This trail would allow us to 
get safely from place to place in our county. A train will be too expensive and NOT 
get used. It is another waste of taxpayers money!” 
– Laurie Hunkel, Soquel 

“I want to use an e-bike to commute, and this would be much safer and more fun 
than some of the roads. I like rail, but this one sounds like way too much buck and 
too little bang.” 
– Aaron Clegg, Santa Cruz 

“We need this Greenway! No one wants to bike or walk next to a train. Not only will 
this be a beautiful asset to our community but it will finally be easy and safe for 
many people to use this corridor to commute to work and do business. What a better 
way to get where you need to go than driving on our congested roadways and sitting 
in traffic!” 
– Shawn Schaefer Coulson, Santa Cruz 

“The Greenway Trail makes sense for people with disabilities, providing 
accessibility and safety that this county needs.” 
– Mary Lou Sanders, Santa Cruz 

“I want a safe place to bike and run for myself and my children.” 
– Amoreena Laura, Santa Cruz 

“This seems like a win-win. We definitely need a safer way for bikes and peds from 
Santa Cruz to Davenport. The train seems more of a novelty item. We need safe and 
separated bike lanes everywhere.” 
– Saralee McCormick, Santa Cruz 
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“This is the next use of that corridor. A rail here will be too costly & won’t be used. 
It’s ok to rethink this one.” 
– Carol Tolbert, Santa Cruz 

“I brought my family to Santa Cruz from Orange County, CA in 1977. Forty years 
later the kids are grown, the grandkids are grown, I’m old, and there are no safe 
well lit ways to get across town on foot, bike or skates. I think it’s time.” 
– Michelle Miranda, Santa Cruz 

“I truly believe this would be a tremendous gift to our county. Giving people an 
alternative to the highway to travel to work and giving families and tourists a fun 
and healthy way to explore our beautiful county. Let’s make this happen!” 
– April Hernandez, Watsonville 

“Keeping it green, quiet, slow paced life in Santa Cruz; it’s not about quantity but 
quality.” 
– Kristine Franck, Santa Cruz 

“I would love to be able to ride my bike with my kids an not worry about getting hit 
by a car. Santa Cruz is awful for biking because the the bike lanes are too small.” 
– Miranda Myhre, Soquel 

“I believe that a “Trail-Only” solution provides the most environmentally friendly 
solution and delivers the most community benefit the dollars invested from a short 
term and long term basis. The financial burden and impact of a little used rail 
system will require us to redirect valuable budget dollars to pay for maintenance of 
a little used system that benefits a very few. With a Trail-Only corridor, the entire 
community will be able to leverage it’s create by providing a unique transportation 
corridor accessible to everyone at all income levels.” 
– Ben Stanger, Capitola 
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“This is a great way to make Santa Cruz one of the nation’s best communities for an 
active outdoor based lifestyle. This trail would be absolutely world class. It would 
put Santa Cruz on the map for promoting the kind of active outdoor life style we 
love in California. Every small community along the coast would increase its 
vibrancy and reduce nightmarish parking conditions. Sign me up.” 
– Soren Bjorn, Santa Cruz 

“I totally support this idea. It is awesome. I am grateful people are working to make 
a trail-only option come into reality. Thank you.” 
– Darcy Thole, Santa Cruz 

“My family enjoys biking and want the safest option of a trail-only solution. No rail 
and no more getting hit by cars. Thanks!” 
– Will Hahn, Santa Cruz 

“Responsible, safe uses of public space are crucial to the wellbeing of our 
community. Passenger trains don’t bring the ridership numbers to make good fiscal 
sense. Shipping fuels by train through the corridor is dangerous to our ecologically-
sensitive areas on the Monterey Bay.” 
– Kim Jaspers, Watsonville 
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“Our communities were designed for everybody to use their car to go everywhere all 
the time. I think we need to correct that horrible mistake, and make bicycles a 
viable and safe transportation option. Places that are serious about bicycle 
transportation, like many European cities, realize that segregating bicycles onto 
their own path is the only to get many people onto their bicycles for routine trips. 
Having pedestrians and bicycles share a popular highly travelled path is just a 
recipe for conflict and inefficiency. If you as a car driver wouldn’t want pedestrians 
routinely strolling down and straddling all the way across the major roads you drive 
on, why do you think it’s less of an issue for bicyclists? This is the best way to 
correct our car-only infrastructure mistake of the past. This alone would greatly 
improve bicycle infrastructure.” 
– Bill Martin, Santa Cruz 

“Monterey county has a beautiful bike path that runs along the coast and thru the 
tourist areas. It is wonderful. We should have that here.” 
– Mike Lelieur, Santa Cruz 

“The trail-only option makes much more sense, especially with railbanking to keep 
that option if or when transit technology makes it economical to implement.” 
– Sandra Caruba, Santa Cruz 

“The Greenway will provide a safe way to commute and exercise for all ages. I’ve 
experienced bicycling a greenway in Indianapolis - the Monon Trail - built on a 
section of former railroad tracks that went from Indianapolis to Chicago - and it was 
phenomenal. Tiny cafes, bicycle repair/rental shops and wooden gazebos with 
benches and picnic tables dotted the path.” 
– Rene Denevan, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because I’m a 32 year critical care nurse and I read that non-
communicable diseases are reduced by 37% when we walk/bike greater than 
500METs per week, and reduces crime, and is sustainable.” 
– Tammy Sager, Santa Cruz 
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“The RTC has hijacked this hoping for big dollars to support a railway that isn’t 
feasible. Monterey got to build their trail already without train.” 
– Bruce Werder, Aptos 

“The train will not be an effective use of money to move people where they need to 
go. Make use of Railbanking for later, and use the trail NOW.” 
– Martin Mogaard, Scotts Valley 

“A train would run literally against homes in some areas. It would be intrusive & 
loud. It is not a good choice financially. A green belt would enhance & serve our 
community & population by offering a beautiful & practical way to get around.” 
– Dorothy Smith, Santa Cruz 

“I ride my bike and so does my husband who has been hit by a car before. Stay 
safe.” 
– Mallory Baggerman, Santa Cruz 

“I would love to have safe bike and pedestrian access from Aptos to other parts of 
Santa Cruz county for myself and my family!” 
– Sharon Kluger, Aptos 

“I want our kids and others to have a safe pathway to bike around town for 
recreation and work. This is a no brainer! It’s the best way, and a train is grossly 
inappropriate!” 
– Al Adamsen, Capitola 

“I am a RN and concerned citizen. Love riding, walking, and enjoying our paradise!” 
– Elizabeth Magen, Santa Cruz 

“I would like my kids to have more safe outdoor spaces to adventure and potentially 
prolong the need for them to get behind the wheel!” 
– Alissa Ingram, Aptos 
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“There will be much more benefit to the people of Santa Cruz County by having a 
Trail-Only design. The railroad is a leftover from a bygone era. Time to look forward 
and move on. We should be setting an example for healthier living, not preserving 
the investments for whomever stands to profit off of the rail line.” 
– Jim Winters, Soquel 

“Medically I require the use of a mobility scooter. This trail would provide a huge 
improvement in my quality of life compared to using public roads and poorly 
maintained sidewalks with constant drive way diversions.” 
– Ronald Bingham, Watsonville 

“I am signing because I would love to bike to work. I just signed on at Palo Alto 
Medical Clinic and it would be a wonderful way for me to commute to work!” 
– Naina Biswell, Aptos 

“This trail would open Santa Cruz to active commuting on bikes & e-bikes. Love 
trains but THIS train will preclude a world class trail and be cost prohibitive for our 
community.” 
– Robert Quinn, Santa Cruz 

“The Santa Cruz County rail corridor is a magnificent ribbon of land that showcases 
the beauty of our County. Removing the tracks will allow a world-class trail to be 
built that everyone in the County can use and enjoy. A pedestrian and bike trail can 
improve mobility and bring economic benefits to the County through tourism and 
low-cost alternative commuting. Let’s build this world-class trail now!” 
– Ellen Martinez, Aptos 

“With all the biking in SC County, this is a good measure to get on a ballot. This 
would really embrace more cycling in the community.” 
– John Burke, Aptos 
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“Santa Cruz needs to walk the talk and become the progressive town it claims to be. 
Get this done.” 
– Danny Brothers, Felton 

“I will enjoy the trail on a regular basis! I would not use a train.” 
– Benna Dimig, Watsonville 

“Train will never be more than a bloated money sucking tourist gimmick that will 
do virtually nothing to alleviate our horrible traffic gridlock on Highway One. At 
least the trail-only option encourages people to get out and exercise and potentially 
will attract more “green minded” tourists who may park their cars when coming 
here and consider walking or biking around.” 
– Andrea Ratto, Watsonville 

“It is good for the county as a whole. It is beautiful, that brings tourists here; that 
improves local businesses. I would like to see it for the enjoyment of locals. 
Everyone wins.” 
– Mary Ann Sheehy, Soquel 

“A safer way to get across town not to mention its beauty will be an attraction for 
visitors and locals alike!” 
– Paige McQuillan, Scotts Valley 

“Greenway Santa Cruz is presenting the obvious and best use of the railroad 
corridor. Currently pedestrian and bicycle transportation across town is dirty, 
unsafe and inefficient. This plan solves all of these problems and will make Santa 
Cruz and surrounding areas an even better place to live and recreate.” 
– Jared Figurski, Santa Cruz 

“I’d like to be able to ride my bike without the rail!” 
– Ann Carr, Watsonville 
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“I believe the freeway should be developed so that there is one lane for buses & 
multi passenger vehicles; and, the money saved from a railroad boondoggle can go 
to buses, disabled & bike improvements, county roads, the trail, and the freeway as 
stated in the first sentence. Both RR trestles over the freeway in Aptos will need to 
be torn down if their is no rail; that’s good because that stretch of Hwy 1 is now a 
choke point for the greater number of tradesman coming from Watsonville; and 
CalTrans estimates that it will cost them some 20 million + more if they have to 
double decker a highway expansion with the trestles in place because they must dig 
down to make this work. What is the organization’s policy in this regards?” 
– Ben Vernazza, Aptos 

“So many years of conversation about implementing a rail system throughout SC 
County on existent tracks.... I never really felt this option would be a viable choice 
for members of our community to use on a daily basis for commuting. In addition to 
the cost associated with that project etc, ...SC doesn’t need a slow moving Napa 
Wine train with limited transfer service out to the community from the depots. 
Now, a bike/pedestrian trail can be used by all persons in our community including 
the disabled community to get exercise, be outdoors knowing they are in a safe 
corridor, away from traffic! And, less expensive? This makes more sense...can be 
implemented sooner and hey, connect it with trails that continue south to Monterey! 
The time for action is now!” 
– Maria Granados-Boyce, Soquel 

“I think this will be a good idea for all parties.” 
– Eriberto Velasquez, Watsonville 

“The trail will strengthen our community and will allow everyone easier access to 
enjoy the beautiful area we live in.” 
– Daniel Gomez, Aptos 
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“I use my bike more often than my car and I think that providing citizens with a 
path will cut fossil fuel use.” 
– Isaac Destout-Chavez, Watsonville 

“(1) Protecting the environment. (2) Fiscal sanity, the cost would be outrageous and 
as always, the financial burden would again fall on the community, especially the 
younger generation.” 
– Petronella Van Dam, Santa Cruz 

“I ride public transit like crazy and I know that the rail option will never be used for 
serious commuting unlike a trail-only for bikes.” 
– Diego Link, Santa Cruz 

“The trail-only/rail-banking option adds immediate value to our communities and is 
the only practical step forward at this time. Consider the positive impacts of 
completing the Arana Gulch trail for a glimpse of the possibilities a trail corridor 
offers us.” 
– Craig Wilson, Soquel 
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“I rode my bike for a living for a long time and rode in major cycling-friendly cities 
such as San Francisco, Portland, Seattle, and even Oakland. I moved back home to 
Santa Cruz and was shocked at how horrible the cycling infrastructure is. For such 
a “progressive” city, SC seems to have no clue as to how to make safe ways for 
cyclists to get around town. I have continually found myself riding in a bike lane 
that suddenly disappears with no warning and I am thrown into a car traffic lane 
with no shoulder. I couldn’t imagine having less confidence in my cycling ability or 
having children and trying to get around town with them. The main purpose of the 
whole rail-trail is to get cars off of the road and having a dedicated bike/walking 
path from Santa Cruz to Watsonville is the best way to do it. It goes through major 
residential corridors and would be easy to access for a number of people, and is close 
enough to the commercial corridors that those who choose to use it to go to work 
would not have to spend much. Also, think about the reduction in beach traffic! 
People could just ride their bikes there, reducing so much congestion in those 
neighborhoods that border our beaches.” 
– Colleen McLaughlin, Santa Cruz 

“We are an active community. Trails would get far more use than a rail system, and 
at a fraction of the cost.” 
– Nicole Ottaviano, Santa Cruz 

“To ease traffic congestion we need more pedestrian and bicycle routes across town 
and this trail will provide that. Let’s get people outdoors walking and biking 
through the county! The Trail will be most useful for those activities so now give us 
the trail!” 
– Diane Koenig, Santa Cruz 

“A safe environment for fitness and mental health.” 
– Michael Burns, Santa Cruz 
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“Help improve health and quality of life in Santa Cruz County! The rail option is too 
expensive, and, more usable space is required for safe spacing between cyclists and 
pedestrians.” 
– Greg Rauch, Ben Lomond 

“I value the preservation of the habitat along the railway corridor and strongly 
value an option for bikers, runners and walkers to move along the different parts of 
the County without traveling on Hwy 1 or Soquel Drive.” 
– Devin Avey, Aptos 

“My family is ready to enjoy the trail now without the train. Pull up those tracks, 
lay down a pedestrian path and let’s start using the trail. It is safer, quieter, 
cheaper and more practical as a trail-only. It is the best use and everyone can enjoy 
it. I love to walk and bike with my family. This trail will give us a safe and efficient 
connection across the county. Let’s do this NOW.” 
– Moshe Vilozny, Santa Cruz 

“I would benefit greatly from this path, as someone who already walks around on 
the train tracks to get around town.” 
– Jackson Reitan, Capitola 

“Cyclists and pedestrians are the most environmentally sound and health 
conscience options to our transportation needs.” 
– Charles Baylis, Watsonville 

“I live by the tracks and want my kids and others to be safe riding all the way to the 
Boardwalk. Right now it’s not safe, particularly west of Seabright. This reason is on 
top of what would be low ridership, noise, and a high economic opportunity cost of 
not having greater mobility around town. I lived in Europe for nearly six years. An 
evolved, community-first, environmentally respectful society would have had the 
passage converted to a trail long ago.” 
– Ar Adamsen, Capitola 
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“There is only room for either a trail or rail, not both. Rail will be a huge money pit 
for decades due to low ridership, preclude building an attractive trail, and do little 
to relieve traffic on our roadways. The trail is affordable. It will encourage more 
people to walk and bike rather than drive for short trips. It will attract tourist just 
as Rails-to-Trails has in so many other places. Trail-only, please!” 
– Stephen Mills, Aptos 

“By the time the county is ready for a mass transit solution new technologies will 
arrive that will make the tracks obsolete. For now, tear out the tracks and get the 
best use of the corridor- transporting people on bikes, e-bikes, solar scooters and 
perhaps a small commercial jitney. Increased use of the corridor by walkers and 
bicyclists should substantially decrease the number of bad characters engaged in 
illegal activities there.” 
– Jennifer Anderson, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because this is a project which would benefit the community right 
away. Santa Cruz desperately needs safe biking options, and this project would 
provide that.” 
– Spring Smith, Santa Cruz 

“Our county will greatly benefit from a trail system: exercise, greater sense of 
community. I see zero benefit to having a train: expensive, loud, disrupts traffic, 
doesn’t add to community health. We live in one of the most beautiful places in the 
world and have perfect weather; why can’t we access all of this by bike? Also, there 
are almost zero ways for community members to exercise in a fun and easy to access 
manner.” 
– Cari Moore, Watsonville 
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“I agree with the conclusions of the Great Santa Cruz Trail Study that a multi-use 
path for pedestrians, bikes and electric bikes is the best use of the rail corridor and 
that a train does not deliver the ridership, safety, or other benefits to justify its 
enormous cost.” 
– Franks Sharon, Watsonville 

“I support the trail-only option now. The cost of retrofitting, excavating, rebuilding, 
etc. are too high. A scenic multi-use trail is feasible, timely, and will do more to 
protect the scenic beauty of our Monterey Bay.” 
– Sally Smith, Ben Lomond 

“I strongly support a pedestrian bike trail. I also strongly support a commuter train 
but not in this location.” 
– Matt Kotila, Santa Cruz 

“I believe its the best option for us people to move at basically no cost.” 
– Luis Leon, Watsonville 

“After visiting many communities that have rail-to-trail recreation areas, I’m 
convinced that having one in Santa Cruz County will not only get much more use 
from locals than the rail option, but it will also draw more visitors and encourage 
healthy and safe activity. We’ve lived--and walked and biked--in this county for over 
40 years and I have no doubt that my family would put the trail-only option to good 
use. On the other hand, I can’t imagine a rail service justifying its existence.” 
– Janet Byers, Aptos 

“I support railbanking the tracks and building a wide, multi-modal, fenceless, 
inclusive, ADA supported trail that has open access points throughout.” 
– Tim Brattan, Santa Cruz 

UCS - Comments Received Community Groups | Page 72



Comments on Santa Cruz County Greenway Petition 

 21 

“Every example of a bike trail has been a success around the country. Very few if 
any rail lines have been a success. The cost analysis is greatly flawed for a rail line 
and there is no way a train can go 25MPH which would be needed to meet the 
proposed timetable.” 
– Greg Crandall, Aptos 

“I’ve done an enormous amount of research on the rail corridor. It is increasingly 
apparent that a passenger train is not only an inefficient and expensive use of the 
corridor, it will simply never happen. It is time to use this remarkable resource to 
benefit our community. The rail corridor could easily become one of the best rail 
trails in the world. I love trains, but only when they make sense. A short, very 
expensive train on a single track simply makes no sense. On the other hand, 
without a train track, there’s plenty of room for a path for pedestrians and a bi-
directional path for active transportation (people on bikes, e-bikes, scooters, etc.). 
Let’s get rid of the tracks and build a world class rail trail now!” 
– Will Mayall, Santa Cruz 

“We need a decent alternative to driving and this is it. Biking on the roads is 
dangerous.” 
– Sheila McLaughlin-Mayang, Santa Cruz 

“The trail-only option appeals to me as the most affordable plan and more as the 
best, safest, nicest option for Santa Cruz citizens. I work with disabled adults. 
When this trail is finished, it will provide a safe way for many people with 
disabilities to access their community with minimum or no support.” 
– Joe Shimpfky, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz needs this amazing project and will be made richer by it. It will attract 
even more international visitors to our wonderful Monterey Bay.” 
– Andres Wolff, Santa Cruz 
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“Trail-Only! A train would require a place for riders to park, already extremely 
limited in most areas. Riders would still need their own transportation from a 
station to their ultimate destination. Trains are noisy and would lower property 
values along the route, while a trail near a home would increase values. One only 
needs to see how few people ride our bus system to see how much this train idea 
would need to be subsidized by more taxes.” 
– Dan Brune, Aptos 

“I’m tired of taking my life in my hands every time I want to bike in Santa Cruz.” 
– Mike Englade, Santa Cruz 

“A bike path will make my commute much safer. I don’t know anyone personally 
that is interested in a train commute from Watsonville to Santa Cruz.” 
– Joseph Salgado, Watsonville 

“I would love to see a better use of this stretch of land that can be a pleasant 
corridor of sustainable transportation and enjoyment. I’m in favor of providing 
affordable, safe and pleasant transportation methods for bikes and pedestrians, as 
well as a way to promote a beautiful place for all to enjoy the coastline.” 
– Tamara Myers, Santa Cruz 

“Bike riding in Santa Cruz as it is now is very dangerous and because alternative 
transportation is good for Mother Earth.” 
– Anna McGuire, Santa Cruz 

“I believe that a train will: A) not alleviate congestion on Hwy 1 because the 
quantity of riders will be low; B) be prohibitively expensive to build and maintain; 
C) a bike trail is a healthier and more enjoyable option for both commuters and 
recreational cyclists.” 
– Michael Manzo, Santa Cruz 
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“Let’s have a quiet corridor in town. We have enough noise and not another very 
expensive train which I would never use.” 
– Maya Sapper, Santa Cruz 

“Once in a lifetime, maybe several lifetimes, opportunity to do the right thing - 
forward thinking towards a sustainable future, not looking back over our shoulders 
to a past that will never arrive.” 
– Laurie McCann, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz needs and will benefit by a trail-only on the rail corridor. This is 
health-promoting, quiet, beautiful and inexpensive compared to noise and air 
polluting train options. The trail should be built now. This beautiful greenway will 
link our communities to enjoy nature and enhance health, without rails or 
pollution.” 
– Glenn Saltz, Aptos 

“There needs to be a safe, viable alternative to automobile travel. I shop by bike, 
ride to restaurants, etc...Build it and they will come for the greatest good.” 
– Hans Bruning, Santa Cruz 

“I believe the rail plan is too expensive and people will actually use this trail.” 
– Elaine Holligan, Watsonville 
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“A diesel only train will NOT remove enough cars from the freeway, and will NOT 
be self-supporting by train tickets. This has been studied for 20 years, and all 
conclude the same. To the SCCTRC: Please listen to your constituents. there is no 
shame to admit that there are better options in the future for this valuable corridor. 
But diesel trains on one way tracks are NOT the answer now or in the future. 
Please retain the right-of-way for Greenway now, and future electric or maybe even 
Elon Musk’s idea of tubes that are low impact, low carbon, and meet the needs of 
our very dispersed work force / work place destinations. Numerous studies for last 
20 years have shown that a diesel train is NOT cost effective, or even possible. 
PLEASE listen to the expert studies that us taxpayers have funded! Thank you.” 
– Dana Bland, Aptos 

“Santa Cruz County’s coastal corridor is an asset which deserves to be used by 
active recreational and transportation users, which will allow kids to go to school, 
will connect neighborhoods like never before, will provide a new way route to get 
around for the disabled, the elderly, plenty of pedal powered or electric assist pedal 
powered vehicles users to get around to their music lesson, community meetings 
and of course work! Do not pass on this historical conversion into a greenway within 
the county to bring in a whole new array of healthier habits for all! Time for a 
world-class trail now!” 
– Sandrine Georges, Santa Cruz 

“Because I believe that walking/biking is healthier for us and the environment than 
train or car emissions in the long run.” 
– Socorro Alfaro, Watsonville 
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“I have traveled to other counties and states and enjoyed those rails that have been 
converted to trails. As a long term (37 years) resident of Santa Cruz, who also bikes, 
walks, runs, and hikes, I would use the trail on a daily basis. I further am pleased 
that this trail will allow persons confined to wheelchairs to get off the streets and 
roads and enjoy the beauty of the trail. Please join me in supporting the Great 
Santa Cruz Trail.” 
– Theresa Mantz, Santa Cruz 

“I ride my bike everywhere, I have seizures and cannot have a license. I have never 
rode a train from SC to Capitola.” 
– Scott Farber, Santa Cruz 

“I feel the train is too costly and will not be utilized to it’s full potential. There is a 
huge need for safe pedestrian and bicycle traffic.” 
– Erick Fernandez, Watsonville 

“I love trains, but...a train along that corridor doesn’t make much sense. A safe, 
contiguous 30 mile bike/walk path would be awesome. A 30 mile path broken up by 
lots of detours onto surface roads would be entirely less awesome.” 
– Tony Dean, Santa Cruz 

“A Rail to Trail conversion would result in a “Linear Park” that would be the jewel 
of Santa Cruz County. A world class trail would be a safety corridor for children and 
adults that want to ride and walk for fitness and transportation. There are better 
and more cost effective solutions than trains to reduce traffic congestion, improve 
transit connectivity and lower carbon emissions.” 
– William Menchine, Santa Cruz 
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“After reading the RTC’s feasibility study regarding the costs and benefits of a 
train- use for this corridor, it is clear that a train will cost an unacceptable amount 
of money and provide the county with very little in the way of transportation 
solutions or enrichment to our community. A trail-only use would be a visionary 
choice that actually changes the way our county deals with transportation, public 
health, environmental stewardship and community building (to name but a few 
benefits). Don’t allow the fact that energy has been expended on this train idea to 
blind you to the fact that it is by far not the best choice. Honestly, doing nothing 
would be a better choice than this train.” 
– Monique Kremer, Santa Cruz 

“Trail-Only. Also I advocate disbanding the SCCRTC, return the prop 116 funds 
and return control of the corridor to the County and Cal Trans if possible. The 
salaries and lack of progress that Dondero and company have demonstrated is 
appalling. There should be a grand jury investigation.” 
– Brian O’Connor, Aptos 

“I am signing this petition because after reading pages of documents about 
Progressive Rail and seeing for myself how the rail would disrupt neighborhoods by 
widening the trail for accommodating the train and trails, cause noise with 
whistles, cause traffic delays at road crossings, add a financial burden to our county 
and allow for a possible “pre-emption” where the rail operator could establish 
businesses of their choosing located adjacent to the rail with gas or fuel storage is 
not what is healthy or beneficial to our communities. Who is profiting with a rail 
that will cost us millions?” 
– Elizabeth Karzag, Santa Cruz 

“Our county needs this improvement ASAP! Not a rail in 10 years when 
transportation will have evolved past it already.” 
– Todd Anderson, Santa Cruz 
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“Thank you for considering this. I am family doctor, and strongly support this as a 
means of better safety and health for my patients, family, and community.” 
– Wendy Sickels, Ben Lomond 

“We can implement this sooner and more cost effectively to benefit the most people! 
Support for a trail-only in the rail corridor is growing as folks realize the 
substantial obstacles to a train - let the RTC know how you feel!” 
– Nadene Thorne, Santa Cruz 

“As a medical professional, I agree. Create a beautiful, safe trail that encourages 
activity and helps decrease the stress in all our lives.” 
– Kathleen Jones, Santa Cruz 

“I want a safe road to bike with my kids.” 
– April Rueppel, Aptos 

“I would like to be able to ride my bike safely in Santa Cruz.” 
– Janet Starr, Soquel 

“I don’t think a rail trail is justified in our community, while a walking/biking trail 
is perfect for the Santa Cruz life style. A walk/bike trail will also attract millions of 
tourist dollars.” 
– Linda Martin, Capitola 

“I am an avid cyclist in Santa Cruz County and would treasure the experience of 
cycling along the rail corridor without cars, trucks, etc. to contend with.” 
– Megan Martinelli, Watsonville 

“This is a much needed trail system for Santa Cruz. We can all use with community 
to bring the area closer and safer for bikers-pedestrians alike! This is really the only 
real usable solution for our area.” 
– Julio Briceno, Santa Cruz 
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“I LOVE trains. But this one is a waste of money. What this county needs is a bike 
lane that is away from cars and trains.” 
– Barbara Diamond, Santa Cruz 

“I believe creating a rail without the demand is a huge waste of tax payer dollars. 
Any future train would benefit more people going above Hwy 1 and not right next to 
cyclist. We should have both types of transportation. Cycling corridor and train 
separate from each other. The current corridor does meet the needs of the mass 
amount of commuters, as it doesn’t lead where people need to go. People are trying 
to get to San Jose.” 
– Julie Stockwell, Santa Cruz 

“Trains & pedestrians/bicyclists are not a good mix. Have you ever walked next to a 
train? Deafening! Not a pleasant experience at all. A Trail-Only option will allow 
safe cycling & walking throughout the county while the Trail-Rail will not really get 
that many folks out of their cars. The “Rails” are too far from many commerce areas 
or businesses.” 
– Theresa Hutmacher, Santa Cruz 

“I love the trail idea but think trying to include a train is ridiculous! Who wants to 
go for a nice walk next to a train? I would never walk or bike next to an active train. 
I can’t see mother’s wanting their children to do this either. The beautiful, peaceful 
trail is the best use of the space for everyone in the area.” 
– Cheryl Haiflich, Soquel 

“The amount of trees that will be required to be removed as part of the rail option is 
something that I can not support as a Landscaper and Arborist.” 
– Justin White, Watsonville 
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“Trail-only is the only thing that makes sense. I have walked it and it is beautiful. If 
a train was part of the equation the trail would be awkward at best and road traffic 
at each crossing would be terrible.” 
– Jack Keenan, Aptos 

“I want the trail-only, not the light rail.” 
– Marie Wegrich, Aptos 

“The opening of the Arana Gulch bridge and trail has been wonderful. I work at 
Santa Cruz Bible Church, which is right at the trailhead, and I love watching all 
the people use the trail everyday. I want more walking/biking trails in Santa Cruz!” 
– Rachel Frankl, Soquel 

“I believe this is a much better solution than reintroducing trains into the corridor. 
Let’s celebrate our culture and beautiful location on foot, at a scale appropriate for 
our community.” 
– Russell Simpkins, Capitola 

“I never ride my bike around town because it is too unsafe! A walkway area is 
exactly what this town needs!” 
– Brianna Vargo, Santa Cruz 

“I am raising 4 children and would like our family to have a safe place to walk and 
ride our bikes.” 
– Cheryl Winterburn, Capitola 

“I would love a trail without a rail for my family to enjoy.” 
– Jennifer Greer, Capitola 

“I am an avid cyclist and I am tired of literally putting my life on the line any time I 
want to ride. A trail would allow me a route free from cars. We live in such a 
beautiful area it is high time people had safe bicycle access.” 
– Scott Russo, Aptos 
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“Walking, Running and Bicycle riding are much better for our health than sitting 
down and riding in a train. A commuter/tourist train would be expensive to setup 
and maintain and no one would use it = financial failure. To move people on the 
tracks would require track and bridge repairs, and parking spaces for cars, bus 
service to connect. And now we learn that the proposed operator Progressive wants 
to guarantee the use of FREIGHT TRAINS! In their contract even if the commuter 
train is not a profitable venture. Give back the $11 million Santa Cruz and do the 
right thing for our community.” 
– David Demorest, Soquel 

“The County hasn’t a clue how to run a railroad but may have the skill for a trail to 
manage.” 
– Jeff Brady, Scotts Valley 

“The train option is to expensive and I don’t believe it would get enough use to 
support the cost. Paying the $11 million back to the state is a small price to pay 
considering the train would cost over $100 million. The trail-only option would be 
an amazing draw and would get massive use!” 
– Todd Phillips, Santa Cruz 

“I want to be able to ride my bike on a trail where the railroad tracks are from my 
home in Aptos to my job in Santa Cruz. My boss was run off the road by a car while 
commuting to work on her bike. She broke her pelvis.” 
– Erik Hedstrom, Aptos 

“I work and live in Seabright. A bike and pedestrian trail along the old train tracks 
would be a treasure for the county and its residents. Please do not put in anymore 
tourist trains. The holiday express train created noise pollution and traffic and 
misery. The residents need exercise and an alternative route to south county. Please 
choose the people not the corporate greed. Thx!” 
– Brooke Towne, Santa Cruz 
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“Trail-only is the best option for the vast majority of locals as well as a great draw 
for tourists. Economically it is the only option for our small community.” 
– Evelyn Taylor, Aptos 

“As having grown up in Belgium, I ‘m very familiar with public transportation and 
it usefulness. However it does not make sense in this situation. There is just not 
enough convenience nor locations to go to and from. While a trail-only would be 
perfect, direct and fast. Look at cities like Copenhagen where biking is even more 
popular than here, thanks to a great trail network. I can’t wait for this trail to be 
ready to use!” 
– Stijn Cattaert, Santa Cruz 

“The train makes no economic sense and the trail-only would provide a friendly 
continuous corridor for walking/biking from north to south county. Plus, if Hwy 1 is 
ever widened between State Park and Rio del Mar it would be far less costly to 
construct two new pedestrian bridges than two that would be required to support a 
train.” 
– Scott McInnis, Aptos 

“I am longing for a safe place to ride my bike and get great exercise. I’m also excited 
about bringing tourist dollars to our community.” 
– Diana Chapman, Scotts Valley 

“Even though I love trains, I really believe that moving forward with the Trail-Only 
plan will provide great benefit to our community in a cost-effective and realistic 
way.” 
– Irene Van Der Zande, Santa Cruz 

“I would ride this trail every single day.” 
– Danielle Kile, Aptos 
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“Santa Cruz needs this! Let us be the example of the future!” 
– Sarai Jimenez, Watsonville 

“I support the removal of tracks to make room for a Bike / walking path. This would 
also make the over passes less expensive to rebuild over Hwy 1. Making widening of 
Hwy 1 more feasible through Aptos. Another great reason for a Trail-Only project is 
that once the decision is made to build trail-only option the train bridges/overpass 
between State Park and Rio Del Mar can be removed giving room to widen Hwy 1 to 
3 lanes in both directions. Walking/Bike path bridges can be built for much less 
than new train bridge/overpass.” 
– Peter Truman, Watsonville 

“We need a safe biking alternative and to preserve the beauty of our coastline. 
Many reasons.” 
– Denise Russo, Aptos 

“I believe it is important to have a safe walking riding path in our county. The roads 
in our area are so congested with commuter traffic as well as tourist traffic that it is 
unsafe to walk, run or ride safely. This would be great for everyone who lives or 
visits our community.” 
– Denise White, Capitola 

“A hugely expensive passenger train service makes absolutely no sense in a small 
mostly rural county such as Santa Cruz County! Passenger rail service is not viable 
in a county with 250K residents, two very small cities, many small towns and many 
very rural neighborhoods. It is tremendously expensive, and ridership surveys point 
to dismally low usage. We are wasting money and time while the land sits vacant 
and the tracks and trestles deteriorate---build the Trail Now!” 
– Michael Lavigne, Capitola 
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“I’m signing this because my family rides bikes. Two of my girls have been hit by 
cars one in Santa Cruz on Water St, the other on Soquel in Capitola. We need safer 
streets for cyclists.” 
– Linda Williams, Felton 

“I’m signing because I don’t think that a rail/trail is the best option for the current 
right-of-way. I think the value returned on our investment will be far higher with a 
well executed trail, like the Greenway concept, than with a rail/trail, especially over 
the long haul, as single owner ICE cars are phased out and autonomous vehicles 
become the norm.” 
– Doug Brouwer, Santa Cruz 

“It would be a shame to waste tens of millions of dollars on capital costs and then 
saddle our community with ongoing operating cost subsidies for a train very few 
will ever ride. I use my bicycle for transportation and would love a safe wide trail. 
Arana Gulch is an object lesson in why rail and trial will not work. The narrow path 
forces bikes, strollers, dogs and pedestrians into continual and sometimes 
dangerous contact. For the trail to really work for bicycles there needs to be a 
decent separation and six feet is not enough.” 
– Ryan Sarnataro, Santa Cruz 

“1. A safe environment for fitness. 2. Improved marketability of our towns’ 
businesses.” 
– Caroline Sweeney, Aptos 

“I love biking with my two kids, and want better, safer biking routes around and 
through Santa Cruz.” 
– Jennifer Lingens, Santa Cruz 
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“I lived in Atlanta when a very similar project, the Beltline, was developed. It was 
incredible to watch how it changed every single neighborhood it went through. It 
caused a huge shift in the community to get people outside and commuting by bike 
or foot. It created a much stronger community.” 
– Marian Acquistapace, Felton 

“I’ve lived in other areas of the state with Rails-to-Trails, and they are huge 
successes. My family, friends and guests all love the idea.” 
– Cynthia Loosley, Aptos 

“More safe biking for families and kids.” 
– Annette Truong, Santa Cruz 

“With a bike trail I would actually go downtown! It would allow access to so many 
parts of the county that I dread driving to.” 
– Scott Lesan, Aptos 

“After many years of meditation on this topic and many years of support for the rail 
trail, I’ve switched and now believe a a bike and pedestrian-only trail aka Greenway 
is the best option. Cheaper, quieter, cleaner, and more future-centric!” 
– Philips Patton, Santa Cruz 

“A trail, just like Monterey. Anything else would be a giant waste of money.” 
– Patrick Darrough, Santa Cruz 

“We need better ways to get across town safely and pollution free.” 
– Janet Andreasen, Santa Cruz 

“Let’s get this done NOW.” 
– Matthew Howard, Soquel 
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“I’m signing this petition because we have the perfect infrastructure for a world 
class trail already in place, the unused rail road. This path could be used by 
thousands and thousands of people. I don’t know why it is taking so long to make it 
happen?” 
– Carol Yvanovich, Soquel 

“With a train the trail would be too narrow, it would be like the West Cliff Dr multi 
user path, no good for bicyclists.” 
– Jim Denton, Scotts Valley 

“This is the common sense solution for this thoroughfare. It seems to me that the 
real reason for a rail is to transport service workers into Santa Cruz because they 
can no longer afford to live here. That is not a reality I am going to encourage.” 
– Tighe Melville, Santa Cruz 

“I would use this trail all the time. Currently I don’t feel safe riding my bike across 
town. With this trail I would ride my bike and stop driving my car.” 
– Jeremy McCarthy, Santa Cruz 

“The rail will be a financial disaster!” 
– Maryellen Boyle, Santa Cruz 

“Trail: a more sensible, feasible, current up-to-date solution.” 
– Robert Bicoff, Santa Cruz 

“I want a safe and easy trail for me and the future generation Born and raised in 
Santa Cruz and would hate for the railroad to ruin the small town vibe we have 
here.” 
– Garrett Manning, Santa Cruz 

“NO TRAIN!” 
– Iris Moreno, Santa Cruz 
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“Sustainable transportation access not only benefits our environment but our city as 
well!” 
– Nico Galindo, Santa Cruz 

“There is currently a pedestrian/bike trail between Castroville and Lover’s Point. I’d 
love it to go all the way to Davenport. Providing for a commuter train will not add to 
our community.” 
– Mark Scofield, Santa Cruz 

“It’s great for all recreational bike riders and excellent use of the railroad right-of-
way.” 
– Fred Seamon, Santa Cruz 

“The rail line will mean more noise and will once again be a safety hazard. I 
thought the whole idea of this project was to create a more safe environment for the 
people of Santa Cruz to enjoy the outdoors. stop this ghastly idea!” 
– Margaret Wessels, Aptos 

“A train will never happen in Santa Cruz due to the location of the current route 
and the cost to build and operate a train. A linear park and trail will be the 
cheapest option and really help build a healthy connected community.” 
– Robert Stephens, Aptos 

“I do not think that Santa Cruz County has enough potential users to justify the 
expense of having a passenger rail service. While the density may be there for some 
areas of the corridor, there just aren’t enough people overall. We cannot afford it.” 
– Jim Dixson, Aptos 

UCS - Comments Received Community Groups | Page 88



Comments on Santa Cruz County Greenway Petition 

 37 

“I am signing this petition as the option of a train is not self-sustaining (i. e., it will 
take on-going tax dollars to continue to run), no reliable demonstration it will 
alleviate traffic on Hwy 1, no infrastructure exists at planned stops/train stations 
including no infrastructure to get people from train stations to where they need to 
be, and the negative impact it will have on local traffic at rail crossings.” 
– Ken Lown, Aptos 

“100% in support.” 
– Mateo Lettunich, Santa Cruz 

“It makes the most sense for EVERY commuter to have an active healthy option to 
get to and from Santa Cruz area destinations.” 
– Connie Gardner, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz is a bay area traffic bottleneck. Building a rail/trail will ensure that we 
will be come a bike/pedestrian bottleneck as well. Building a trail-only, on the other 
hand, creates a crown jewel path. Trains are great, I love trains, but they create no 
solutions in Santa Cruz!” 
– Mike Parisi, Santa Cruz 

“I do not want a train going through my neighborhood! I grew up with a train close 
by, about the same distance to my house now, NOT A GOOD IDEA!” 
– Marceline Chaney, Santa Cruz 

“Being a freshman at Chico State, the bike lanes throughout the town have been 
immensely helpful for getting around. This would he a perfect addition in Santa 
Cruz.” 
– Jacob Zivanovich, Watsonville 

“I want walking biking trails!” 
– Steve Hilleary, Santa Cruz 
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“Time to get move forward on this.” 
– Brigid Fuller, Santa Cruz 

“Rail will not work in SC. It’s not worth the money. This is.” 
– Rossana Bruni, Soquel 

“It makes sense to use this as a recreational tourist destination. We should leave 
the rails for big trees and the boardwalk. Otherwise Santa Cruz is known for its 
amazing outdoor activities. A trail should be safe for walkers and bicyclists and they 
shouldn’t have to share the same space.” 
– Amy Harrington, Santa Cruz 

“I opt for the trail.” 
– Laura Temple, Santa Cruz 

“The pedestrian-bike trail is the most user friendly and green option for the old rail 
path. It would be awesome if we could learn from our neighbors in Monterey - and 
maybe (someday) link our trails with campsites along the way.” 
– Terry Turner, Aptos 

“I believe that a train will not help with our public transportation issues but instead 
will bring pollution, noise and danger for our children and pets to our 
neighborhoods.” 
– Tami Corum, Capitola 

“It’s needed and it would be great for the whole county.” 
– Brad Roades, Santa Cruz 

“I agree with this!” 
– Ted Holladay, Felton 

“I believe a cleaner pedestrian option will be a greater energized to our community.” 
– Maria Reitano, Santa Cruz 
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“This would greatly enhance the community’s health and happiness, relieve traffic 
problems! We need a safe trail!” 
– Lisa Fluitt, Soquel 

“I am convinced a rail solution would not have sufficient ridership. I would commute 
almost daily by bicycle from RDM to Live Oak on a scenic bike trail and it would 
become a tourism destination as is Monterey.” 
– Paul Binding, Aptos 

“More bikes fewer cars please.” 
– Evan Hilton, Scotts Valley 

“I grew up on the country’s first rail trail, the Washington & Old Dominion Trail in 
Northern Virginia. It’s a great trail and we should have one in Santa Cruz, too!” 
– Jeremy Neuner, Santa Cruz 

“There is simply no safe way to have a freight train and kids on bikes play in such a 
tiny corridor - time to loose the tracks.” 
– Jeffrey Lapierre, Santa Cruz 

“Way to expensive to upgrade tracks and bridges for a train that goes from nowhere 
to nowhere. This does not solve our congested freeway and corridors! Take a look at 
the Trail in Monterey - they decided to take out the train tracks and look what a 
fabulous trail they have now! We can do the same thing! Please sign and share with 
your friends. A train from nowhere to nowhere makes absolutely no sense at all. If 
you want to deal with traffic in Hwys 1 and 17 then build elevated rails on the 
median of those freeways, but do not even for a minute assume that running a train 
along the outskirts of SC will solve the commuter problems. The problems are with 
the traffic going to and from Hwy 17. That’s where we need to add light rail. We 
need a safe route for our kids to ride their bikes to school! This corridor is the 
perfect solution!” 
– Wouterina Swets, Santa Cruz 
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“What a beautiful trail it would be! No one that I talk to wants a train in the 
picture.” 
– Julie Morley, Santa Cruz 

“I’d like to see a walking trail.” 
– Michele Whizin, Scotts Valley 

“Any attempt to include a train will detract from what will could be one of the most 
beautiful bike trails in the world. Trail-only is the best option for our community.” 
– John Wright, Santa Cruz 

“This project just makes too much sense not to do it. Long overdue.” 
– Sean Estes, Santa Cruz 

“This solution is the best use of resources to move the most number of people on an 
east-west corridor; helping alleviate traffic on Soquel Ave and Hwy 1.” 
– Sandra Skees, Soquel 

“I care about our community! Trail-only makes sense for the Santa Cruz community 
environmentally, fiscally and based on the location of tracks it wouldn’t work as a 
commuter rail because the distance to major hubs of employment.” 
– Rosemary Milich, Santa Cruz 

“I believe a train - in any of possible configurations - can never serve the needs of 
enough citizens of SC County to make it even marginally financially viable or 
successful.” 
– Michael Vensel, Watsonville 

“I think it will be awesome!” 
– Mitch Desjardins, Santa Cruz 
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“The train is an obsolete idea and we desperately need better pedestrian and bike 
routes connecting through town. The Rail-to-trail has been a great success in other 
areas. Yes, let’s get the trail-only option started. We need this.” 
– David Harnish, Santa Cruz 

“I want to use the corridor in my lifetime.” 
– Cook Peter, Santa Cruz 

“This is long overdue!” 
– Mike Bailey, Santa Cruz 

“I want this to pass.” 
– Krista Bertetta, Capitola 

“Love to bike everywhere!” 
– Rachel Morpeth, Aptos 

“I am a daily pedestrian for all errands (shopping, banking, library, etc.) as well as 
attending community meetings, dining out, or volunteering in our community. 
Walking is a simple and free form of daily exercise and my heath depends on doing 
so. A transportation corridor free of trains, buses, or cars will entice more people to 
walk or bicycle, especially with children. This is an investment in community 
health.” 
– Jean Brocklebank, Santa Cruz 

“I love the city of Santa Cruz and I think it would greatly benefit from better bicycle 
access.” 
– Bruno De Alba, Santa Cruz 

“I want it to be easier and safer to bike across Santa Cruz County.” 
– Mindy White, Santa Cruz 
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“This will be a great and safe way to take a long ride, locally. Now we have to travel 
be car to get to a safe trail in Morgan Hill or Monterey County.” 
– Ron Rackley, Watsonville 

“I believe in a trail for our safety and how it will help our local businesses with 
small groups wanting to “fuel up” as they continue on the trail.” 
– Gina Wheeler, Aptos 

“This will help Santa Cruz a lot more than the crap happening on pacific Ave.” 
– Shade Byron, Santa Cruz 

“It is clearly the best option.” 
– Dave Bamford, Aptos 

“YES!!” 
– Dan Bolger, Santa Cruz 

“A jogging and bike trail is the best solution. Let’s do it!” 
– David Bartoletti, Aptos 

“A trail without trains would be great. For recreational cyclists, it would 
undoubtedly draw people from throughout the Bay Area, as well as local cyclists. 
(Especially nice would be a safe alternative to Hwy 1 when riding from Santa Cruz 
to Davenport.) It would also be a useful recreational and commuting resource for 
people whose neighborhoods it traverses. It’s hard to imagine how we would pay for 
the repairs needed by a train and even harder to imagine how such a train could 
pay for itself. Other than tourists riding to Davenport, who would ride it? It’s not 
exactly an ideal commuter corridor.” 
– Ronald Bourret, Felton 

“I’m signing because this trail is less than a mile from me and would be amazing 
access to my local trails and an amazing way to get across town.” 
– James Lapides, Santa Cruz 
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“I want to walk, ride and skate the trail. I don’t want to ride the train.” 
– Robert Carpenter, Aptos 

“It’s needed, affordable and there is no demand that would make financial sense for 
train service in Santa Cruz County.” 
– Jackie Whiting, Aptos 

“I support the trail-only option for the rail right of way.” 
– Kenneth Koll, Santa Cruz 

“It makes sense :).” 
– Jeanette “Jet” Miller, Santa Cruz 

“It’s the wisest use of this great resource. A use proven successful in a number of 
places.” 
– Frank Phanton, Santa Cruz 

“It makes the most sense, for the most people.” 
– Rachael Brown, Scotts Valley 

“This is great for our community! We need to keep growing and beautifying Santa 
Cruz.” 
– Dmitry Kras, Santa Cruz 

“Traffic is getting worse in Santa Cruz and we need more bicycle access. Bikes 
provide a great form of family recreation.” 
– Nathan Escoto, Aptos 

“This would be such an amazing addition to our community and quality of life here 
in SC!” 
– Rachel Beauregard, Santa Cruz 

“I want a better place to live.” 
– Juliano Jochims, Capitola 
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“It offers an alternative (to an otherwise seemingly unbalanced, senseless scheme). 
One can only hope that common sense will prevail.” 
– Glenn Smith, Scotts Valley 

“Santa Cruz needs bicycle only corridors. Many more people would ride, instead of 
drive, with bicycle only corridors. It does not necessarily have to be the rail corridor. 
I’m signing this petition because Santa Cruz needs to establish bicycle only 
corridors.” 
– Patrick Carcerano, Santa Cruz 

“I mainly bike in Santa Cruz. I live here and work here.” 
– Regis McCann, Santa Cruz 

“Yes! Santa Cruz County must go green in alternatives for transportation across the 
county and the rail road is just a good start.” 
– Ximena Ospina, Capitola 

“I ride!” 
– Dane Elliot, Santa Cruz 

“This is very much needed in Santa Cruz!” 
– Kelley Youmans, Santa Cruz 

“I don’t trust this rail company to operate a safe, environment friendly railroad in 
our community.” 
– Jan Burroughs, Aptos 

“I am in support.” 
– Kathie Stark, Aptos 

“It is the right, eco thing to do!” 
– Lynnette Witwer, Santa Cruz 
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“Because “I believe”.” 
– John Ballard, Santa Cruz 

“My house is 15’ from the tracks! I’m stressed out about a train going by again, I 
want to see a positive, neighborhood asset, not something appropriate for a large 
metropolitan area. A ped/bike pathway would be great, m and its about time. I’ve 
been lagging about even getting involved because I’m RIGHT ON THE TRACKS 
AND MY FUTURE IS IN THE HANDS OF A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO THINK IT 
WOULD BE NEAT TO ZIP AROUND ON A TRAIN. The old one went 3 times a 
week, max, round-trip, and mid-morning/ mid afternoon. It was a trip being 15’ 
from it, but it had reasonable hrs. I’m stressing.” 
– Royce Fincher, Santa Cruz 

“I want to ride my bike and rollerblade downtown! I love Santa Cruz! That’s why I 
live there and the trail seems like the best option :).” 
– Lara Bezich, Capitola 

“I want to be able to explore more of SC on my bike with my family and dog!” 
– Julie Kelly, Scotts Valley 

“Santa Cruz would benefit for locals and tourism with this trail. It can reduce traffic 
by making bike commuting more accessible.” 
– Todd Lepinski, Santa Cruz 

“A commuter railway would be useless here. A waste of money, completely 
disruptive and not needed to connect Santa Cruz to Watsonville.” 
– Karen Kirby, Santa Cruz 

“Please add horse access.” 
– Molly Shields, Soquel 
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“This is too valuable a community resource to waste on an expensive and disruptive 
tourist enterprise for private profit. Build the rail trail!” 
– Steven Robins, Felton 

“The train is expensive and won’t be used much. Let’s build a great trail and tons of 
people will love it and use it all the time!” 
– James Schwartz, Santa Cruz 

“This is a great opportunity to let people commute in a safe and healthy also have a 
lot of fun and keep environment happy.” 
– Anna Hughes, Santa Cruz 

“The train will not be sufficiently used to pay for itself. A train is ridiculous - would 
never pay for itself. I support a trail-only.” 
– Rhoda Collins, Capitola 

“My husband is an avid cyclist. Should be encouraged.” 
– Margaret Jenkins, Watsonville 

“It is the most reasonable and affordable use of the pathway.” 
– Jan Finney, Aptos 

“I want a trail.” 
– Miles Wadsworth, Soquel 

“We need more safe options for transportation - by foot, by bike. It is critical to do 
everything we can to reduce cross town traffic and inspire human powered options.” 
– June Fox, Aptos 

“We so need a dedicated bike & walking trail in this area! Clean air & safe travel. 
Use the rail corridor only for bike & walking.” 
– Sheryl Coulston, Capitola 
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“A trail in place of the tracks makes so much sense for the community. People 
already use the tracks to get from place to place with a trail they can ride their 
bikes or skateboards.” 
– Candice Koshman, Santa Cruz 

“I grew up with a great greenway in Denver, it will be the best thing for this 
community, lot of fun.” 
– Deeanne Purchase, Felton 

“I’ve been hearing about the Rail Trail almost since I moved to Santa Cruz, right 
before the earthquake. Just been to Copenhagen, which has worse weather but puts 
Santa Cruz to shame for bike transport. Enough discussion, build a decent bike 
path already.” 
– Chris Niemitz, Santa Cruz 

“Biking and walking is great!” 
– Flora Lawrence, Santa Cruz 

“It’s the right time for this project.” 
– Andrew Paulin, Santa Cruz 

“I’m an avid Santa Cruz (live in Watsonville) bike rider and would LOVE a safe, no 
cars, bike trail to ride with my wife!” 
– Jim Ramin, Watsonville 

“We have one opportunity to do this right - a trail-only design is affordable and the 
best option for our county.” 
– Matt Hyde, Santa Cruz 

“I am a biking enthusiast and would love to see a rail trail built for the pleasure and 
benefit to our community!” 
– Nancy Valek-Corbett, Santa Cruz 
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“I ride my bike from my home near the boardwalk to Pleasure Point about once a 
week. I do not feel safe on the roads, especially since everyone these days are on 
their phone’s while driving. We need a safe way to bike along the coast.” 
– Ryan Glanville, Santa Cruz 

“Infrastructure for bikes is an excellent investment.” 
– Camilo Werlin, Santa Cruz 

“This would be great for Santa Cruz.” 
– Cynthia Stark, Aptos 

“This trail is the best and healthiest solution for our community!” 
– Dave Miller, Aptos 

“A train would be a ridiculous waste of resources. Trail-only is by far the best, most 
cost-effective option.” 
– Lee May, Aptos 

“More bikes! Trail-only is our best plan.” 
– Sara Swenson, Santa Cruz 

“A trail dedicated to walking and biking that connects the coastal dairies to 
Monterey will provide an economic boom in tourism and will revitalize our 
community.” 
– Michael Kaye, Santa Cruz 

“I live here and I want to see this happen.” 
– Daniel Hettick, Aptos 

“The trail is doable, the train is not.” 
– Martha Vickers, Santa Cruz 

“It just makes sense!” 
– Joyce Parr, Watsonville 
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“There is not enough safe space for both a train and a path. If you have a path you 
want enough room to accommodate both a cycling and pedestrian path. The train 
although nice in theory is not realistic given ridership and corridor width in certain 
areas. The lack of planning for infrastructure makes this the only viable option.” 
– Kathleen Bortolussi, Aptos 

“Even though I feel really sentimental about the old train, the tracks have become 
disgusting over the past decade, and an alternative way to commute from one end of 
town to the other seems like a real solution for our growing road congestion.” 
– Kim McGinty, Santa Cruz 

“I agree with the proposed solution and love my town!” 
– Rebecca Borghi, Capitola 

“It is the only reasonable choice for utilization of the existing rail corridor.” 
– Russ Harris, Santa Cruz 

“We need a coastal bike path / pedestrian trail in this town, not a train.” 
– Michael Kretsch, Aptos 

“I would love to safely bike around Santa Cruz.” 
– Laurel Henderson, Felton 

“I live on the tracks in Rio Del Mar. Having access to a trail means that I would be 
on my bike to work, parks, and shopping far more than I am now.” 
– Steve Hambright, Aptos 

“The more people on bikes the less people on the road causing traffic.” 
– Christopher Haley, Soquel 

“I would love to see this bike trail come to fruition. It’s an amazing idea for the 
unused rail way.” 
– Brandon Hughes, Soquel 
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“I live in Live Oak near the railroad tracks and work on the west side - I would love 
to have access to this trail for getting across town as well as to other areas in both 
north and south county.” 
– Kristin Bogart, Santa Cruz 

“Best thing going to get some relief on highway congestion before the end of the 
decade.” 
– Ben Faus, Santa Cruz 

“We need a safe, cross county, bike path w/o autos! Getting cars off the road; 
providing a safe way for bikes and walkers to get across the county and getting the 
job done NOW...should be our highest priority!” 
– Ed Spurr, Capitola 

“I strongly believe the best service to our community is a first rate bike/pedestrian 
tail. A train is expensive and impractical. I remember the train to Christmas 
town...It was a total offense to all of the Westside! Common sense dictates a multi-
use trail without the burdens, expense, noise, and infrastructure of a train! Please 
make a sensible decision here!” 
– Jeremy Ertl, Santa Cruz 

“It is the best solution.” 
– Kate Raymundo, Capitola 

“This is much needed, and will make a great contribution in tying Santa Cruz 
County together as a place to live and enjoy. Bicycling from the San Lorenzo Valley 
to Santa Cruz is particularly sketchy.” 
– Jerel Smith, Boulder Creek 
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“I ride my bike in Santa Cruz on a daily basis and we need safe trails for cyclists. It 
would help ease some of the traffic congestion to have a safe and efficient non-
automobile way of commuting.” 
– Vicki Orendurff, Santa Cruz 

“I think the trail will be better without a train. It makes more sense than having to 
share a narrow corridor with a train on the trail.” 
– Geoffrey Smith, Santa Cruz 

“I feel that the bike path would be the most cost affective and be used the most to 
benefit the community.” 
– Steve Johnson, Watsonville 

“Because I would also like to have a trail.” 
– Diana Ochoa, Santa Cruz 

“It would be a fabulous idea. OMG, let’s make it happen!” 
– Sofia Spadafora, Santa Cruz 

“Our family would use a trail not a useless train for this area.” 
– Dan Altman, Aptos 

“A train is not going to work. Build a trail and attract tourist $$ from all over, plus 
we can ride/walk/wheel chair to points all over!” 
– Amy Anderson, Aptos 

“This is the most practical and cost-effective use of the existing rail line, that will 
benefit literally thousands of Santa Cruz county residents and visitors.” 
– Kelly Shafsky, Santa Cruz 
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“I’ve lived in Santa Cruz county most of my life, and over the years I’ve witnessed 
the livability drop in our fair corner of the state, as our roads become clogged with 
increased commuters and visitors alike. It becomes an ordeal just to cross town to 
do routine errands, and you find yourself plotting circuitous routes down side-
streets and lesser known thoroughfares to avoid the crush on Hwy 1, or else 
abandoning trips altogether because you can’t face another minute in the car. And 
let’s be honest, what other option is there? Even if you’re inclined to jump on the 
bike to get to work or grab a bite to eat, you’re still out there on those same clogged 
roads - risking your life to fight for a few inches of asphalt, and watching eagle-eyed 
for that one careless driver who drifts into the bike lane or makes a blind right turn 
across your path. Biking in Santa Cruz county (as it stands now) is not for the weak 
of heart, and certainly not for the casual rider. This bike-trail is a huge step in 
making this co.” 
– Ian Moody, Soquel 

“This will be a fantastic addition to Santa Cruz County!” 
– Patricia Kaiser, Watsonville 

“Walking and biking. No train.” 
– Timothy Fisher, Aptos 

“It would be a wonderful way for people of all ages to safely travel from one side of 
town to another- using no gas and lessening the traffic congestion.” 
– Nancy Port-Gaarn, Soquel 

“Best and least expensive option for this corridor! Exercise!” 
– Francis Colligan, Soquel 

“I believe bikes and walking solve a lot of societal problems.” 
– Matt Merrifield, Santa Cruz 
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“I agree and live in SC county.” 
– Norian Valencia, Santa Cruz 

“It’s about time we have a safe, zero carbon footprint way to get across town for 
work, school, shopping and pleasure!” 
– Cecilia Pinheiro, Santa Cruz 

“The train idea does not pass the common sense test. To think enough passengers 
will ride this train to cover the HUGE expenses involved is unrealistic. In addition, 
the train idea gets in the way of a brilliant trail plan that WILL work beautifully 
with an entirely reasonable price tag.” 
– Bill McBride, Santa Cruz 

“Let’s do this Santa Cruz!” 
– Alison Hayes, Ben Lomond 

“I believe this is what Santa Cruz really needs!” 
– Alanna Maldonado, Santa Cruz 

“I already use a portion of the Trail between my house and North & South in Santa 
Cruz. Safe and Sensible. Excellent report BTW.” 
– Niall Macken, Santa Cruz 

“It is needed.” 
– Davidminton Silva, Santa Cruz 

“I think the trail would be a great thing for the Monterey Bay communities. I’ve 
visited friends that the RTT near their houses and they are wonderful places to 
walk and ride bikes, especially with the amount of car traffic on the main roads.” 
– Kellee Livingston, Capitola 

“A bike trail from Santa Cruz to Monterey is what I want my future to be like.” 
– Tiffany Theden, Aptos 
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“As bad as I’d like to have both a light rail train and bike/pedestrian path from one 
end of SC to the other I believe economically going with just the path is the best 
option. I’m signing this because: (1) I ride my bike everywhere. (2) I want my family 
to be able to ride across town safely. (3) Trains are expensive.” 
– Ernest Henderson, Aptos 

“I support the trail-only option.” 
– Ian Waters, Santa Cruz 

“This is a good and practical idea to make Santa Cruz a lot more efficient. Having a 
complex network of bike/ skate paths would optimize transportation around town 
and across town. Because it will be easier to travel by bike foot or skate board more 
people will do it, decreasing Santa Cruz’s carbon footprint.” 
– Josiah Evert, Aptos 

“No train!” 
– Kevin Jordan, Santa Cruz 

“I love our lovely coastline views and being able to run/walk along it!” 
– Vanessa Walker, Aptos 

“The trail would be a great asset to the county.” 
– Misael Barba, Watsonville 

“Keep Santa Cruz green.” 
– Sonya Reed, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing this petition because I want to use more walking and biking paths as 
soon as possible in and around Santa Cruz. Let’s get moving!” 
– Lawrence Holland, Santa Cruz 

“I’d like to see riding a bike be safer than it is!” 
– Teri Ruegg, Santa Cruz 

UCS - Comments Received Community Groups | Page 106



Comments on Santa Cruz County Greenway Petition 

 55 

“The total design/construction cost of building a passenger rail system in Santa 
Cruz County will be way too much now and in the future for the local taxpayer to 
accept. It will cost too much and do too little. More or less options is not a valid 
response. Be specific and back it up with some reason and logic. More or less options 
allows the bureaucracy to continue to spend money on overpriced consultants who 
will write propaganda. Its not about being great or not or right or not. Trains costs a 
lot and in a small community like SC, it would BK this place.” 
– Robert Schneider, Soquel 

“As a lifelong resident of Aptos, I support the trail-only option! No freight trains! 
And passenger rail will not solve our traffic problems unless it goes to Silicon 
Valley, not happening!” 
– Bradley Macdonald, Aptos 

“If you think this is a good idea, I have two tunnels in the delta and a high speed 
rail in the valley I would also love to waste your money on. When 1/3 of workers 
leave the county every morning at 5am to drive towards San Jose, a train between 
Watsonville and Davenport would truly be a tourist train to nowhere. Look up the 
facts on commuter rail’s in America. It’s a waste of taxpayer money.” 
– Mike Sargenti, Santa Cruz 

“It will be safe and fun to the pedestrian and bike users having a friendly 
infrastructure.” 
– Jessica Rocha, Santa Cruz 

“It’s necessary.” 
– Matt Seligmann, Scotts Valley 

“I fully support a trail-only option. The noise from the train whistle is deafening 
when it runs on the holidays. I would love to ride my bike on the trail.” 
– Bill Schoenbart, Santa Cruz 
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“Having a trail makes the most sense.” 
– James Calcagno, Santa Cruz 

“ITS A NO BRAINER!” 
– Tyler Cronin, Santa Cruz 

“Moving to that area would love to see bikers take over the gross tweaker den. This 
will make that area feel safe again.” 
– Grace Garcia, Aptos 

“I would love to see a trail not tracks!” 
– Suzi Mahler, Santa Cruz 

“The freight train is a huge mistake--stop it from happening!” 
– Ken Shelden, Santa Cruz 

“I would like to see it done before I die.” 
– Paul Schraub, Santa Cruz 

“I am signing because I believe the purchase and on going expense of the train 
tracks and any planned use of it for any reason is foolish: but, if anything is to be 
done with the right of way other than a road for cars I will have to opt for the trail-
only.” 
– David Rauen, Santa Cruz 

“No stinky, loud, and expensive train. I want clean, quiet and less expensive trail 
with nature for my use. Thank you.” 
– Suzanne Johnson, Santa Cruz 

“I believe a bike/pedestrian trail-only is the right answer. Rail would require too 
much money and subsidy.” 
– Craig French, Santa Cruz 
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“It’s the only plan that makes sense. Both the usage numbers and costs prove that. 
Non-rail is the only way that won’t bankrupt us all, keeping that rail infrastructure 
functioning.” 
– Mark Woodhead, Santa Cruz 

“I am a thirty year resident and I love this town. i want to be able to get around 
freely and easily while enjoying the beautiful natural surroundings.” 
– Gretchen Bach, Santa Cruz 

“It would be awesome.” 
– Ezra Koch, Capitola 

“Good plan!” 
– Laurie Lotusbeam, Aptos 

“Let’s get the bike/walking trail functional as soon as possible. I want to use it! The 
train needs more infrastructure and more studies to see if it will be used. 
Railbanking is a good idea.” 
– Sandra Baron, Watsonville 

“Yes! Lets do this. I think it will be a safe and fun way to enjoy our beautiful city.” 
– Broomfield Julie, Capitola 

“I would love to have a rail trail in Santa Cruz.” 
– Donna Crivello, Capitola 

“I’m signing because I am a cyclist/bike commuter. Each day, I am in jeopardy due 
to texting while driving etc.” 
– Marilyn Rockey, Watsonville 
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“I believe the rail corridor is best suited for a trail without rail. Too often outdated 
infrastructure is earmarked for revival just because it’s there, and not because it 
presents the “best” alternative. A bus and HOV lane/adjustable commute lane in the 
Hwy 1 corridor would be an alternative to such a large endeavor as rail, and far less 
misplaced as it relates to the areas travel corridors.” 
– Carla Bentley, Santa Cruz 

“Who could say no to a safe place to ride, run, and cruise?!” 
– Jane Walker, Aptos 

“It would be an awesome place to jog!” 
– Mark Haynes, Santa Cruz 

“I bike commute with my kids and I want a safe way to do it! I want to be able to 
ride across the trestles rather than the dangerous roads with small bike lanes and 
distracted, rushed drivers! Trail Now!” 
– Aaron Cole, Santa Cruz 

“The rail trail offers more opportunity for Santa Cruz county residents than any 
other option.” 
– Everett Mudgett, Capitola 

“Because very few people will ride a train!” 
– Grace Nigh, Santa Cruz 

“We need a safe place for cyclists to ride!” 
– Malia Horn, Capitola 

“My wife and I are avid bike riders and believe that Santa Cruz needs a bike trail 
like Monterey. The train option doesn’t make sense, too expensive and not enough 
ridership numbers.” 
– Peter Whiting, Aptos 
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“Yes! A solution! Think Amsterdam, think health!” 
– Andrea Riordan, Santa Cruz 

“I live along the tracks.” 
– Chad Kaesemeyer, Santa Cruz 

“The trail is something my family and I would use! We live very close to the corridor 
and would love to use it for recreation. The train is not viable...we do not have the 
population necessary to sustain it, and it would not take riders to shopping or other 
suburban amenities.” 
– Anne Sherwood, Aptos 

“It would be great to have beautiful scenic route to walk and bike from la selva to 
Santa Cruz.” 
– Steven McManus, Watsonville 

“It’s the perfect solution! and I ride a bike.” 
– Anne-Marie Jackson, Aptos 

“This is the best option for the tracks!” 
– Kristi Korven, Aptos 

“I support the greenway!” 
– Julie Scurfield, Watsonville 

“We would take advantage of this and right now it’s unsafe riding!” 
– Teyara Hardy, Santa Cruz 

“I think railway is impractical as it is proposed. I, for one, would likely never use it.” 
– Diane Evans, Santa Cruz 
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“I’m signing because I believe in open trails and alternative ways to roads. It’s 
priceless for the community. Light rail within Aptos to Santa Cruz doesn’t solve the 
traffic problem.” 
– Megan Stewart, Ben Lomond 

“I would use that with my kids.” 
– Bevan Docherty, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because I live in the neighborhood where the railroad tracks go through 
the westside of Santa Cruz. Having trains carrying fuel through residential 
neighborhoods is a disaster waiting to happen. Don’t let this happen.” 
– Lydia Cunningham, Santa Cruz 

“I want a bike path.” 
– Shane Kloepfer, Aptos 

“I wish to preserve as much of natural, pristine value of our area as possible and the 
trail-only option serves this goal.” 
– Bob Larsen, Watsonville 

“We need this and we need this now!” 
– Gregory Braithwaite, Santa Cruz 

“As bad as I’d like to have both a light rail train and bike/pedestrian path from one 
end of SC to the other I believe economically going with just the path is the best 
option. I’m signing his because...1. I ride my bike everywhere, 2. I want my family 
to be able to ride across town safely, 3. Trains are expensive.” 
– Jason Morvay, Santa Cruz 

“I live SCC and love trails.” 
– Mariann Williamson, Scotts Valley 
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“Trail-only: $30M (bridges included)rail w/trail: $130M (plus excavation and no 
bridges). It’s a no brainer, especially when you add a rail will cost $1B over 30 
years.” 
– Carey Pico, Aptos 

“I’m an outdoor enthusiast (biking hiking walking). The best thing to do with the 
outmoded railway system.” 
– Frank Johnson, Ben Lomond 

“A trail-only approach has so many advantageous without all the disadvantages of 
rail including cost.” 
– Alan Fox, Santa Cruz 

“I’m a cyclist and have lived in areas that have done this. It is great.” 
– Walter Haynes, Freedom 

“This Is a great idea.” 
– Shane Heath, Aptos 

“Forward thinking.” 
– Alison Gold, Capitola 

“I want a bike path because it would be an amazing place to go and exercise while 
also having fun. It would also decrease traffic as well.” 
– Maddy Miller, Aptos 

“The trail is the highest and best use of the corridor.” 
– Mike McClellan, Santa Cruz 

“We need a rail trail for safe access in our county and to help get more cars off our 
too crowded roadways, helping both traffic issues and the environment. We need a 
safe biking & pedestrian corridor in our area, not freight trains.” 
– Debie Chirco-Macdonald, Aptos 
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“This is common sense. Sadly, common sense seems to be in short supply these 
days!” 
– Leigh Selby, Aptos 

“Reduces pollution and global warming and is healthy.” 
– David Brown, Ben Lomond 

“Monterey county has a trail separating it from car traffic which makes for less 
bike/ car related accidents. One of the reasons I don’t ride since I moved to Santa 
Cruz is the lack of such a safety corridor and the narrowness of the bike path 
adjacent to car traffic.” 
– Neno Villamor, Soquel 

“I think this is the best use of the corridor. The train will cost too much money and 
will not be used. A bike path with NO DIVERSIONS will probably result in more 
decreased traffic on Hwy 1 than a train will.” 
– Peter Goodman, Aptos 

“I support the trail.” 
– Donna Heyl, Boulder Creek 

“I’m signing because I support the trail-only option!” 
– Jennifer McNulty, Davenport 

“To support bikers like myself, so we can have more lanes and routes for us to bike 
on.” 
– Lara Latourelle, Santa Cruz 
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“I’m signing because I use my bicycle almost daily to get around. I commuted for 24 
years to work and still do. Our Bike to School days are scarcely attended because 
parents don’t want to risk their children’s lives on a bike ride to school. Building the 
trail would reduce traffic greatly by encouraging a safer ride to school and work for 
thousands in our community. Let’s do this now!” 
– Tim Donovan, Aptos 

“Definitely trail-only! No track please!” 
– Dexter Hardcastle, Santa Cruz 

“I live along the rail corridor. My family would thrive with access to a pedestrian 
and bicycle trail. A rail option would force us to move from our lovely beach home.” 
– Michael Schwieterman, Aptos 

“I am in support of the trail-only option.” 
– Jake O’Gorman, Watsonville 

“This is the only option.” 
– Spencer Hays, Aptos 

“This would be a wonderful feature to enjoy with family and friends and it’s one of 
the most spectacular views along the coast!” 
– Michael Gorman, Ben Lomond 

“The trail would be a great way to move people and cyclists, while getting them off 
of the roadways.” 
– Kittleson Tom, Aptos 

“Bikes are awesome! Bike trails are better than roads.” 
– Issac Barrios, Santa Cruz 
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“I want to ride my bike on a trail and not a street. ! I do not ride on streets and 
therefore am very limited.” 
– Dania Moss, Soquel 

“I want a safe way to ride my bike to work and through the county.” 
– Tiffany Burns, Capitola 

“The most users, the least cost and the best experience. It just makes sense.” 
– Steven Venturini, Soquel 

“I’ve lived in two communities with rail trails and miss them! This kind of trail 
offers so many opportunities and I’d like to see it here soon!” 
– Amanda Stiles Branecki, Santa Cruz 

“Trial-only is the smart way to supply routes provide a car free system.” 
– Terry Gripton, Santa Cruz 

“I believe in the power of the rail trail-ONLY.” 
– Rayette Andrews, Aptos 

“I agree. Remove the tracks, build the bike corridor that will further make Santa 
Cruz an attractive, healthy and commutable town.” 
– Doug Leon, Aptos 

“This option makes the most sense in all regards.” 
– Lance Anderson, Capitola 

“Bike and walkways are the best return on our tax dollars and public transit 
options are already running at a massive deficit in this county.” 
– Derek Jensen, Felton 
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“This would be good for business via visitors and tourism, for the environment, for 
locals’ enjoyment, for safety...but most important...it would happen MUCH quicker 
and easier, providing something immediately and at relatively low cost that will 
have big, positive impact.” 
– Evan McGown, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz needs bike and walking trails like other towns, not more trains.” 
– Roger Douglass, Santa Cruz 

“I’d use this trail a few times a week and I’m absolutely sick of the horrendous 
traffic in our county, especially during the summer!” 
– Carter Jones, Aptos 

“This trail will be of far greater benefit to the community than any other discussed 
options for the rail corridor.” 
– Nathaniel James, Santa Cruz 

“I’m a bicyclist.” 
– Rene Ramirez, Soquel 

“Trail-only and ASAP, please.” 
– Dean Morrow, Santa Cruz 

“I would like to use this bike trail.” 
– Colin Parsons, Santa Cruz 

“I support bikes.” 
– Peter Stroet, Santa Cruz 

“We need this!” 
– Jasmin Rocha, Watsonville 
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“The train option is not realistic and not practical. Trains are noisy. Noise is 
unpleasant for people living near the tracks. And the tracks need to have fences and 
walls. Fences and walls are ugly.” 
– Catharina Marlowe, Santa Cruz 

“I have been a cyclist all my life and would love to rid to south county etc. I really 
think the trail should be for biking and walking the train idea is expensive and way 
to costly for what it would actually accomplish!” 
– Kurt Skelton, Santa Cruz 

“I support the trail and the many benefits it offers both the environment and the 
community.” 
– Ryan Colligan, Capitola 

“I love to walk in Santa Cruz!” 
– Deborah Baloff, Santa Cruz 

“We need safe transportation corridors for both pedestrians and bicyclists. The only 
way to do that is to keep them separate. Moreover, I suspect the train would be a 
boondoggle. I favor the path of lower cost and quieter, safer transportation driven 
by human muscles.” 
– Jude Todd, Santa Cruz 

“I live in Santa Cruz and love cycle no and running. I’d love a new scenic trail as 
opposed to normal road running.” 
– Ryan Bailey, Santa Cruz 

“It was a wonderful addition to the community.” 
– Barbara Temsamani, Soquel 

“I love waking.” 
– Sydney Gladu, Santa Cruz 
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“Converting the rail corridor into a pedestrian and cycling corridor would be 
wonderful!” 
– Bruce Burroughs, Watsonville 

“Safe areas for biking and walking are always a good thing for the community!” 
– Tamara Tahara, Capitola 

“It’s the right thing.” 
– Gavin Hunt, Watsonville 

“I’m signing because DUH.” 
– Joel Wheeler, Aptos 

“One of the main reasons is that I developed a, “Desal Alternative”, plan to utilize 
recycled water, which involves using the corridor for distribution pipelines. It would 
not be economically feasible to place these high pressure water mains near a train, 
because it would require expensive double containment of the pipelines. These 
pipelines can provide the means to wholesale up to 10 million gallons a day of water 
to sell, store, or inject into the ground water basin to stop saltwater intrusion. They 
can also connect to the “Deep Water Desal” plant being built in Moss Landing. This 
would essentially end the water shortage problems during drought, and need for, 
“conjunctive use/Lochquifer” water from the San Lorenzo Valley/Scott’s Valley are, 
which also has its share of a lowering ground water basin level problems.” 
– Bill Smallman, Felton 

“The corridor space isn’t suitable for a train. A bike path is a better use for this 
space and community.” 
– John Fangary, Santa Cruz 

“I want to be able to bike from Aptos to Santa Cruz.” 
– Buff McCharen, Aptos 
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“A bike path and hiking trail would be a wonderful addition to Santa Cruz County.” 
– Harry Domash, Aptos 

“Walking and riding bikes keep the air clean!” 
– Jacquie Armendariz, Aptos 

“We do not need this. Where is the money coming from? I do not think the rail will 
be used. The trail would not be pleasant if we had to walk or bike next to a diesel 
train.” 
– Sheryl Palmer, Aptos 

“We just biked 64 miles round trip on the Fulton-Sacramento bike/walk/run trail. 
I’d love to have a local version. It’s a win-win for everybody.” 
– Dondi Gaskill, Aptos 

“I love the connection between our neighborhoods. Keep people active.” 
– Brett Cornell, Santa Cruz 

“I want to bike to work from my house in Pleasure Point to my work on the west 
side safely and with my kids!” 
– Ann-Marie Osterback, Santa Cruz 

“It’s a much better and healthier idea than a train.” 
– Karyl Rader, Felton 

“We need safe bike paths in Santa Cruz!” 
– Paul Allen, Santa Cruz 

“We need it!” 
– Ann Ferrante, Aptos 
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“We need a safe zone to ride bikes and walk in Santa Cruz county. Green painted 
lanes are not enough and this valuable resources is wasting away while waiting for 
a utopian rail plan that our population cannot afford to implement. We need a 
protected space to safely ride bikes in Santa Cruz. A train is outdated and not 
suited for this area. We can do so much more to help public transportation by 
expanding Hwy 1 for a bus and carpool lane.” 
– Jack Brown, Aptos 

“I feel by adding the Greenway it would be a substantial upgrade to the City of 
Santa Cruz. Thanks!” 
– Rose McPherren, Santa Cruz 

“We need this infrastructure desperately. We need this infrastructure now and for 
the future.” 
– Jan Caldarella, Capitola 

“I want a bike trail as soon as possible!” 
– Michael Forster, Santa Cruz 

“I ride with my two young boys all the time and there is no good way to get across 
town safely on a bike. This is desperately needed!” 
– Tim Clayman, Santa Cruz 

“We need more bike infrastructure now.” 
– Ted Lorek, Santa Cruz 

“Bikes are healthy for people, communities, and the environment.” 
– Joshua Dibble, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz needs this. The rail trail is the perfect solution for safer bicycling and 
avoiding Hwy 1 traffic to get between south, east, and west sides.” 
– Kevin Karwick, Aptos 

UCS - Comments Received Community Groups | Page 121



Comments on Santa Cruz County Greenway Petition 

 70 

“I bike a lot and the bike trail would be great!” 
– Paul Dionne, Felton 

“I do not believe rail travel will ever be viable, but a trail for people would have a 
tremendous value.” 
– Lloyd Stephenson, Watsonville 

“I believe a trail would promote health, community and a more financially 
sustainable choice for the city. A rail would be unaffordable, underused and 
extremely obtrusive to nearby residents and farmers.” 
– Jill Borba, Capitola 

“Bike trails will be an awesome addition to Santa Cruz!” 
– Amy Steinberg, Santa Cruz 

“I want a biking and walking trail to move about safely.” 
– Garrett Presley, Santa Cruz 

“The route and width of this trail makes no sense for a train. It does, however, make 
great sense as a walking and biking trail.” 
– Christine Altermann, Santa Cruz 

“Safe, dedicated bike paths and pedestrian paths are essential in a thriving 
community.” 
– Molly Shaw, Santa Cruz 

“I’d love to have a safe corridor to walk and ride bikes away from the crazy amount 
of cars on the inadequate road systems in Santa Cruz.” 
– Karri Breslin, Santa Cruz 
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“I don’t believe a train system would work. We need to get a transport system that 
gets people exercising and has low maintenance costs, as well as meeting the 
transport demands.” 
– Toby Ferguson, Santa Cruz 

“I love this idea.” 
– Lance Hulsey, Ben Lomond 

“I agree with this being the only solution that gets the most people moving at a cost 
our community can afford, and it gives us the option for Railbanking.” 
– Luci Gray, Santa Cruz 

“I think this is the right and affordable mix for our community.” 
– Lisa Warshaw, Santa Cruz 

“A coastal trail in Santa Cruz county is sorely needed and will benefit the 
community and tourists alike for generations.” 
– Chris Nebo, Santa Cruz 

“It will bring that corridor to use more quickly and cheaply. By doing this, it does 
not mean a train can never go there. However waiting for the train to appear while 
not utilizing the right of way is nuts. Bike trails in all other locations have had 
positive economic impact on the local community. Let’s do the trail now!” 
– Robert Wyland, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing this petition to have a world class trail on par with Pacific Grove 
created in Santa Cruz. This is something my whole family would use almost 
everyday!” 
– Leanne Butka, Santa Cruz 

“I’ve experienced rails to trails programs be successful in other cities.” 
– Curtis Ami, Santa Cruz 
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“Simple, smart and cost effective.” 
– Lisa Sheridan, Soquel 

“I want my town to be a better place to take my family.” 
– Leigh-Anne Lehrman, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because I would like to get healthier and ride my bike more, and it’s 
become very dangerous on the streets here...I would love to ride more for short trips 
to the store as well; taking cars off the streets- every little bit helps. It would also be 
totally more in line with what the people of Santa Cruz WANT! Thanks!” 
– Margery Moran, Santa Cruz 

“How awesome this would be for Santa Cruz county!” 
– Shelly Ritchie, Capitola 

“I want to see the trail a reality while I still can enjoy it be it by bike or walking.” 
– Cynthia Carabba, Aromas 

“I believe that this could really benefit the cycling community.” 
– Rachel Strawn, Santa Cruz 

“I would love a safe route to ride my bike around Santa Cruz to get to work during 
the summer.” 
– Kees Horn, Santa Cruz 

“Leaving those tracks in place is insane! Get them up and have a REAL bike trail 
up and running soon. NO commuter train will ever be built. Those people from 
“Friends of the Rail Trail” are zombies spouting lies.” 
– Jeff Stallings, Soquel 

“I am signing because I commute Capitola-Watsonville.” 
– Martin Martinez, Capitola 
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“I’m signing because I would like to have a clear bike path that lessens the danger 
of biking on a shared road.” 
– Veronica Manuel, Santa Cruz 

“Lets get this thing built already.” 
– Alexander Martinez, Santa Cruz 

“Rail is too costly and won’t be utilized.” 
– David Criswell, Boulder Creek 

“I want safer options for getting around on my bike. This just plain makes sense.” 
– Terrie Sima, Santa Cruz 

“I would like to be able to bike safely through town with my kids!” 
– Marissa Swett, Aptos 

“I think it is smart to have a safe way to navigate through out Santa Cruz. I 
suggested this after the earthquake when they were developing a plan for the 
recovery of Santa Cruz. It is about time. I suggested this during the recovery plan 
after the earthquake.” 
– Carmen Mulholand, Santa Cruz 

“We need something that works for our county and its people.” 
– Joseph Ward, Watsonville 

“I’d love to see a fast, easy route from Capitola to the Westside. Help us get out of 
our cars.” 
– Devon Ricks, Capitola 

“I would love to be able to walk, run, ride safely through town with my kids.” 
– Jenae Replogle, Santa Cruz 
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“A beautiful bike trail would enhance the healthy life style of our coastal town. I do 
not want a train making noise, creating pollution, and blocking traffic.” 
– Anita Heath, Aptos 

“This is a tremendous opportunity to create an amazing resource and the only 
scenario that actually makes sense.” 
– Peter Townsend, Aptos 

“I ride bikes to and from campus.” 
– Kevin Le, Santa Cruz 

“Would be used by many more people than tourist train. Safe avenue for bikes and 
pedestrians.” 
– Alison Fuhrman, Santa Cruz 

“The rail trail is an attempt to fit a quart into a pint pot. It’s also a great waste of a 
wonderful community resource to let the timeline for a walking/cycling trail to be 
held up by the much longer timeline for a railway. the rail trail.” 
– John Boulton, Aptos 

“Seems like a healthy, restorative project in the hands of capable, qualified young 
planners (and dreamers) Will contribute with prayers for God’s help.” 
– Norma Wolff, Santa Cruz 

“It sounds like a good idea and a safe way to get around.” 
– Jonathan Fulcher, Santa Cruz 

“I would love a safe place to ride with my family away from busy street traffic.” 
– Melissa Lausen, Aptos 

“I want a trail.” 
– Charles Smith, Santa Cruz 
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“I think bike path can happen - rail service too risky and expensive. We would enjoy 
the bike path frequently.” 
– Sharen Barrett, Aptos 

“I believe a trail-only option is the best way to go! If RTC wants a train so bad, 
develop an electric train parallel to Hwy 1.” 
– Gina Colfer, Aptos 

“This sounds like an excellent option for healthy, inexpensive exercising and 
allowing people to observe and appreciate their surroundings in an enjoyable way.” 
– Diana Cooper, Santa Cruz 

“Our community needs safe bike lanes and transportation across town. A safe and 
attractive trail for bikers and walkers would be a huge asset to our community.” 
– Terri Mayall, Santa Cruz 

“My kids are going to Cypress High school and we love them to go to school safely by 
bicycle following San Lorenzo river and then go toward east side following the 
railroad track.” 
– Denis Pochet, Santa Cruz 

“It’s good for the community.” 
– Noah Dillman, Santa Cruz 

“I want a trail, duh!” 
– Jennifer Heinlein, Aptos 
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“This whole project is a complete disaster. It should be renamed “Our great 
grandchildren’s trail” since most of us will be dead by the time you folks get off your 
asses and get it done. I am extremely disappointed that all we hear about is new 
studies needed. These are career study’s appointees who never get anything done. 
Forget the rail corridor, remove the damn tracks and get a bike and pedestrian trail 
built while we are all still young enough to use it!” 
– William Conklin, Santa Cruz 

“I believe that a trail without a train is going to be the best solution for our 
community.” 
– Brian McElroy, Davenport 

“I’m signing because riding a bicycle is FUN!” 
– Frank Church, Santa Cruz 

“I lived in Monterey and Pacific Grove. The bike path was a great resource.” 
– Pete Hunkel, Watsonville 

“I bike and think this is the right choice.” 
– Jeremy Lezin, Soquel 

“The trail-only option makes the most sense to me aesthetically and safety wise.” 
– Andrew Alness, Santa Cruz 
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“I feel very strongly about these points: I do not want the “rail” option taken off the 
table. Leave it be for now, but leave the option for the future, if the need arises. 
Pave over the rails, modify the trestles, work around what we have, but don’t 
destroy it. Bicycle commuting, and pedestrian uses are incompatible. These uses 
must be given ample elbow room. Leaving the tracks dormant gives us the most 
space to separate these uses. Bicycle commuters travel at 15 to 20 mph. These two 
uses are typically excluded in high use areas (it’s illegal to ride your bike on the 
sidewalk downtown). It should be our highest priority to build the trail NOW. Once 
built, the trail will be the greatest public works project of many generations. There 
are no downsides, and endless positives, to getting this project completed. Leaving 
the rail transit option sleep, until its need becomes clear, is our best option for 
getting this trail built immediately.” 
– Tom Davis, Santa Cruz 

“I live in Whistler BC half the year and they have an awesome trail system to walk 
and bike. It reduces car traffic and is a huge benefit to locals and tourists. In BC, 
they just build things and get them done. What’s the issue here? Just do it!” 
– Elizabeth Turner, Santa Cruz 

“I’m a biker!” 
– Keerti Ayakannu, Santa Cruz 

“Because I need to!” 
– Carolyn Maddux, Santa Cruz 

“I believe a trail-only scenario will provide the best value to the county and offer 
Santa Cruz hikers and bikers a great option for a healthy, environmentally friendly 
way to commute and get around.” 
– Chris Bush, Santa Cruz 

“I would use this almost everyday.” 
– Brian O’Dell, Santa Cruz 
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“Trail and Pedestrian walk/bikeway is a better way to spend my tax payer money. A 
train is to costly to build and maintain, will slow traffic at crossings, not to mention 
noise pollution.” 
– Richard Whitcomb, Aptos 

“I love safe biking! I commute or train on my bike 2-3 times per week.” 
– Miranda Ganci, Santa Cruz 

“I love cycling. Santa Cruz is such a beautiful place. It deserves some serious bike 
trails for enjoyment.” 
– Janene Forsyth, Ben Lomond 

“As a cyclist, we need this!” 
– John Doty, Santa Cruz 

“I would love to see a train in Santa Cruz that connects transit centers, high density 
neighborhoods, and major commercial centers. The coastal corridor (unfortunately!) 
connects none of these, and it’s therefore best utilized as a trail our community can 
be proud of. This would be one of the finest trails in the country.” 
– Keith Trainor, Santa Cruz 

“The trail is the only thing that makes financial sense. It is the best use for the rail 
line. Spending tens of millions of dollars for further studies is a waste of tax payers 
money. A trail-only solution makes complete sense.” 
– Joseph Morici, Aptos 

“It simply makes sense!” 
– Axel Loelhoeffel, Santa Cruz 

“Please build a trail without the rail.” 
– Douglass Weymouth, Santa Cruz 
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“It would be wonderful to have the train corridor to ride on and many other bike 
trails too!” 
– Susan Lynch, Santa Cruz 

“Trains make no sense in this community because of the excessive costs and lack of 
population density. They pollute, smell bad and make too much noise. They’ll also 
cost us a $1B and take 20 years to come to fruition. The best/only solution is a 
bike/e-bike trail, [which can happen soon/inexpensively].” 
– G Craig Vachon, Aptos 

“Public transportation is important for us all.” 
– Dawn Castello, Santa Cruz 

“Its becoming more and more impossible to drive across town. We need a safe route 
for bicycles.” 
– Joanne Hutson, Santa Cruz 

“I do not want a train! I am very strongly supportive of tearing out the tracks and 
putting in a trail the county can be proud of. It is the only cost-effective option.” 
– Robert Jones, Aptos 

“I want a trail-only solution.” 
– Julie Pillack, Santa Cruz 

“It would be a tremendous asset to the county, for residents and visitors alike.” 
– Christy Brune, Aptos 

“I want trail for skating bicycle less drive bad gas need healthy for Santa Cruz.” 
– Raymond Welsh, Capitola 

“I like to walk!” 
– Melissa Snyder, Santa Cruz 
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“I don’t see any train and trail actually getting completed in my lifetime. I vote for a 
trail-only now.” 
– Jim Cumming, Santa Cruz 

“This is totally wasted and degraded space, I ride bikes for transportation with my 
children and would be able to do so more often, to more locations and more safely 
with a path as suggested.” 
– Shannon Freed, Santa Cruz 

“As an avid bicyclist I view this approach to be a more cost efficient and reasonable 
approach to a big problem especially of single rider commuters.” 
– Michael Beumer-Browner, Santa Cruz 

“We need a pedestrian/bike trail, not a diesel polluting train that will not solve the 
traffic issue.” 
– Elena Rubalcaba, Aptos 

“Seems like the best use of this resource.” 
– Randall Finchum, Aptos 

“This is a great idea. I would definitely use the biking trail for work.” 
– Gabriel Austin, Watsonville 

“It is the right way to proceed.” 
– Thomas Brandow, Santa Cruz 

“This idea will keep costs down and it will provide a a safe route across town for 
bicyclists and pedestrians.” 
– Raj Khokhar, Santa Cruz 
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“I’ve lived in a town with a safe biking/walking trail. It joins people from the various 
neighborhoods, gets people outside, and allows a commute path for many. It can be 
done NOW. I know we will love it.” 
– Joan Love, Aptos 

“Drive foe.” 
– Christopher Lanagan, Watsonville 

“Why not?! More people need to be able to commute safely. Less traffic. Less 
pollution. Healthier people. Cleaner air. Yes please!” 
– Christina Haslam, Felton 

“My mom loves to bike.” 
– Morgan Matias, Santa Cruz 

“I believe having a trail along the rail corridor will make Santa Cruz an even better 
place to live.” 
– Claire Kleffel, Aptos 

“This is what we need.” 
– Collin Currie, Santa Cruz 

“I don’t want a train.” 
– Gonzalo De Elizalde, Watsonville 

“We need a safe way to commute on bicycles and a nice trail to walk on.” 
– Scott Andersen, Soquel 

“This trail would mean a LOT to the community!” 
– John Strobel, Santa Cruz 

“I live in Santa Cruz. Bikes rock.” 
– Jose Jimenez, Ben Lomond 
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“Need to facilitate this great community asset now.” 
– Steve Pereira, Aptos 

“I want to be able to bike safely from home to downtown for work.” 
– Christopher Teague, Aptos 

“We need safe places to ride and for adults and kids of all ages! For fun and for 
transportation.” 
– Marni Pitt, Santa Cruz 

“I’d like to see more immediate use of the corridor.” 
– Rochard Spencer, Capitola 

“I want more safe biking routes in Santa Cruz! :D.” 
– Amanda Moe, Santa Cruz 

“I’d like a safe and designated area for people to be travel through Santa Cruz 
County whether on foot or on a bicycle.” 
– Yesenia Curiel, Watsonville 

“I like the plan.” 
– Jon Sisk, Santa Cruz 

“Stay Green.” 
– Jose Luis Padilla, Watsonville 

“A running/bike trail would enhance the community, and allow a safe avenue for 
walkers, runners, and cyclists.” 
– Joan Darroch, Aptos 

“I’m an everyday commute cyclist and weekend road warrior! I’d love to see some 
nice bike paths so I can stop worrying about getting murdered by some idio not 
paying attention in his SUV.” 
– Chris Freeny, Santa Cruz 
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“I would love to ride to and from work downtown to Soquel without almost being 
killed daily by distracted drivers.” 
– Gregory Dolder, Soquel 

“I want a safe way to bike across Santa Cruz...and biking on Soquel Ave./Dr. is 
anything but safe. And I think the train idea is too expensive and not practical for a 
town the size of Santa Cruz.” 
– Michele Goodwin-Hooks, Santa Cruz 

“Accept the facts already! Travel will be faster and more enjoyable with e-bikes.” 
– Manu Koenig, Santa Cruz 

“I’d love to see a bike and ride trail.” 
– Joelle Treanor, Santa Cruz 

“Biking is better.” 
– Theresa Rainey, Watsonville 

“The special interest behind rail use needs to be defeated. There is no demand and 
it would be too costly and disruptive.” 
– Joe Stoken, Aptos 

“Take a look at what they did in Ventura County with the trail from Ojai to 
Ventura. We would benefit and welcome this in Santa Cruz County!” 
– Lori Siegmund, Santa Cruz 

“I want to be able to decrease my carbon foot print while commuting to work or 
running errands. I would like to have pride in my city for taking action to create a 
more bikable city.” 
– Samantha Monaco, Aptos 

“Want trail-only.” 
– Roger Anderson, Santa Cruz 
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“If left unfettered, Don Lane will spend a billion dollars on his pet train 
project...while providing an incremental service (to the existing failing bus service) 
for less than 10% of taxpayers.” 
– Douglas Doherty, Santa Cruz 

“I use the trails the roads and the pathways all over Santa Cruz County for 
walking, cycling, fitness, contemplation and socializing. Pure gold, more pure than 
gold! This is another community effort that is thinking through the tough questions 
and forming incredibly appropriate solutions.” 
– John Sliney, Santa Cruz 

“Keeping the rail tracks is a lot like bring back coal to power a locomotive. Other 
cities such as Seattle, WA created pedestrian and bike trail on former railway right 
of ways and did not try to accommodate a seasonal Xmas train.” 
– Alan Alpert, Santa Cruz 

“I will use the trail!” 
– Michael Grabill, Capitola 

“I am a bike rider, and I want to be able to commute through town.” 
– Jennifer Clinite, Watsonville 

“I’m signing because I support the use of space that has been vacated by the railway 
system for years. This could provide a safer route for children, pedestrians and 
cyclists.” 
– Brittney Mignano, Santa Cruz 

“I love bike riding and a bike/ walking path can be enjoyed by residents and 
tourists. I bike the multipurpose path in Kapaa, HI often and it is great to enjoy the 
scenery without all of the traffic! I love the Arana Gulch path as well!” 
– Nancy Kaneg, Santa Cruz 

UCS - Comments Received Community Groups | Page 136



Comments on Santa Cruz County Greenway Petition 

 85 

“Tired of traffic.” 
– Judith Dew, Capitola 

“We need this now!” 
– Becky Herry, Santa Cruz 

“Simply because I would use it. Great for people that are traveling to work here in 
town. safe place for bicyclist. I can go on and on!” 
– Julio Ortiz, Santa Cruz 

“I want to start riding my bike. I’m 60 and don’t feel safe riding my bike around this 
county.” 
– Leslie Evans, Aptos 

“This is the most sensible use of the train tracks.” 
– Alexander Newell, Santa Cruz 

“Because I believe in a greener way to live. To encourage safe biking from pleasure 
to work commuting. With a population ever growing we need to find new ways to 
de-congestion our roadways.” 
– Caroline Groux, Santa Cruz 

“Enabling safe and efficient bike transportation is imperative for any modern 
community.” 
– Christopher Woldemar, Santa Cruz 

“There needs to be a trail that connects Santa Cruz, Capitola and Aptos.” 
– Kevin Painchaud, Aptos 

“The train is a crazy waste of money. People who live and pay taxes would use the 
trail, the train would be for tourist mostly.” 
– Sean Moriarty, Aptos 
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“We need safer places to bike and walk.” 
– Tiffany Lindsay, Aptos 

“I like mountain biking.” 
– Henry Magee, Soquel 

“Love...I was born and raised here. I love my home. We must always take care of 
people and places we love. ;).” 
– Patricia Romo, Capitola 

“We are the town for this!” 
– Robin McDuff, Santa Cruz 

“We are in desperate need of a safe, fun, and healthy way to get around town! How 
do we not have a trail yet? I currently drive Monterey, Fremont, and the East Bay 
to use their bike trails.” 
– Lindsey Keough, Santa Cruz 

“Only way to go - trail-only. Love the name Greenway.” 
– Edda Tusinac, Aptos 

“I would love safe and scenic riding for my family and I.” 
– Tira Brown, Aptos 

“We need this bike path. The East Bay Bike Trail on the east bay in Rhode Island 
support both bikes and pedestrians. It is well used by both and works very well. 
They cab coexist.” 
– Paul Bellerjeau, Watsonville 

“Better use of funds and more opportunity for community use.” 
– Robert Ellenwood, La Selva Beach 
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“I would love to be able to ride my bike from the east side to the west side in the 
summer and not have to deal with all the traffic.” 
– Jake Newman, Santa Cruz 

“This trail would be such an awesome asset to our county in so many ways! I would 
use it all the time. A safe, healthy and beautiful way to travel the county either by 
bike, ebike, walk, run or skate.” 
– Greg Heath, Aptos 

“Great petition and plan.” 
– Pablo Castro, Santa Cruz 

“This trail would be a huge win for pedestrians and cyclists in Santa Cruz county!” 
– Venessa Coffaro, Aptos 

“Probably get me on my bike again!” 
– Gregory Tarsy, Santa Cruz 

“It makes sense!” 
– David Montgomery, Watsonville 

“Because I ride my bike all the time.” 
– David Mondragon, Santa Cruz 

“Trail-Only is the ONLY viable solution that serves the present-day needs of ALL 
Santa Cruz county residents.” 
– Christopher Lucas, Watsonville 

“We want a trail not a nasty diesel train.” 
– Sam Pederson, Santa Cruz 

“I ride my bike more than the train that doesn’t exist.” 
– Sean Romero, Santa Cruz 
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“Keeping the rail is a bad idea. Adding a trail system in it’s place would be a real 
positive for the entire county.” 
– Kent Thrasher, Aptos 

“This would be wonderful. It would bring people out and add to our community. 
Yes.” 
– Gary Linville, Capitola 

“I’ve been riding my bike in Santa Cruz for 42 years. It’s time to make it safe!” 
– Mark Lang, Santa Cruz 

“I too would love the option of riding/walking from point A to point B safely in this 
county. Less road traffic the better!” 
– Holly Angell, Santa Cruz 

“It’s simple and what we truly need. Rail just won’t have the usage to justify the 
complications. I’ve ridden a bike on rail corridor conversions elsewhere and they 
were great. Plenty of room for pedestrians and bikes.” 
– Scott Bongiorno, Santa Cruz 

“I would use my bike to safely commute, shop and for daily healthy recreation.” 
– Jeff Powers, Aptos 

“I’m signing because it’s the smart thing to do. And it reminds me of being in, 
Copenhagen where there were many bike trails like this and it was wonderful.” 
– Denise Shaw, Santa Cruz 

“I will use it!” 
– Annie Moon, Aptos 

“This would improve traffic conditions, community health, and happiness. If 
approved, I would purchase a bike!” 
– Shannon Marsh, Santa Cruz 
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“I bike commute from Aptos to Santa Cruz daily.” 
– Chris Carothers, Aptos 

“I bike around all the time and think that this would be amazing!” 
– Samuel Williamson, Santa Cruz 

“I want a car free safe bike trail for my family.” 
– Michele Claussen, Watsonville 

“I’m always commuting to work with my bike, this would create a safer & faster 
passageway for commuting bikers/ or walkers.” 
– Kathryn Crelan, Capitola 

“Guy is the man! Thank you for bringing this initiative to us.” 
– Bradley Bowden, Santa Cruz 

“I love to run and bike.” 
– Sue Martin, Watsonville 

“We need this support for fostering an active community.” 
– Jennifer Bloom, Scotts Valley 

“Trail-ONLY is the right choice for a beautiful Santa Cruz experience.” 
– Lec Log, Santa Cruz 

“The train is a pipe dream and a waste of money and time.” 
– Daniel Forshner, Santa Cruz 

“This is a great option for the county.” 
– Diane Christman, Capitola 

“Simple is best!” 
– Michael Matthews, Santa Cruz 
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“I don’t think that many people would use the train.” 
– Lucille Heathorn, Santa Cruz 

“I want a trail not a rail line at all. Trail-only! No train!” 
– Keith Schuler, Capitola 

“A train is not the type of mass transit needed in Santa Cruz County. A trail would 
serve a purpose.” 
– Steve Dunlap, Watsonville 

“I work downtown and more pedestrian and bike friendly options makes my 
company a better place to work, and makes it easier to hire new employees.” 
– Barry Dobyns, Santa Cruz 

“I believe this to be a great idea and something I would use frequently. I know many 
of my friends and family would as well.” 
– William Cotton, Santa Cruz 

“It just makes sense!” 
– Mary Tucker, Santa Cruz 

“I would welcome the reality of transporting myself around town, on my bike, in a 
safe environment...something that I feel we don’t have currently.” 
– Mary Berkana, Capitola 

“I believe that the train tracks are wasted space.” 
– Cole Barbour, Santa Cruz 

“I believed US should have a GOOD transportation system.” 
– Sanchez Delsy, Watsonville 
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“A train would lead to more traffic congestion because of all the major streets it 
crosses. A bike and walking path would reduce pollution and promote biking across 
town.” 
– Laura McEntee, Santa Cruz 

“I want a rail trail!” 
– Chandler Harris, Soquel 

“I’ve visited, vacationed and lived in other cities, islands and areas that have 
already done this, and it’s wonderful. Now we have the opportunity to do this for 
our own county! It not only makes sense, but it would be a HUGE asset. Trail, not 
rail. Besides, it would keep a lot of the cyclists out of traffic and might save a life or 
two!” 
– Deanna Seagraves, Soquel 

“I’d love to ride my bike safely in Santa Cruz. I’ve lived here 40 years and never feel 
safe enough on the streets.” 
– Colette Grey, Santa Cruz 

“It’s the right thing to do!” 
– Wheeler Edwards, Aromas 

“A rail line is not sustainable. People in this town won’t use it after the novelty 
wears off. I would use a Trail every day. The roads in this town are dangerous for 
bike riding, and that trail would be ideal.” 
– J Eldredge, Aptos 

“I think this is a wonderful idea I love riding my bike and it is so good for the 
environment and generations to come.” 
– Jane Ferguson, Santa Cruz 

“Not a population that could support a train. Trail is sustainable.” 
– Janice Thorpe, Capitola 
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“I want a place to ride bikes for long distances with my kids. The city streets are too 
dangerous, even for adults.” 
– Jaron Ballard, Capitola 

“My family and I have personally experienced the benefits of a rail to trail 
conversion. A world-class trail and the community benefits it provides outweighs all 
other options. Pull the rail and Build the trail!” 
– Rick Bar, Aptos 

“After attending a meeting with “experts” on “rail”, I believe they are not focused on 
the realities of the Santa Cruz environment. I commuted to San Jose for years on 
the Hwy 17 Express and observed the development of the “Lite Rail”. It was not 
successful until the service became every :07 minutes. A Santa Cruz version, which 
provides service only every :30 minutes, will never be successful and will have to be 
financially supported by local communities and would bankrupt other needed 
services. We need this project to be successful!” 
– Michael Light, Aptos 

“I’m signing because I am a cyclist who is tired of the lack of safe bike 
infrastructure in our community.” 
– Erica Murphy, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because I’m a Cabrillo student that lives on the west side of town and 
would love to have a more direct and safe route to campus and home. And also with 
tourist traffic getting to opposite sides of town is a hassle.” 
– Crystal Archibeque, Santa Cruz 

“The trail-only option is the best for our community.” 
– Sally Dyrdahl, Aptos 
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“It is time. After spending the weekend in Tahoe, which has a tremendous biking 
trail (even with various weather conditions). Santa Cruz needs this and needs to 
make it a priority.” 
– Allison Deagen, Santa Cruz 

“We would be thrilled to have a dedicated trail for walking and cycling. Our former 
community did a major rails-to-trails project which was absolutely transformative 
to many areas of the county. Great for citizens and great for nearby merchants. We 
would love to see the same in Santa Cruz!” 
– Mary Hesketh, Santa Cruz 

“I believe a walking/bike trail would be good for local citizens and attract tourists as 
well.” 
– Mary Warren, Watsonville 

“Because...it would be amazing and great for our community.” 
– Tyler Newell, Santa Cruz 

“I believe the trail option is needed and adds value to the community, while the rail 
option wastes money and erodes the tranquility for far too many people.” 
– Bruce Burroughs, Santa Cruz 

“We need to make room for innovation. A rail train will waste time and money. A 
trail instead of that rail will open up a new infrastructure that will give us a space 
for green innovation, connecting the Monterey Bay from tip to tip!” 
– Todd Anderson, Cardiff 

“I would prefer to ride my bike than see and ugly noisy train or ride it.” 
– Presley Heath, Aptos 

“This is the single best thing for Santa Cruz county.” 
– Nathaniel Lenfestey, Aptos 
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“I support a trail-only solution.” 
– Stanley Wilson, Santa Cruz 

“I cannot think of a better way for all residents and visitors to enjoy the beauty and 
tranquility of our most special county.” 
– Peter Emanuel, Capitola 

“Santa Cruz County needs a safe, dedicated multi use trail. The rail corridor 
provides the perfect route.” 
– Michael McBride, Aptos 

“I want a safer way to commute to work that doesn’t take an hour.” 
– Nancy Yellin, Aptos 

“I bike and walk. They do not make noise or cost $$$$$$.” 
– Foley Weems, Aptos 

“I believe that people need to be able to choose whenever there is a large 
development in their neighborhood.” 
– Timmi Pereira, Santa Cruz 

“I believe the trail without rail is the best approach.” 
– Victoria Erickson, Aptos 

“I’m signing because this world class area deserves a world class pedestrian and 
bike trail to match.” 
– Larry Bercovich, Aptos 

“I’m signing because I believe the trail-only is the best option for our community.” 
– Paul Lennon, Santa Cruz 

“I would use this trail all the time. I have already used the Monterey section of this 
trail quite a few times.” 
– Kenyon Kluge, Ben Lomond 
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“I would like to see more parks and opportunity for recreation in our town and I 
don’t think a train is a benefit to our community since it will not solve the traffic 
problems with Hwy one.” 
– Dagmar Leguillon, Watsonville 

“I want the trail because it will be practical, environmentally friendly, and uniting 
for all of Santa Cruz county. Also the train is stupid.” 
– Matthew Quinn, Aptos 

“I believe the studies show that a trail installed now will preserve the corridor for 
future technologies.” 
– Randal Kleis, Aptos 

“Agree!” 
– Leland Olson, Santa Cruz 

“I would like a safer option to riding my bike to work!” 
– Jessica Cannarozzi, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz native, bike lover, community spirit.” 
– Dylan Brody, Santa Cruz 

“It’s about time Santa Cruz did something that makes sense!” 
– Richard Caldarella, Capitola 

“I’d like to be able to bike around safer, especially to Cabrillo.” 
– Olivia Maennche, Santa Cruz 

“It needs to be!” 
– Valerie Leal, Santa Cruz 

“This would really help our community by allowing those of us to bike around 
rather than sit in our cars in traffic!” 
– Dianthe Harris, Boulder Creek 
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“I like biking and I live in Santa Cruz.” 
– Jeremt Piss, Soquel 

“Because as a lifelong resident of Santa Cruz county I believe the trail would be an 
asset for residents and visitors alike. It would provide safe and efficient means to 
cross the county and would better preserve the environment than a train.” 
– Trevor Heath, Aptos 

“Yes! Trail-only!” 
– Karen Menehan, Santa Cruz 

“I love my town!” 
– Kyriea Giegerich, Santa Cruz 

“It will be used and enjoyed by both county residents and county visitors and makes 
both environmental and economic sense.” 
– Ken Kambic, Watsonville 

“I don’t care if it has a public transport aspect or not. Let’s just do something with 
this resource. Its a win either way. I feel public transport addition will be great but 
lets start somewhere.” 
– Ray Evert, Aptos 

“This would be awesome, pull the tracks, pave it, use it NOW! Love the super 
imposed images of the trail in use! Keep doing this.” 
– Neal Woods, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz needs a world class biking trail. The trail should not run parallel to a 
train that is not going anywhere and for the most part will be empty. Remember the 
proposed train does not go to UCSC, Cabrillo, downtown, the county buildings, 
Capitola mall or Dominican. A train/trail is not the best use of this property! 
TRAIL-ONLY PLEASE!” 
– Susie Peoples, Aptos 
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“It’s affordable and best case scenario for our future. We all want to hike/bike this 
trail, no one wants/needs an expensive noisy train.” 
– Susan Dormanen, Santa Cruz 

“Too few will use the train at a huge cost.” 
– Joe Raley, Felton 

“I’m looking forward to seeing the next walking adventure. Safety is very important 
to me and the beauty of Santa Cruz outdoors needs to be available to everyone.” 
– Linda McPherson, Santa Cruz 

“I want to see more options for safe and efficient travel for all in Santa Cruz.” 
– Kathy Idoine, Santa Cruz 

“I believe in trails for bikes and walkers/runners through awesome cities like ours 
(quite embarrassing that we don’t already have one!).” 
– Lara Kilpatrick, Watsonville 

“I ride my bike almost daily and I have kids and Santa Cruz is currently very 
unsafe for cyclists. We need a trail and not a train!” 
– Daniel Bennett, Santa Cruz 

“I am concerned about the future of Santa Cruz County and walkability of streets in 
order to get from one place to another.” 
– Rose White, Watsonville 
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“As much as I would love transit service within Santa Cruz County and to 
destinations beyond, as a Planner I do not see that Santa Cruz currently has or is 
likely to soon develop the appropriate density to sustain passenger rail service let 
alone shoulder the enormous cost of installation. Reserve space for the train where 
available and plan for new train bridges as will be needed, but prioritize the trail 
now to give residents and tourists alike an unparalleled sustainable transportation 
route along the coast. Hard infrastructure for rail will continue to divide 
neighborhoods, to say nothing of the cost of construction, noise of operation, and 
massive subsidies which will be needed to support rail serving the relatively low 
housing densities found in Santa Cruz and along the coast. A well designed trail 
and active transportation route will provide much greater environmental and 
human health benefits and will act as a catalyst for economic development. 
Appropriately designed for permeability and in relation to the varied neighborhood 
context, a trail can be a draw for tourism, a carbon free daily commuter route, and a 
placemaking element to encourage the development of more walkable communities. 
In more urban areas where the trail connects with other existing trails, the 
potential to reduce traffic and related emissions through more active 
transportation, further compounds the real environmental benefits and can be 
realized in the short term.” 
– David McCormic, Santa Cruz 

“I live on the tracks and would enjoy a bike path in my back yard.” 
– Kelly Liebenthal, Santa Cruz 

“Because this has the option to be a world class bike trail.” 
– Jason Anderlite, Santa Cruz 

“I believe the rail trail would be good for Santa Cruz residents.” 
– John Distefano, Santa Cruz 
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“I live right by the tracks, and don’t want a regular train service running behind my 
house. Also, traffic is terrible...but I’d ride my bike to Santa Cruz in a moment if 
there was a bike trail that connected Aptos and Santa Cruz.” 
– Aaron Lazenby, Aptos 

“I believe in bicycle transportation.” 
– Matt Darton, Capitola 

“We don’t need a train.” 
– Heather Goodman, Aptos 

“A dedicated trail will serve all of Santa Cruz County’s residents with a safe 
alternative commute corridor.” 
– Tom & Paula Medeiros, Aptos 

“I used to own a home in South San Jose with a train behind. It was VERY loud, put 
nasty exhaust in the air, was a danger to pedestrians, and the Caltrain cars went by 
nearly empty on that part of the route.” 
– Katherine Barr, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because most of the pro-rail people I’ve spoken with think the rail goes 
to Silicon Valley. It doesn’t.” 
– Christopher Risley, Santa Cruz 

“I believe we should use the rail for hiking and biking.” 
– Joyce Kutcher, Santa Cruz 

“No rail. Only trail.” 
– Jeffrey Forman, Aptos 
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“It is unlikely that we would actually figure out the rail option--needed repairs to 
existing track and trestles, stations and parking at stops. It appears to me that 
there wouldn’t be enough usage to come even close to pay for it. It would be great to 
use this beautiful strip of land in a way that so many people could enjoy it; not to 
mention more economically viable.” 
– Suzanne Jensen, Aptos 

“We need this type of development in our community.” 
– Trevor Storey, Santa Cruz 

“I want the trail and not the train!” 
– Phillip Rupp, Capitola 

“I support the trail-only scenario.” 
– Beth Martinez, Watsonville 

“I agree that a trail-only brings the best option to the residents of Santa Cruz 
County. The negative results of initiating a train traveling through our county are 
countless while a trail makes sense for the health and safety of our citizens. We 
may as well kiss goodby saving our flora and fauna if a train roars through the 
county. Look at other cities that have trains and discover that the cities move 
hundreds of thousands of workers each day. Santa Cruz does not compare to these 
places and consequently should abolish the idea of train travel in Santa Cruz 
County. The instigators should move east with their ideas and stop making fools out 
of the residents and tax payers in Santa Cruz.” 
– Beverley Pearce, Santa Cruz 

“We need the trail now!” 
– Christy Tall, Aptos 
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“The traffic in SC is getting out of hand as each of the four corridors gets built up. 
That’s poor planning. But a greenway is not.” 
– Alysia Sharief, Santa Cruz 

“Rebuilding trestles to rail cars needs is prohibitive and until zoning leads to drastic 
changes in the buildings along the route, as well as parking issues, make rail a poor 
option. Put all the trestle money into better bus system.” 
– Dennis Speer, Santa Cruz 

“I believe this is the best option. I live close to the tracks, cycle to work and 
downtown daily, and would love to see this happen in our community.” 
– Katherine Isbister, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because...BIKES!” 
– Daniel Stewart, Santa Cruz 

“It’s worth it.” 
– Taren Loftis, Santa Cruz 

“Make a trail big enough to actually be feasible as a means of commuting by bike.” 
– Boris Baggerman, Santa Cruz 

“Rail trails enhance the appearance of communities from Vancouver to Monterey. 
This is a REAL attraction that makes sense environmentally and economically.” 
– Margaret McCulley, Santa Cruz 

“Let’s do this Santa Cruz.” 
– Kelli Cole, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because a trail-only option makes the most sense for future 
generations, financially, environmentally, as well as for enjoyment and safety. No 
trains!” 
– Richard Armendariz, Aptos 
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“I’m very much in favor of increased bike infrastructure everywhere, especially 
infrastructure that supports medium- and long-range trips.” 
– Bryant Mairs, Santa Cruz 

“We need a safe trail through our county to walk, run, skate and ride on. It’s the 
healthiest and the most environmentally friendly option for our community.” 
– Rachel Heberly, Soquel 

“Great idea!” 
– Katelyn Gagne, Santa Cruz 

“I believe the Case the Group presents is factually correct and right for our 
citizens.” 
– John Dowdell, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz County needs a pedestrian and bicycle friendly infrastructure. Riding 
my bicycle on the street poses a hazard for me and motorists. This would be a 
wonderful addition to providing safety and pleasure to our citizens and entice 
everyone to enjoy our beautiful environment.” 
– Ellen Todd, Santa Cruz 

“The train plan just doesn’t work.” 
– Donald Radcliffe, Santa Cruz 

“Train rails and bridges on a crumbling coast - dumb.” 
– Robert De Lapp, Aptos 

“I am in total support!” 
– Joe Armando Rubalcaba, Capitola 
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“I have lived in a community that has bike and walking trails. They create a 
fantastic way for the community to get around without sharing the roads with cars. 
A train would be a big mistake.” 
– Laura Brown, Santa Cruz 

“I love biking!” 
– Matthew Sloan, Santa Cruz 

“A pollution free train from north to south county. What’s not to like!” 
– David Giannini, Santa Cruz 

“Tail only will make money but Train will cost money/ Lots of money.” 
– Glen Stribling, Felton 

“I like to commute via bicycle around Santa Cruz.” 
– Crissly Crisostomo, Santa Cruz 

“I love biking around my town but hate having to share the road with traffic. This is 
a great solution to getting people out of their cars.” 
– Jill Schontag, Santa Cruz 

“I would love to have a safe, beautiful transportation option in Santa Cruz county 
that is also environmentally friendly!” 
– Emily Lefebvre, Santa Cruz 

“It is the right thing to do!” 
– Carolyn Conklin, Santa Cruz 

“It’s the future!” 
– Laurie Vanderwoude, Aptos 

“We need better faster and safer ways to bike our community.” 
– Nicole Beck, Soquel 
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“I’m signing because a trail-only solution makes sense and cents. I can’t wait to ride 
my bike to handle all of my errands. Let’s make a Wide, World Class TRAIL in 
Santa Cruz County a reality Soon. TRAIN = WAY too much $$$$, Fencing & Noisy. 
It will stunt the trail portion. It won’t head where commuter need to go...like over 
the Hill. A world class TRAIL is the solution to Santa Cruz’s branch line. Let’s get 
this county Moving!” 
– Andrea Miller, Aptos 

“Rail Service is not practical. Bike travel is.” 
– Tim Hartnett, Soquel 

“I want to see a bike path that goes all the way through Santa Cruz.” 
– Ben Grove, Santa Cruz 

“We need to save and fix Santa Cruz. Born and raised here and we should be doing 
much better. More housing, more buildings, more corporations and technology. 21st 
century! This is America! The people need this in Santa Cruz. We need to fix and 
make our city better and this is a good step in the right direction.” 
– Jerry Toste, Santa Cruz 

“It’s unsafe to walk in front of my house and on East Cliff Drive.” 
– Gerlinde Debroekert, Santa Cruz 

“I’d rather have a trail for biking and walking, than a train.” 
– Emily Cohan, Santa Cruz 

“Our community needs more bike access!” 
– Devona Floodman, Santa Cruz 

“This is obviously a great an improvement that serves all of “we the people! Let it 
be! Everything we do every day changes our world. What are you doing? (Love is 
“the answer! Free & easy!)!” 
– Melody Record, Aptos 
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“The train aspect is not a viable means of transportation and much too costly on a 
long term basis.” 
– Susan Kincaid, Aptos 

“More bikes is good.” 
– James Langley, Santa Cruz 

“I’ve been hearing about this for years and it would be an amazing addition to our 
already very beautiful habitat which is Rio Del Mar, Santa Cruz.” 
– Kevin Conway, Aptos 

“Trains are a great resource, but they’re not right for every community. Santa Cruz 
deserves better, and we deserve it sooner than never (which is when a train would 
go in).” 
– Damon O’Hanlon, Santa Cruz 

“I would use it every day. Please make it happen. Thanks.” 
– Chris Grenier, Santa Cruz 

“I want to see more bike paths and trails for future UCSC students and current SC 
residents. More exercise, more beauty, less emissions and waste.” 
– Zachary Kawagoe, Santa Cruz 

“I walk along the rails to get around town anyways. Might as well make it a trail.” 
– Brandon Kempf, Capitola 

“To help people commute by bike so they can be healthy, help the environment, 
reduce traffic, and have fun.” 
– Michael Dahlberg, Santa Cruz 

“Moving to SC from Aptos in 3 weeks. Definitely in for the Greenway.” 
– Suzi Morgan, Aptos 
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“Great idea.” 
– Sukhmeet Singh, Santa Cruz 

“Keep the peace, save the trees, encourage moving your body via walking, cycling, 
running, and focus the other expenses on cleaning up the drug camps.” 
– Breann Sampson, Santa Cruz 

“A trail-only is clearly the best way to go for all to enjoy the environmental diversity 
we share within this beautiful community.” 
– Bill Scurich, Santa Cruz 

“It’s a great idea.” 
– Miguel Canizal, Soquel 

“WE NEED THIS!” 
– Kate Lemega, Santa Cruz 

“The original proposal was for a dedicated, safe, bicycle commute path across Santa 
Cruz and eventually to Aptos. After all the years and mutations; millions spent and 
a bureaucracy established with job security; it is good to get back to a reasonable 
vision that can actually work, and accomplish something for Santa Cruz. Simple.... 
bike path.... commute and enjoy the fresh air!” 
– Merritt Edmunds, Santa Cruz 

“Trail-trail-only is the only viable use for this vital resource.” 
– David Hooks, Santa Cruz 

“A trail would greatly enhance our community.” 
– Clark Clark, Aptos 
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“I’m signing because as Santa Cruz county gets more and more populated and 
congested with cars we need a safe alternative solution for our active community to 
move about our city and county! And we do not need to be spending a large amount 
of money and resources on a train that would not be as positive and useful for our 
community.” 
– Genevra Peyser, Santa Cruz 

“It makes sense like Monterey’s great trail by the sea.” 
– Greg Frauenhofer, Aptos 

“I believe our traffic and community needs will be best addressed and served by a 
well-designed trail-only connection throughout the county.” 
– Andrew Wulf, Capitola 

“It’s a great idea. The train tracks attract crime. If we fix it up we can improve the 
city.” 
– Jesse Williams, Capitola 

“I prefer trail without the train.” 
– Michael Sullivan, Santa Cruz 

“The passenger train will be cost prohibitive. Many can use a trail greenway. Biking 
throughout most of Santa Cruz can be dangerous. The greenway will provide a safe 
biking and walking route which is badly needed. Many towns throughout California 
have protected biking and walking trails. Santa Cruz County is falling behind with 
safe alternatives. It is a smart move to use the greenway for bikes, skateboarders, 
scooters and walkers.” 
– S. Burk, Santa Cruz 
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“As a physical therapist in support of an active lifestyle, I believe in this amazing 
and worthwhile project that is great for the environment and the health and 
wellbeing of our community!” 
– Sherri Betz, Santa Cruz 

“I want to see Santa Cruz embrace healthy lifestyles and the train will not help 
that. There is no use for passenger train based on our population. Trail now.” 
– Ben Rumsey, Aptos 

“I’ve walked a lot of the tracks, and there’s no room and tons of sections!” 
– David Multer, Santa Cruz 

“Seems like a win-win to me, and a bike and pedestrian corridor could be a reality 
much sooner than a train...which will never happen anyway.” 
– Roberta McGann, Aptos 

“To maintain a train is extremely expensive and rather stupid. Several states have 
made successful trails. Several states have excellent bike/pedestrian trails which 
pass through commercial/restaurant areas. The trails are easily accessible, well 
maintained, and bring extra income to the adjacent areas. They also attract 
tourists. A trail through our wonderful area would do likewise. A train would 
bankrupt us and would be little used.” 
– Janet Perry, Aptos 

“So great.” 
– Rachel Wisotsky, Santa Cruz 

“This just needs to happen. It’s good for everyone.” 
– Michael Gardner, Santa Cruz 

“I don’t think our county needs a railroad. I believe electric bikes are the future and 
the path will need to be large enough to have walkers and bikers.” 
– Alison Ekers, Santa Cruz 
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“This is the only rational plan.” 
– Guy Cochrane, Santa Cruz 

“We need a safe bike commute option in Santa Cruz!” 
– Patrick Golliher, Santa Cruz 

“A passenger train makes no sense when all the facts are taken into account. Yet a 
trail will serve the community well.” 
– Elke Riesterer, Santa Cruz 

“Its obvious.” 
– Patrick Thomas, Santa Cruz 

“I would use this trail happily & regularly!” 
– Corrine Flanagan, Soquel 

“The trail-only approach will create a transit corridor for cyclists and result in fewer 
car trips. The train is too expensive and would take forever to complete. We need 
this trail soon!” 
– Jennifer Green, Santa Cruz 

“Biking is a healthy and non congesting alternative to the already bloated 
automobile traffic Santa Cruz already has to deal with on a daily basis.” 
– Greg Montoya, Santa Cruz 

“Traffic is only getting worse throughout the county. The trail-only option is clearly 
the best choice for getting people out of their cars and on a safe path.” 
– Tauna Grinager, Ben Lomond 

“This is a no-brainer.” 
– Jeff Jackson, Santa Cruz 

“Because why not?!” 
– Morgan Miller, Capitola 
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“A trail-only solution is what’s best for our community. Diesel trains are outdated 
and not what is called for.” 
– Carson Combs, Aptos 

“I’m an avid bike rider, my husband is a cyclist and our little boy loves to ride his 
bike. We love Santa Cruz and believe in the dream of riding safely all over the 
town.” 
– Clare Wheadon, La Selva Beach 

“I agree with the petition for Trail-Only.” 
– Arturo Navarro, Watsonville 

“I want a place to ride, skate, and walk my dog safely and responsibly.” 
– Suan Salinger, Santa Cruz 

“With our year around nice weather, this trail/path will relieve traffic pressure 
around town.” 
– Jason Gingery, Santa Cruz 

“Makes perfect sense for Santa Cruz County.” 
– Doreen Odonovan, Aptos 

“A passenger train in this service makes no sense and would be a money pit without 
significant benefit.” 
– Charles Selvidge, Santa Cruz 

“I think it will promote safer cycling, provide recreation and access for walkers, 
joggers, and cyclists, and allow for a commute option for those who want to safely 
cycle to work.” 
– Leslie Strohm, Aptos 
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“There are countless benefits of turning the rail into a trail and providing more 
consistent and safer walking and biking corridors. It will only become more 
expensive. Now is the time!” 
– Edgardo Leblond, Soquel 

“I’m signing because I fully support this wonderful plan.” 
– Patrice Beckstrom, Santa Cruz 

“Every community that has a trail like this is enhanced by the trail. If there was a 
quick flat bike/walking to get between our communities people would use it and get 
off the road. Build this and then market the safe biking alternative.” 
– Amie Forest, Capitola 

“I support bike paths and trails away from car traffic in Santa Cruz county.” 
– Gary Hart, Santa Cruz 

“A bike path would make Santa Cruz safer and more fun and increase community.” 
– Ryan Hughes, Santa Cruz 

“I strongly agree with a trail-only design, based on my experience of living in 3 
other cities which successfully implemented similar designs.” 
– Nathan Ciarleglio, Santa Cruz 

“As it stands, it will likely be nearly as fast to cycle on a trail that to drive from mid-
county to S. C. Great draw for tourism. Less invasive and noisy than a train.” 
– Shahe Moutafian, Capitola 

“I want to bike from West Cliff to East Cliff without worrying about being hit by a 
car. And I want more people biking and walking. It would help make Santa Cruz 
even more special.” 
– Dan Marston, Santa Cruz 
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“I love to ride my bike but traffic can make for a dangerous ride in Santa Cruz.” 
– Forest Aritchita, Santa Cruz 

“No train. Yes rail-trail.” 
– Brian Peoples, Aptos 

“We need this trail-only option!” 
– Rebecca Botelho, Capitola 

“This a great idea for our community!” 
– John Devlin, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz County pales by comparison to other counties that take trails seriously. 
Just look at our neighbors in Monterey. It’s never been more needed in SC than 
today. Join the effort to make it happen!” 
– Christopher Klein, Watsonville 

“The rail with trail does not make sense on any level.” 
– Tom Brandow, Santa Cruz 

“I love running in Santa Cruz. Another car-free option that is safe and wide enough 
would be amazing!” 
– Jennifer Willoughby, Aptos 

“There will never be a useful trail if the bridges, through cuts, and causeways are 
not used for the TRAIL. It’s unconscionable to think you can shove recreational and 
commuter humans out onto side walks or bike lanes where cars WILL collide with 
“trail” users who are denied the use of the RR corridor.” 
– Patty Ciesla, Soquel 

“Let’s keep Santa Cruz from becoming overrun - see how great it has worked in 
Monterey!” 
– Lawrence Rosenbaum, Santa Cruz 
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“I enjoy walking, running, and biking.” 
– Jesse Williams, Ben Lomond 

“I love to bike and we need more bike trails!” 
– Jane Hood, Boulder Creek 

“We do not need a train going thru the village. Will ruin Aptos for sure!” 
– Patricia Trayer, Aptos 

“I’m signing this petition because as a cyclist who commutes and rides to and from 
trails, I have experienced the dangers and pollution of riding alongside motorists for 
over 15 years. We want to ride our bikes away from vehicle traffic and enjoy an 
efficient and pleasurable ride across town. Thanks.” 
– Forrest Toshikian, Aptos 

“I would like a trail not a train so I can use my bike to travel around the county. 
The path needs to be wide enough for bikes, baby joggers and walkers. Thank you.” 
– Michelle Bradley, Soquel 

“Train doesn’t make sense.” 
– Joanie Deneffe, Santa Cruz 

“Traffic in Santa Cruz needs more creative solutions like this.” 
– John Shea, Santa Cruz 

“I don’t want trains.... !” 
– Dave Turner, Aptos 

“I am 100% for the rail trail. This has been a long time coming. A safe bike 
pedestrian path across our county is exactly what we need.” 
– Greg Cross, Santa Cruz 

“I would love to be able to ride and avoid traffic. It would help traffic on Hwy 1 too.” 
– Pamela Anderson, Boulder Creek 
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“It’s a good idea.” 
– Michael Miranda, Santa Cruz 

“A “trail-only” would be a tremendous asset to our county. It would be 
environmentally sound, a healthy option for transportation and overall, a 
community minded addition to SC County. A train would be noisy, create parking 
and intersection congestion, destroy native landscape and cost residents more than 
we can afford! Trail Now! Trail Now!” 
– Susan Moen Penprase, Aptos 

“Want a biking/walking trail.” 
– Vickie Winkler, Santa Cruz 

“I also like the suggestion of putting down base rock or decomposed granite as a 
temporary measure. Save us years of waiting and obviously money. We need this 
trail now, not in the far off future.” 
– Cherie Bobbe, Aptos 

“Hiking and Biking only! No train.” 
– Marilyn Churchill, Capitola 

“Rational minds at work, finally. Rail is an economic panacea. A bike/ped trail will 
transform the county and create a valuable mobility and tourism asset.” 
– Bill Wiseman, Watsonville 

“Make it happen!” 
– Doug Heath, Santa Cruz 

“It would help my commute.” 
– Chris Page, Santa Cruz 
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“When I contemplate how cyclists and trains could easily collide if the cycling path 
were placed next to the train tracks through home neighborhoods in Live Oak, 
where I live and similar areas, I really get scared. I lived for two years in Bellevue, 
WA, on the east shore of Lake Washington, across the lake from Seattle. When 
living there, I used to ride to Seattle and back several times a week around the 
north shore on a rail trail build on an abandon rail line. I can’t imagine how this 
ride would have been if I’d been forced to share the trip with trains! I did have to 
share the trail with pedestrians, but there were very strict right-of-way rules 
regarding bike and pedestrian interaction. For example, cyclists were expected to 
ring their bells when passing pedestrians.” 
– Peter Belew, Santa Cruz 

“I’ve lived in Santa Cruz my whole 34 years of life and always wished there was a 
bike trail along the tracks. Let’s make it happen!” 
– Naomi Dresser, Aptos 

“I agree.” 
– Marilu Radilla, Capitola 

“Trail-only is the only option which will truly reduce traffic. Trains will congest 
already choked neighborhood intersections. Pedestrians, and especially cyclists, will 
only likely use a friendly trail, which means full size, no train.” 
– Tom King, Santa Cruz 

“YES!” 
– Margaret Hellmann, Santa Cruz 

“I want to use this trail and I think it would be a tremendous improvement to the 
community.” 
– Beau Barcus, Santa Cruz 
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“A pragmatic solution to Santa Cruz congestion in both an economic and 
environmental context. It’s also quite feasible and relatively cheap to build on the 
railroad compared to that nonsense idea of a train where the funding, feasibility, 
and sustainability simply aren’t there. Let’s make this happen!” 
– Sam Roberts, Santa Cruz 

“Trail-only makes sense. Rail-trail does not.” 
– Peter Ackerman, Santa Cruz 

“This is so important to Santa Cruz.” 
– Laurie Pimentel, Aptos 

“I’m into trails not rails. Trains are a big and stinky 19th century technology and 
doesn’t yield to anything or anyone. This county doesn’t have the density to support 
viable passenger rail. White elephant.” 
– Mark Davidson, Scotts Valley 

“We need more riding paths so we can get off of the roads and maybe save more 
lives.” 
– Willam Hopkins, Watsonville 

“It’s the only option that makes sense to the community, and will make Santa Cruz 
a bike first community and will actually cars off the road.” 
– Elliot McDonald, Santa Cruz 

“I think that other alternatives to the Rail Trail should be considered.” 
– Charles Hawley, Santa Cruz 

“This is a wonderful idea, let’s get it done.” 
– John McCrary, Santa Cruz 

“I think a trail-only option should be part of the planning process.” 
– Thomas Spaulding, Santa Cruz 
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“I believe this is the best use for the corridor.” 
– Bob Landry, Santa Cruz 

“I think the rail trail would greatly improve the town of Santa Cruz!” 
– Eric Tucker, Santa Cruz 

“Adding a dedicated carpool and bus lane to Hwy 1 will be really expensive but 
makes a lot more sense than having a defunct set of train tracks ruining our cross 
town bike path. If you go and actually look at the corridor a train and path will 
never fit, endless litigation with encroaching neighbors will hold up progress 
forever. The RTC has been misleading the public all along, a single set of worn out 
tracks going over failing bridges is not an option. Technology is on the brink of 
changing transportation dramatically, let’s look forward and stop dreaming.” 
– James Cook, Santa Cruz 

“I love riding my bike and if I had a decent, safe path I would ride it to the grocery 
store and to the beach instead of driving.” 
– Margaret Seibert, Aptos 

“Greenway is beautiful, safe, healthy, sustainable and maintainable in the long-
term. Emerging e-vehicles will transform the speed and mobility of users of 
Greenway. It’s necessary to think ahead and accommodate what’s coming, not look 
to the past. Greenway will be THE most popular tourist attraction in the county 
and also provide an essential commuter link for thousands daily. Let’s be great and 
build Greenway soon, instead of spending millions of dollars “studying” a train, 
which we’ve already studied for 30 years with no result or transportation use of the 
corridor.” 
– Bud Colligan, Santa Cruz 

“Avid cyclist.” 
– Carin Hanna, Santa Cruz 
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“I’ve been thinking the same direction. I don’t see how we can justify the tracks.” 
– Sandra Taylor, Santa Cruz 

“Rail is a negative in this situation.” 
– Scott Owen, Santa Cruz 

“Enough pork! Let’s get the trail done now!” 
– Ashley Greenley, Aptos 

“I believe a well-built, off-street bicycle commuting path will improve the quality of 
life for people who live and work in Santa Cruz. Let’s build the Greenway!” 
– Gail McNulty, Santa Cruz 

“It’s the right way to go!” 
– Clifford Barrett, Scotts Valley 

“Hope for a skateboard, scooter, bike/trike, wheelchair, or walker trail; NOT an 
inaccessible train. Slow heavy trains are past history. Tons of brussel sprouts as 
well as aggregates for cement has pretty much ruined safety of train tracks which 
were a nearly hourly sight of mine in the mid-1960s. Time to move on! Electric 
recumbent trikes began for me in 1980, growing to an electric velomobile (enclosed 
trike). Current electric scooters are dangerous for me when hitting ever camber an 
pothole our roads have to offer while darting through large cars or trucks- even an 
empty bus or two. Having a trail without having to weave through bumper to 
bumper traffic would be fantastic! Matters of safety and health is more important 
than cars (especially to me- a car accident victim). Commuting is ridiculous anyway 
to me; never have, and never will. However: I will use and enjoy a trail: “the sooner 
the better!” 
– Chris Jordan, Santa Cruz 

“Trail now, preserve right of way for future cost effective options.” 
– Debora Friedman, Aptos 
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“After growing up in Santa Cruz, and as of this year becoming an avid cyclist, this 
TRAIL-ONLY proposal would bring a major advancement to Santa Cruz that it is 
currently extremely lacking. After crossing the country on my bicycle this year, 4, 
500 miles later, I experienced the endless joys of 20+ mile long “rail trails, ” old 
railroads replaced with amazing paved and/or crushed limestone bike/ped paths. 
They were in communities all the way from Illinois to NYC, and a major refuge 
from being forced to bike in areas that were solely developed for travel by car 
(namely highways). To stay out of the way of cars was the biggest blessing of these 
trails, not to mention the rails had a pre-established clearing leading to most of the 
places one would need to get. It all just made so much sense, and these trails were 
such a beautiful use of space! After seeing so many great public solutions 
throughout the country, I was bummed to come back to Santa Cruz County, my 
home, and to see the lack of development we have made as.” 
– Deana Alloin, Soquel 

“I believe a train is wasteful spending and not necessary for our community. The 
money is better spent on the trail-only approach and widening Hwy 1. A trail-only 
approach is consistent with the culture and values of Santa Cruz.” 
– Justin McNabb, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz County needs more biking and hiking trails rather than roads and 
railways.” 
– Daniel Rola, Santa Cruz 

“I love the idea of riding my bike cross Santa Cruz County on an old train Corridor, 
I don’t love the idea of the extra cost of a train system.” 
– Barry Sihler, Santa Cruz 

“Let’s make Santa Cruz more bikeable!” 
– Veronica Zaleha, Santa Cruz 
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“Santa Cruz needs this trail system. It will greatly enhance the quality of life for 
ALL in this county.” 
– Eve Eden, Santa Cruz 

“I live in Santa Cruz and would love to be able to ride to 41st without having to deal 
with cars.” 
– Zack Reed, Santa Cruz 

“Finally convinced this is the best option for our community health now! Don’t need 
to wait or vote anymore. Let’s get it done!” 
– Kathryn Scott, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because a bike path would be incredibly useful, help create a safe space 
for bicycles, and help build a sustainable community.” 
– David Ezroj, Santa Cruz 

“I am signing because I think this trail will absolutely transform our county in the 
most positive way. I look forward to years of using the proposed path with my 
friends, family, dogs, and children.” 
– Allison Reiter, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because I think this is going to help alleviate traffic, be an eco-choice, 
and it’s going to bring our county together.” 
– Tiffany Smith, Santa Cruz 

“Rail is economically unsound and will make a mess of neighborhood 
environments.” 
– Marty Demare, Santa Cruz 

“This is common sense and the traffic is horrible. More trails, more exercise and less 
cars.” 
– Melinda Hodges, Soquel 
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“It is needed.” 
– Michael Toland, Soquel 

“It”s the right thing to do.” 
– Daniel Friedman, Santa Cruz 

“This is a great plan for SC.” 
– Judy Male, Aptos 

“I’d love to use that trail!” 
– Bonnie Murphy, Santa Cruz 

“This is the smartest option there is!” 
– Sean Fyock, Capitola 

“We don’t need or want a TRAIN. Pull up tracks. Sell the iron. Use the funds to 
build a trail that most of the residents want.” 
– Ralph Torrisi, Aptos 

“I have wanted this since I moved here, 20 years ago!” 
– Kat Ennis, Capitola 

“I’m excited about biking to the beautiful places along the corridor, and I don’t think 
trains will enhance our community.” 
– James Barrett, Aptos 

“I live in Santa Cruz, and commute to Watsonville. Would much rather take a path 
than the roads with traffic like I currently do on my bike.” 
– Adam Stepanovic, Santa Cruz 

“Trail-only is the best solution.” 
– David Warren, Soquel 
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“I sign this mention because a bike trail/walking path is far more fitting to Santa 
Cruz and the Santa Cruz culture than a Railed Transportation.” 
– Cole Lemke, Aptos 

“This plan just makes more sense. It is less costly, better on the environment, more 
neighbor friendly, and supports an active & healthy lifestyle for the people of our 
community.” 
– James Tucker, Aptos 

“It won’t be a peace trail to enjoy the wildlife on if you have a train going by while 
you are listening to nature.” 
– Jason Hooz, Santa Cruz 

“Let’s use the trail now for the benefit of everyone!” 
– Jim Booth, Watsonville 

“I’m just not yet convinced regarding the rail business plan. And I am “convinced” 
by great urban trails such as in Merced, CA.” 
– Richard Josephson, Santa Cruz 

“I am signing because I see the necessity for a bike path in Santa Cruz. A passenger 
train in this small seaside community? No thanks!” 
– Janice Thurston, Santa Cruz 

“It’s a great idea!” 
– Christian Zajac, Santa Cruz 
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“I’m signing because I firmly believe that the rail option would be an egregious 
economic burden on the taxpayers without anywhere near the patronage necessary 
to reduce usage of Hwy 1 and provide associated environmental benefits throughout 
the future of our County. A trail for hiking and cycling would link the wonderful 
parks in our county; it would link to the California coastal trail system. It would 
make for a healthier community. (Rail would be a costly transportation “Titanic” 
because, given the scarcity of water and other resources, our county will never have 
the population density requisite for ridership. Commuters are addicted to driving. 
Hoping that OTHER commuters will go by train, they will continue to drive - and 
hardly anyone will take the train. The beneficiaries of the train will be engineering 
& construction companies while taxpayers foot the bill over 30 years w/o any 
reduction in highway congestion.) Trail-only, please!” 
– Lou Rose, Aptos 

“I would utilize this trail everyday!” 
– Samantha Reek, Aptos 

“The tracks aren’t safe or policed. That space should be used for good and safe for 
tax paying citizens, not the drug users that currently occupy much of the tracks. We 
used to live on 30th and had an attempted break-in by a transient.” 
– Melanie Kitchen, Soquel 

“We need a trail! I’m hoping for a first class bike path that spans from La Selva to 
Natural Bridges.” 
– Michelle Van Schoick, Aptos 

“Trail-only, Rail does not make sense at all.” 
– Peggy Moore, Soquel 

“I would probably use the bike path and maybe do some walking, but not use the 
rail.” 
– Jon Hudson, Santa Cruz 
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“The Trail would benefit the environment.” 
– Robert Xiques, Santa Cruz 

“We must have safe alternatives to cars. Because we all need to find alternative 
ways to move around this county.” 
– Karen Card, Santa Cruz 

“This plan will contribute positively to commuters, traffic, local exercise, site seeing, 
our environment, our health and it’s just an all around win win for Santa Cruz 
County residents.” 
– Kelly Finneran, Soquel 

“I would love to cycle on/through the rail corridor.” 
– Carolyn Deboer, Santa Cruz 

“I want to have a safe bike path home.” 
– Tiffany Smith, Soquel 

“I do not want trains running through the neighborhoods of Santa Cruz - train 
traffic would increase the risk of serious injury, negatively impact traffic, and do 
little to alleviate commuter traffic. I support a trail.” 
– Ron Record, Santa Cruz 

“A dedicated rail trail will improve my quality of life. I am in full support of the 
trail-only Option.” 
– Josh Williams, Aptos 

“Safer and more economical transportation!” 
– Daniel Barraza, Santa Cruz 

“This plan makes the most sense. It’s affordable and expeditious. I promise to make 
use of it several times a week. Do it now!” 
– Damian Delezene, Aptos 
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“I want the rail trail. Would love to be able to ride my bike safely through town and 
beyond.” 
– Jason Nevin, Santa Cruz 

“A passenger train would never cover the needs it would have to serve where as 
bike friendly infrastructure doesn’t adhere to the same dilemmas. It will be more 
efficient and cost effective for a bike and pedestrian trail.” 
– David Gordon, Santa Cruz 

“I fully support a trail-only approach.” 
– James Penprase, Aptos 

“I can’t stand auto traffic. It is out of control and I love my bike.” 
– James Salvino, Capitola 

“We have two homes in Aptos and delight in walking in both the Rio del Mar area 
and the Day Valley area. The trail will be a delight for all who live and visit this 
area.” 
– Judith Hoelscher, Santa Cruz 

“It’s the only logical way to use the existing space. And what a great trail it would 
be for so many to enjoy for both work and pleasure. I will for sure use it to and from 
work where I would not use a train.” 
– Tom Haid, Santa Cruz 

“I want this as a person who only cycles! I don’t drive and I fell this is a great safe 
option for us!” 
– Kiyo Gaza, Santa Cruz 

“I cycle a lot and would really enjoy a safer option to move about.” 
– Kathleen Dempsey, Soquel 
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“I think we need a trail without the rail. It is too expensive and take too long to 
build. Use the trail now.” 
– Leonard Foreman, Santa Cruz 

“I am an avid biker and the community can benefit from this (businesses, health of 
residents, social connectivity of residents, good use of funding vs function...etc.).” 
– Paul Boyer, Santa Cruz 

“I think more people would get places on foot or bike. It would be more practical, 
pleasant, and better for people who live by the tracks.” 
– Jennifer Mauerman, Felton 

“I really really want a trail-only scenario. I used to ride my bikes all the time 
(former triathlete), and want a safe, safe, place to ride. A trail-only scenario will be 
wonderful! I would never ride my bike right next to a train.” 
– Elisabeth Russell, Capitola 

“The county roads are gridlocked and I’m tired of it. I will never ride a train. Widen 
Hwy 1 NOW.” 
– Geoffrey Wells, Santa Cruz 

“It’s the most environmentally sensible plan that could actually be implemented.” 
– Joe Krammer, Santa Cruz 

“Rail commuting is not economically feasible in Santa Cruz for the foreseeable 
future. We need to concentrate our efforts towards realistic solutions.” 
– John Van De Veer, Santa Cruz 

“I’m a native of Santa Cruz and I completely believe in this future project and all’s 
it’s supporters! We need everyone to jump on board, NOW!” 
– Irene Rinaldi, Santa Cruz 
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“I don’t want tax dollars spent on a train that few will ride. The cost is to 
expensive.” 
– Tona Drewes, Santa Cruz 

“For pedal power! It seems like the best solution. I sold a property on the corridor 
and after a good deal of personal analysis, and discussion with potential buyers, it 
seems that the potential for minimal traffic reduction ( or possible increase) is not 
worth the cost and disruptiveness for a rail. Bike and pedestrian option would be 
awesome!” 
– Ted Egner, Santa Cruz 

“I’d use this daily.” 
– Jason Schock, Santa Cruz 

“I’m signing because rail will not solve the traffic problem. So it makes sense to do 
what other communities have done (Monterey) and create a safe place for bikers 
and runners.” 
– Jamie Marks, Watsonville 

“We need better, more sustainable transportation solutions in our community.” 
– Andy Benkert, Ben Lomond 

“I now live on the west side of Santa Cruz. The number of cyclists and pedestrians 
is much higher here but many of the roads are unsafe. I believe more people would 
get outdoors and enjoy the beautiful community in which we live if we had a safer 
option. I do not think a rail system is right for our community.” 
– Patricia Barnett, Soquel 

“Trail-only makes sense. Rail would serve little purpose. I love the trail that 
stretches from Marina to Pacific Grove.” 
– Lauren Leff, Aptos 
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“I am a biker in Santa Cruz!” 
– Ryan Silsbee, Santa Cruz 

“I love walking and hiking! This will make our city more active and beautiful.” 
– Tara Parcella, Santa Cruz 

“I work downtown Santa Cruz and live close to the rail in Capitola. It would be an 
ideal route for bike commuters.” 
– Susan Dayton, Capitola 

“I love to ride my bike and I think more people would commute via bicycles if there 
was a safe, accessible bike path!” 
– Miranda Gilmore, Santa Cruz 

“I do not want a train through my back yard. I ride my bike on dangerous roads 15 
miles a day 4 days a week. I only drive 15 miles a day 2 days a week.” 
– Mike Lyon, Aptos 

“With the growth of this town, it is important to help our city keep our culture of 
bike riders safe!” 
– Raquel Talarico, Capitola 

“I believe that a trail-only solution would be the greatest gift to our community. A 
place where we can walk and ride bikes for long stretches in peace, alone or with 
family and friends, will nurture our souls and bodies!” 
– Purea Koenig, Corralitos 

“I bike.” 
– Scott Wilson, Aptos 

“Trail, no train, no tracks.” 
– Bryan Cockel, Santa Cruz 
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“We need a trail not a train!” 
– Chris Peoples, Aptos 

“I believe that a trail-only solution is a cost effective approach that will benefit the 
greatest number of community members and tourists without negatively impacting 
quality of life for local residents.” 
– Cindy Melter, Santa Cruz 

“This option is the best as it is trail-only and the cost is reasonable compared to the 
train option.” 
– Todd Skelton, Santa Cruz 

“Don’t waste a great right of way!” 
– Thomas Bonura, Capitola 

“Cycling is a part of my family’s daily life and I’d love to have a path for my children 
to ride on safely to explore our great home!” 
– Nick Gosseen, Capitola 

“I would use it several times a week.” 
– Peter Chester, Santa Cruz 

“I ride my bike daily and want the trail now! I do not want any train by my trail! Go 
trail now!” 
– Pamela Matuas, Santa Cruz 

“I want a trail-only bike and walk path. Let’s get going on trail-only option NOW.” 
– Jeffrey Werner, Santa Cruz 

“A bicycle and walking trail as I have experienced in Monterey and also in 
Minneapolis is an inexpensive way to improve life style and community wellness we 
could use here in Santa Cruz county.” 
– Leann Bjelle, Scotts Valley 
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“My house borders the railroad. I don’t want a train there - I want a place where 
people can walk, bike, skate, etc.” 
– Kathy McClure, Santa Cruz 

“Practically demands that the rail system not be built. It will be incredibly 
expensive and there’s been no real data on the expected usage of such a system.” 
– Linda Gilcrest, Capitola 

“The rail plan is not financially feasible, nor compatible with a safe walking / biking 
trail.” 
– Lyn Hood, Santa Cruz 

“I use my bike to get around and having a corridor like this would be amazing. I’d 
love to see one continue north along the old Davenport cement railway.” 
– Keelan Franzen, Santa Cruz 

“Go rail to trail!” 
– Beth Mason, Santa Cruz 

“A great idea!” 
– David Moore, Aptos 

“I think that in this point in time, the train option is ineffective. If we still had 
Wrigley’s, Texas Instruments, and Lipton, with large workforce needs on the west 
side it might be different. At this time, the train would be little more than a very 
expensive novelty.” 
– Charles Steele, Santa Cruz 

“I do like the trail idea I do not like the train idea. I would be in favor of a rapid 
transit bus along that Corridor eventually as well.” 
– Jaime Garfield, Santa Cruz 

UCS - Comments Received Community Groups | Page 182



Comments on Santa Cruz County Greenway Petition 

 131 

“The cost of having a train is exorbitant, a trail-only solution is best.” 
– Wink Saville, Soquel 

“I’m a local looking for less congested place to excersize.” 
– Laura Wood, Santa Cruz 

“It will be an awesome edition to our active community.” 
– Suzanne Mace, Aptos 

“It’s too late for passenger rail and we are the wrong scale for it.” 
– Eric Schmidt, Santa Cruz 

“We don’t need a train.” 
– Cheryl Weeland, Aptos 

“The rail plan makes no economic sense. This should be used for hiking and biking 
only.” 
– John Parda, Capitola 

“This is important.” 
– David Scott, Santa Cruz 

“In favor and hoping this trail won’t become infested with drug addicts like the San 
Lorenzo River levee project.” 
– John Larse, Aptos 

“We can’t afford to spend money on a train that will not ease traffic congestion at 
all. Let’s spend our tax dollars repairing our roads!” 
– Karen Hall, Aptos 

“The trail will be good for people, the environment and our local economy.” 
– Sally-Christine Rodgers, Watsonville 
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“I’m always in favor of more trails for hiking and biking. I would love to see this 
happen.” 
– Charlotte Multer, Santa Cruz 

“I am opposed to the train. Please, trail NO rail!” 
– Susan Reddington, Santa Cruz 

“We absolutely need this. Safe biking and walking trails should be everywhere here 
in the county.” 
– Rebecca Nolan, Santa Cruz 

“Trail-Only makes the most fiscal and environmental sense and railbanking 
preserves options for the future.” 
– Douglas Picard, Santa Cruz 

“It would be an amazing addition to a community that already likes to be active. 
This helps get more cars off the road and keep pedestrians and cyclists safe.” 
– Anne Marie Weiss, Santa Cruz 

“Santa Cruz has a huge bike community and it surprises me there isn’t a bike 
designated path/trail to explore Santa Cruz. Santa Cruz County such as 26 mi. The 
Strand bike trail in L.A. County. I would like to get into leisurely bike riding and I 
feel that this - which has such a huge bike community - needs a designated bike 
path.” 
– Sunny Cardona, Santa Cruz 
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“I also would like a trail for pedestrians and bikers. For me, the only rail option that 
could make sense down the road would be a solar powered electric monorail high 
above the pedestrians and bikers. I understand the desire to preserve the option to 
bring back train tracks. But the cost of doing this will be unbelievably high. 
Upgrading bridges along the trail will run into the 100’s of millions; and at the 
same time it will greatly degrade the quality of the trail option. My preference is the 
trail portion; getting people out for walks, bike rides, next to mother nature and our 
wonderful ocean front. This could be done relatively quickly and for a very 
affordable cost to our communities.” 
– Mark Jaffee, Santa Cruz 

“I care about clean, quiet, accessible and affordable transportation options.” 
– Austin McClure, Santa Cruz 

“Walking and bike trails are an important way to get out and exercise.” 
– Ellen Dobbs Everlove, Watsonville 

“I support BIKES over cars/trains, and People’s health over expensive loud 
machinery.” 
– Andrew Webster, Santa Cruz 

“Sorely needed improvement to our community.” 
– Ian Butler, Santa Cruz 

“Its right.” 
– Adam Price, Santa Cruz 

“I want our family to have a nice place to walk; no train (i. e. “rail) Just quiet lovely 
ambience.” 
– Eleanor Hilberman, Santa Cruz 
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“We have an opportunity to have a gorgeous bike and pedestrian trail that connects 
our community, is safe, and economical. A train is the definition of a boondoggle! 
Pull out the tracks and let’s get Santa Cruz moving!” 
– Deb Molina, Santa Cruz 

“This biking and walking path would benefit this community immensely. What an 
incredible way to get the family Outdoors together...This is a no-brainer.” 
– Frank Ives, Capitola 

“I like walking and biking!” 
– Isabel Wilson, Santa Cruz 

“I love to ride around Santa Cruz.” 
– Sandy Moretto, Santa Cruz 
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From: Pauline Seales   
Sent: Wednesday, January 2, 2019 4:53 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org; +gpreston@sccrtc.org; +john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
+ebottorff167@yahoo.com; +zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; +ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; 
+greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; +bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
+jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; +sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; +rlj12@comcast.net; 
+trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; +cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; +aschiffr@gmail.com; 
+virginia.johnson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; +patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; +openup@ucsc.edu 
Subject: Transit not highway expansion 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
Please put transit and active transportation investments ahead of projects that increase auto capacity. 
The latter increase traffic, greenhouse gases, and fail to reduce travel time beyond the short term. 
Detailed letter attached. 
 
Thank you, 
Pauline Seales , Santa Cruz Climate Action Network 
 

 
 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please delete Highway 1 expansion projects from your preferred investment scenario. Instead, invest in 
projects that improve transit service and make streets safe for bicycles and pedestrians.  
 
The California Air Resources Board commissioned a survey of highway expansion studies by UC Davis 
researcher Susan Handy. She reports, “Adding capacity to roadways fails to alleviate congestion for 
long because it actually increases vehicle miles traveled.” After expansion, more vehicles take to the 
highway and traffic clogs once again.  
 
More vehicle miles traveled on the highway means more greenhouse gases. The Air Resources Board 
reports that vehicle miles traveled per capita has been rising since 2012 and with it, CO2 per capita. This 
is despite cleaner fuels and more electric cars.  
 
The good news is that there are alternatives to widening Highway 1:  

• Bus-on-Shoulder of Highway 1 has the potential to reduce travel time, making bus travel 
competitive with auto travel. This can be implemented at great cost savings without widening 
the highway for auxiliary lanes. 

• Increasing bus frequency and prioritizing bus travel on roads throughout the County and 
especially on Soquel Dr./Freedom Blvd. are immediate, moderate-cost strategies that can make 
a difference. 
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• Transit vehicles on the rail corridor (train, bus or other) alongside a bike/pedestrian trail, can use 
the dedicated right-of-way to avoid congested roads. 

 
All areas of our County are unsafe for bicycling and walking. Watsonville has the worst rate of injuries to 
pedestrians of 103 California cities of similar size. Santa Cruz is not far behind. Santa Cruz has the worst 
rate of injuries to bicyclists. And bicycling and walking in our mountain communities are perilous as well. 
Every dollar spent on the futile attempt to reduce congestion on Highway 1 is a dollar that could make a 
real difference in our community safety.  
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Sincerely,   Pauline Seales , organizer 
 
Santa Cruz Climate Action Network / Red de Acción Climática de Santa Cruz 
Website: http://SCruzClimate.org   Email:paulineseales120@gmail.com 
Facebook: SantaCruzClimateActionNetwork 
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From: Rick Longinotti   
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2018 12:37 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org>; Guy Preston 
<gpreston@sccrtc.org>; John Leopold <john.leopold@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us>; ebottorff167@yahoo.com; Zach Friend 
<zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us>; Ryan Coonerty 
<ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us>; Greg Caput 
<greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>; bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us; Jacques Bertrand <jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us>; Sandy Brown 
<sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com>; Randy Johnson <rlj12@comcast.net>; 
trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; Cynthia Chase 
<cchase@cityofsantacruz.com>; Andy Schiffrin <aschiffr@gmail.com>; 
virginia.johnson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; Michael Rotkin 
<openup@ucsc.edu> 
Cc: Alex Clifford <AClifford@scmtd.com>; Barrow Emerson 
<bemerson@scmtd.com> 
Subject: Support METRO requests 

Dear Commissioners, 

The Campaign for Sustainable Transportation unanimously approved the 
following letter at our last meeting. 

Thanks for your consideration, 
Rick Longinotti, Co-Chair 

Dear Commissioners, 

On November 16, 2016, the METRO Board of Directors unanimously 
supported five recommendations for adoption by the Regional 
Transportation Commission. The Campaign for Sustainable Transportation 
(CFST) also supports the five METRO recommendations listed in italics 
below.  

1. Support Bus Rapid Transit Lite operational improvements in the Soquel
Ave/Dr.-Freedom Blvd corridor.
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This corridor should be a priority for investment since it includes the major 
destinations of Downtown Santa Cruz, Dominican Hospital complex, 
Cabrillo College, as well as key activity centers: Soquel Village; Aptos 
Village; and Freedom Blvd.  We recommend that the RTC set a goal of a 
bus priority lane on this corridor to be implemented in the long term, so 
that current improvements might contribute to the long term vision.  
 
2. Support pursuit of a Bus-on-Shoulder facility on State Route 1. 
 
We want to call your attention to the fact that a Bus-on-Shoulder facility is 
not dependent on the construction of auxiliary lanes. The design for 
auxiliary lanes includes paving enough width on Hwy 1 to accommodate 
four lanes in each direction—far more than what is necessary for a 
shoulder. We recommend allocating the Measure D funds for Highway 1 
improvements to the minimal paving that Bus-on-Shoulder would 
require.  The savings from not building the auxiliary lanes could go to 
reconstruction of overpasses and bridges that constrain the bus shoulder. 
 
3. Commit to a public transit service and facility in the Rail Corridor and 
begin implementation planning by conducting in the near term a 
comprehensive alternatives analysis to determine the most appropriate 
mode of public transit for the Rail Corridor and to support efforts to secure 
funding from federal and other sources, and adding a full analysis of 
operations funding sources as part of the alternatives analysis. 
 
We support a detailed and thorough analysis of the possible modes on the 
corridor, including automated transit vehicles.  
 
4. Support mass transit use in the rail corridor in which mass transit would 
run adjacent to bike and pedestrian facilities, but not under the “rail-
banking” concept. 
 
As we understand it, there are significant legal constraints to using the 
corridor for a purpose other than rail transit.  We urge you to preserve the 
active status of the rail line in order to protect future transit options on the 
corridor and embark on the comprehensive alternatives analysis, 
including integrating transit on the corridor within the local and regional 
transit network.  
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5. Support an RTC policy that would commit to funding METRO [from 
current funding sources] at current percentage levels in perpetuity. 
It is important that METRO service not be diminished by redirection of 
funding towards a new transit project on the rail corridor. In addition, we 
believe that METRO is the appropriate agency to operate whatever transit 
emerges on the rail corridor.  
 
We note the obvious, that transit on the rail corridor, Bus-on-Shoulder, 
and bus prioritization on Soquel/Freedom are alternatives to widening 
Highway 1. We note that the California Environmental Quality Act requires 
consideration of alternatives to a project. We request that the RTC not 
approve a Highway 1 project with an EIR that does not take into account 
these alternatives.  
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From: Piet Canin 
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 10:16 AM 
To: Ginger Dykaar <gdykaar@sccrtc.org>; Grace Blakeslee 
<gblakeslee@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: Kirsten Liske <kliske@ecoact.org> 
Subject: EA UCS Scenario comment letter 

Hello Ginger and Grace, 
Happy Holidays! 
Please find EA’s letter commenting on the latest version of the UCS 
preferred scenario and our stated preferences to make our transportation 
system more sustainable and equitable. Please consider our comments in 
your final draft of the RTC staff recommended preferred scenario.  

Thank you for all your good work on the UCS. 
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November	27,	2018	
	
Guy	Preston	
SCC	Regional	Transportation	Commission	
1523	Pacific	Avenue	
Santa	Cruz,	CA	95060	
	
Dear	Guy	Preston,		
	
Ecology	Action	(EA)	appreciates	the	RTC	staff	and	consultants	for	their	work	on	the	Unified	Corridor	
Investment	Study	(UCS).	Given	that	the	recent	Intergovernmental	Panel	on	Climate	Change	(IPCC)	
report	says	we	must	pursue	"rapid,	far-reaching	and	unprecedented	changes	in	all	aspects	of	society"	
to	drastic	cutback	GHG	emissions,	EA	requests	the	RTC	staff	prioritize	high	impact	carbon	minimizing	
strategies	such	as	more	emphasis	on	electrifying	transportation	while	also	increasing	investments	in	
active	transportation	and	transit.	We	also	believe	focusing	staff	and	funding	resources	on	climate	
solution	projects	and	programs	that	can	be	implemented	in	the	next	5	to	7	years	is	crucial	for	turning	
back	the	tide	of	increasing	GHG	emissions.	
	
Ecology	Action	realizes	there	are	still	many	unknowns	and	ever-changing	mobility	technologies	that	
may	alter	the	RTC’s	preferred	Scenario’s	ability	to	deliver	equitable,	sustainable,	convenient,	and	
economically	feasible	transportation	options	from	now	until	2035.	Given	what	we	do	know	and	
where	we	hope	the	Unified	Corridor	Investment	Plan	will	lead	us,	EA	believes	that	an	active	
transportation,	public	transit	and	electrifying	transportation	modified	Scenario	B	is	the	best	way	
forward	-	this	differs	from	the	RTC	staff	modified	Scenario	B.		
	
Scenario	B	has	the	lowest	rate	of	GHG	emissions,	the	lowest	number	of	collisions,	highest	projected	
bike	and	transit	trips	compared	to	the	other	UCS	Scenarios.	Scenario	B	offers	improvements	for	all	
road	users	while	shifting	investment	priorities	to	sustainable	transportation	modes.	EA’s	
recommended	modifications	to	Scenario	B	will	increase	the	community	and	environmental	benefits	
of	B.	This	Scenario	has	a	good	mix	of	improvements	that	move	us	towards	better	sustainable	
transportation	options.	We	support	the	RTC	staff	recommendation	to	fund	and	build	protected	bikes	
and	bike/pedestrian	improved	intersections	in	the	Soquel/Freedom	corridor		
	
Ecology	Action	actively	campaigned	for	Measure	D	which	funded	bike,	walk	and	transit	
improvements	as	well	as	Highway	1	auxiliary	lanes	but	3	new	auxiliary	lanes	and	HOV	lanes	on	
Highway	1	don’t	align	with	GHG	emissions	goals.	There	is	limited	funding	and	staff	resources	to	
complete	all	UCS	projects	so	bike,	walk,	transit,	TDM,	and	electrification	projects	should	be	
prioritized.		
	
EA	requests	the	following	modifications	to	improve	Scenario	B:	
Protected	bike	lanes	on	Soquel/Freedom	Corridor:	Protected	bike	lanes	(i.e.	having	a	physical	
barrier	that	separates	bicyclists	from	motorists)	in	high	crash	locations	be	included	and	budgeted.		
EV	Education	and	Market	Acceleration:	There	is	a	dearth	of	public	funding	for	consumer	education	
and	market	acceleration	solutions	for	EV	ownership/leasing	which	is	the	easiest	way	for	most	people	
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to	drastically	reduce	their	GHG	emissions.	The	UCS	states	that	EV	adoption	is	the	highest	impact	
method	for	reducing	GHG	emissions	from	transportation.	This	is	especially	true	now	that	Monterey	
Bay	Community	Power	is	providing	carbon-free	electricity	to	Santa	Cruz.	Please	provide	a	program	
details	and	budget	for	this	EV	education	and	market	acceleration.		
Employer	based	sustainable	transportation	education	and	encouragement:	a	proven	strategy	
for	helping	to	reduce	high	impact	commuter	peak	traffic	is	to	work	with	employers	to	encourage	and	
support	their	employees	to	reduce	their	drive	alone	commuter	trips.	Work	with	employees	to	move	
them	to	carpooling,	telecommuting,	transit,	biking	and	walk.	Santa	Cruz	County	needs	greater	
investment	in	this	initiative	that	can	generate	results	in	the	next	few	years	while	capital	projects	will	
take	5	to	15	years	to	implement.		
Train	electrification:	The	passenger	rail	service	is	priced	for	diesel	trains,	but	the	public	voiced	a	
preference	for	electric	trains	during	the	2015	passenger	rail	feasibility	study.	Electric	trains	cost	
more	than	diesel	powered	transit	but	emit	less	GHG	emissions.	
Trail	in	rail	corridor	over	Capitola	Trestle:	The	UCS	indicates	that	the	trail	will	be	diverted	off	the	
rail	corridor	onto	streets	through	Capitola	Village.	Clarify	the	cost	and	estimated	timeline	for	building	
the	Rail	Trail	(separate	from	car	traffic)	across	Soquel	Creek.		

On	November	2nd,	EA	sent	RTC	staff	a	longer	list	of	requested	modifications	to	the	UCS	and	prioritize	
GHG	reducing	projects	that	can	be	completed	in	the	short	and	medium	term	(2	to	6	years).		

Given	that	many	in	the	community	have	focused	on	the	UCS’s	Rail	Trail	vs.	Trail	Only	analysis,	EA	
recognizes	the	benefits	of	Trail	Only	as	it	would	allow	for	a	wider	trail,	as	documented	by	the	UCS,	
therefore	better	separating	faster	moving	ebikes	and	cyclists	from	slower	moving	walkers	and	kids	
on	bikes,	would	generate	more	bike	and	pedestrian	trips	and	cost	less.	However,	the	Trail	Only	
approach	lacks	a	transit	option	in	the	corridor,	would	take	many	years	to	undo	current	policy,	
requires	returning	rail	funds,	and	faces	uncertain	litigation	due	to	property	rights	and	reversal	of	
policy	so	Ecology	Action	supports	keeping	the	RR	tracks	in	place	and	retaining	the	option	for	public	
transit	in	the	corridor.		

We	believe	a	modified	Scenario	B	with	more	emphasis	on	sustainable	transportation	will	do	the	most	
to	serve	the	varied	transportation	needs	of	our	community	while	improving	quality	of	life,	
environmental	and	individual	health,	and	shrink	our	carbon	footprint	by	reducing	our	dependence	
on	drive	alone	gasoline	fueled	car	trips.		
	
Thank	you	for	your	consideration,	
	

	
	
Piet	Canin	
Vice	President	of	Transportation	
Ecology	Action	
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From: Mark Mesiti-Miller   
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 4:00 AM 
To: john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; ebottorff167@yahoo.com; 'Zach 
Friend' <zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us>; 'Ryan Coonerty' 
<ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us>; greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; 
sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; 'Randy Johnson' <rlj12@comcast.net>; 
trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; 'Cynthia Chase' 
<cchase@cityofsantacruz.com>; openup@cats.ucsc.edu 
Cc: tony.gregorio@santacruzcounty.us; 'Lowell Hurst' 
<lowell.hurst@cityofwatsonville.org>; dlindslind@earthlink.net; 'Patrick 
Mulhearn' <patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us>; 
rnoroyan@cityofsantacruz.com; ladykpetersen@gmail.com; 
david.reid@santacruzcounty.us; darothwel@cabrillo.edu; 'Andy Schiffrin' 
<andy.schiffrin@santacruzcounty.us>; Guy Preston 
<gpreston@sccrtc.org>; George Dondero <gdondero@sccrtc.org>; Ginger 
Dykaar <gdykaar@sccrtc.org>; Grace Blakeslee <gblakeslee@sccrtc.org>; 
Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org>; UCS 
<UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Friends of the Rail & Trail support for UCS Scenario B+ and 
comments on the Draft Preferred Scenario 
 
Chair Bottorff, Commissioners, Commissioner Alternates and Unified 
Corridor Study project team, 
 
Please find attached a letter from Friends of the Rail & Trail regarding our 
continued support for Scenario B and commentary on the Draft Preferred 
Scenario. Attachments to this letter are also attached as separate files. 
 
As long time community advocates representing the entire County, we 
trust you will carefully and deliberately consider our remarks and 
incorporate them into the final preferred scenario.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Mark 
 
Mark Mesiti-Miller, P.E. 
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(831) 818-3660
Board Chair, Santa Cruz County Friends of the Rail and Trail
Build the Trail – Keep the Rail
www.railandtrail.org
Imagine – 4 min video: https://youtu.be/qe3gRU-bpWY
Top 10 Reasons to Build the Rail Trail ASAP – 80 sec video:
http://tiny.cc/TopTenReasons

UCS - Comments Received Community Groups | Page 196

http://www.railandtrail.org/
https://youtu.be/qe3gRU-bpWY
http://tiny.cc/TopTenReasons
file://RTCSERV2/Shared/UnifiedCorridorsStudy/PublicParticipation-GBCL_GDYCheckInitialedFiles/PublicComments/Comments%202018Sept%20-%20Dec/Input%20from%20Orgs/20181228_FORT_UCS%20Scenario%20B%20support.pdf
file://RTCSERV2/Shared/UnifiedCorridorsStudy/PublicParticipation-GBCL_GDYCheckInitialedFiles/PublicComments/Comments%202018Sept%20-%20Dec/Input%20from%20Orgs/20181228_FORT_UCS%20Scenario%20B%20support.pdf
file://RTCSERV2/Shared/UnifiedCorridorsStudy/PublicParticipation-GBCL_GDYCheckInitialedFiles/PublicComments/Comments%202018Sept%20-%20Dec/Input%20from%20Orgs/20181228_FORT_UCS%20Scenario%20B%20support.pdf
file://RTCSERV2/Shared/UnifiedCorridorsStudy/PublicParticipation-GBCL_GDYCheckInitialedFiles/PublicComments/Comments%202018Sept%20-%20Dec/Input%20from%20Orgs/20181228_FORT_UCS%20Scenario%20B%20support.pdf


 
Advocating for the Coastal Rail & Trail since 2002 

877 Cedar Street, Suite 240, Santa Cruz, CA, 95060 | Tel: 831.426.5925 
www.railandtrail.org 

 
December 28, 2018 
 

Chair Leopold and Commissioners 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
1523 Pacific Avenue 
Santa Cruz, CA  95060  
 

Re:   Support for UCS Scenario B and Draft Preferred Scenario Commentary 
 
Dear Chair Leopold and Commissioners, 

The Santa Cruz County Friends of the Rail & Trail (FORT) wishes to thank the RTC for producing 
the comprehensive Unified Corridor Investment Study ‐ Step 2 Analysis Results. We appreciate 

the work staff has done to develop the Draft Preferred Scenario presented at the 12/6 meeting 

of the RTC. After carefully reviewing the Draft Preferred Scenario, FORT strongly urges the 
Commissioners to promptly adopt Scenario B with adjustments over the Draft Preferred (DP) 
Scenario and move us to a better, more equitable and more sustainable transportation system 

as soon as possible.   

Our reasons for recommending Scenario B over all scenarios are many and will not be repeated 
here. (copies of previously submitted documents attached). Our reasons for recommending 

Scenario B over the DP Scenario are summarized below: 

 Best for Equity – 32% higher annual Transit Vehicle Miles Travelled and a higher Share 
of Investment Benefit for Disadvantaged Population 

 Best for Public Transit – 11% higher mode share for public transit 

 Best for the Environment – a larger reduction of VMT, CO2e, Total Criteria Pollutants 
and less impact on Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

 Best for the Economy – ranked two full steps higher for positive economic impact 

 More Affordable – $64M less total capital cost and would require far less local tax 
dollars to implement especially if the substantial $1.5 Billion in funding targeted at the 
Central Coast to implement regional rail connecting Monterey and Santa Cruz to the 
Statewide Rail Network as stipulated in the 2018 State Rail Plan was included. 

 
Above copied from Table 6.4 ‘2040 Capital Projects Details’ in the 2018 State Rail Plan. Dollar figure in thousands. 
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Support for UCS Scenario B and Draft Preferred Scenario Commentary 
December 28, 2018 

Page 2 of 2 

As previously articulated, Scenario B would be improved by adding and clarifying a few items. 

FORT recommends the following additional adjustments be included in Scenario B+ over the DP 

Scenario. 

1. State a preference for electrified passenger rail service 
2. Specify protected rather than buffered bike lanes in the Soquel / Freedom corridor 

 

We applaud the DP Scenario for including the following two adjustments FORT had previously 

recommended: 

A. Clarifying the Rail Trail will go across or adjacent to the Capitola Trestle per the MBSST 
B. Including Freight Rail Service along the rail corridor 

We also applaud the implementation prioritization matrix provided for the various scenario 

elements included in the DP Scenario staff report. Given California’s stated preference for 

funding railway expansion and not highway expansion, we urge the commission to prioritize 
building the planned Rail Trail and implementing passenger rail service on the existing rail 
corridor above all other projects. Both of these projects are transportation game changers and 

can be constructed with minimum impact on existing transportation systems and thereby 

minimizing any inconvenience to the public.  

Let’s do this. The community has been waiting a very long time for the Rail and Trail, has 

demonstrated their interest when they voted for Measure D which dedicated 25% of funds 

raised be spent on the Rail and Trail and, we are running out of time to address global warming.  

Lastly, do not delay this decision and do not delay the Rail Trail any longer. Select Scenario B+ 

and let’s get to work on the best possible future for us and all those who will follow behind us.  

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Mark Mesiti‐Miller, P.E.  
Board Chair, Santa Cruz County Friends of the Rail and Trail 
Professional Civil Engineer  
35 year resident of the City of Santa Cruz 
 
Attachments 
  Letter to RTC ‐ UCS ‐ Support for Scenario B ‐ 2018 November 2.pdf 
  FORT statement on the SCCRTC UCS Step 2 Analysis Results Report 10.14.18.pdf 
   
cc:   Guy Preston, RTC Executive Director  
  Board of Directors, Friends of the Rail & Trail  
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Statement on the SCCRTC’s Unified Corridor  
Investment Study – Step 2 Analysis Results

BEST FOR PUBLIC SAFETY: Under the Rail with Trail Scenario B, the Unified Corridor Investment Study 
(UCS) predicts there would be a total of 118 fewer collisions every year than under the Trail Only Scenario 
A, 114 fewer than under the Bus Rapid Transit Scenario C. In other words, with Rail with Trail there would be 
one less collision every 3 days and that means safer travel for everyone. As stated in the UCS, “Safety is a 
critical measure for community well-being, quality of life, and particularly in the case of active transportation 
facilities, accessibility.” We agree, making travel safer for everyone, especially for our loved ones, is at the top 
of the list. In addition to making travel safer, the study tells us that reducing collisions will save us a whopping 
$26 million every year over the trail only scenario. Saving lives and money is a win-win, but the Rail with Trail 
Scenario B provides even more benefits.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR: The Rail with Trail Scenario B will result in a reduction of 230,000 Vehicle 
Miles Travelled (VMT) every single day when compared to the Trail Only Scenario A. This is huge and much 
better than we had expected. Thinking annually, this means there would be a total of 84,000,000 fewer 
vehicle miles traveled within our County year after year under the Rail with Trail plan. Reducing VMT is widely 
recognized by experts as the most important metric to consider when evaluating transportation projects, and 
explains why the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research now requires VMT to be used as the primary 
evaluation metric under CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act). Reducing VMT by 84 million every year 
would be like planting a forest of trees every year.

MOST CYCLISTS: Under the Rail with Trail Scenario B, the study predicts the share of people riding bicycles 
would be higher than under both the Trail Only Scenario A and the Bus Rapid Transit Scenario C. While this 
prediction may surprise some, it fits with the common experience that more people will use bikes when 
cycling is an integrated part of a multi- modal transportation system such as that provided by the Rail with 
Trail scenario.

MOST EQUITABLE: Under the Rail with Trail Scenario B, the mode share for public transit will be 46% higher 
than the Trail Only Scenario A and 25% higher than Bus Rapid Transit Scenario C. This metric is the best 
indicator of how much more public transit will be used under the Rail with Trail plan. Greater mode share of 
public transit is an excellent measure of the superior reliability and efficiency offered by multimodal public 
transit systems. Similarly, predicted total public transit vehicle miles traveled under the Rail with Trail Scenario 
B will be almost 16% greater than under the Trail Only Scenario A reflecting how much more accessible and 
equitable a rail with trail transportation system would be.

MOST ECONOMIC BENEFITS: The Rail with Trail Scenario B really shines when it comes to benefitting the 
local economy. Under every economic metric considered, Scenario B came out on top. Because tourism is 
an important part of our local economy, the UCS examined the increase in visitor generated tax revenue 
associated with each scenario. What the UCS found was the increase in visitor related tax revenue under 
the Rail with Trail Scenario B will be as much as 60% greater than the other scenarios. Clearly, Rail with Trail 
Scenario B will be good for local business and good for local government.

Friends of the Rail & Trail has reviewed the over two hundred pages, including five appendices, from the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study – Step 2 Analysis Results recently published by the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation 
Commission (SCCRTC). This comprehensive study confirms using the rail corridor for both rail and trail is far and away 
the best option when considering public safety, protecting the environment, promoting cycling, improving social equity, 
increasing use of public transit and benefiting the local economy. Below are a few of the most important findings from 
the study.
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LOCAL SHARE OF COST: While the local share cost predicted for Rail with Trail Scenario B is not the lowest 
(bus heavy Scenario C is the lowest) the local share cost of Rail with Trail Scenario B is estimated at $141 million 
less than the cost of Trail Only Scenario A. Furthermore, the UCS did not account for the probable funding 
available through the 2018 State Rail Plan (SRP) adopted only a few weeks ago. The SRP specifically allocates 
$1.5 billion targeted at the Central Coast of CA to “Implement Regional Rail Connecting Monterey and Santa 
Cruz to the Statewide Rail Network” amongst other projects (SRP p.194). To put that $1.5 billion figure in 
perspective, that is about five times what is needed to pay for adding modern commuter rail service between 
Santa Cruz and Watsonville estimated at about $325 million in the UCS. It is our opinion that if SRP funds are 
taken into consideration, implementing the Rail with Trail Scenario B is likely to be hundreds of millions less 
than the Trail Only Scenario A and may well be substantially less than Bus Rapid Transit Scenario C.

PUZZLING OPERATING COSTS: Surprisingly, the UCS predicts the ongoing operating cost of the Rail with 
Trail Scenario B are highest, higher even than the Bus Heavy Scenario C. This prediction is surprising as it 
contradicts the operating cost figures found in the National Transit Database published last October 2017 by 
the Federal Transit Administration. An analysis of these figures indicates the per passenger mile operating 
costs for rail service are only about 60% of the operating costs for bus service. We have contacted the 
SCCRTC for additional information and an explanation of these figures.

LITIGATION RISK: One obvious big money issue that has been overlooked in the UCS is the question of 
property rights litigation associated with both the Trail Only Scenario A and the Bus Heavy Scenario C. Both 
of these scenarios require abandonment of all or part of the existing rail right of way. As has been previously 
documented by the SCCRTC, about two thirds of the existing rail right of way exists as easements granted for 
the construction, maintenance and operation of a railroad. When the rail line is abandoned these easements 
will likely cease, leading to substantial litigation to re-establish these easements for trail only and/or bus use. 
The cost in both time and money to settle the inevitable property rights litigation arising from abandoning 
the rail line are likely to be substantial. For example, as reported in the Seattle Times in 2014, settling this 
type of litigation in the East Regional Corridor (a rail corridor very similar to ours), cost $140 million. Given 
the magnitude of probable litigation costs arising in our local real estate market, we suggest a $100 million 
“place holder” be included in the costs for both Scenarios A and C. One clear advantage of the Rail with Trail 
Scenario B is the rail line remains eliminating the expensive and time consuming property rights litigation 
associated with Scenarios A and C. This issue alone may well be one of the best reasons to support the Rail 
with Trail Scenario B.

Other Issues
The benefits outlined above provide a compelling case for why the Rail with Trail Scenario B is far and away the best way 
forward for our community. The UCS explored many other issues including funding. We offer the following comments on 
this important aspect of the study:

Summary
The substantial benefits offered by the Rail with Trail Scenario B over all other Scenarios, especially over the Trail Only 
Scenario A, is convincing evidence that building the trail and keeping the rail is the best path forward especially when 
you consider safety, environmental sustainability, social equity and local economic benefits. Rail with Trail is simply the 
best at addressing climate change, providing equity for everyone, supporting economic vitality and developing a truly 
sustainable transportation system that will serve Santa Cruz County now and well into the future.

Friends of the Rail & Trail will continue evaluating the findings of the UCS and will issue updated statements after the 
upcoming SCCRTC public workshops and public hearings have been completed and/or as otherwise needed to keep 
the community informed. For example, one obvious modification to the proposed Scenario B would be to add freight 
rail service. Adding freight rail service to Scenario B should be a no cost add and will get trucks off our roads further 
improving safety and further reduce GHG emissions.

Stay tuned…
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From: Gillian Greensite   
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 5:39 PM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Sierra Club comments on the Unified Corridor Study 
 
Dear RTC commissioners and staff, 
 
Please find attached, comments on the UCS from the Sierra Club. Thank 
you for your consideration. We hope to see our comments reflected in your 
deliberations and final decisions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Gillian 
 
 
Gillian Greensite, Chair 
Sierra Club, Santa Cruz County Group   
 
 

 
    SANTA CRUZ  COUNTY  GROUP 
                                      Of  The Ventana Chapter 
                     P.O. Box  604, Santa Cruz, CA  
95061  

                           https://ventana2.sierraclub.org/santacruz/ 
                               e-mail: sierraclubsantacruz@gmail.com                    

 
 

December 27th. 2018 
 
  
 
To: RTC Commissioners and staff 
From: Sierra Club 
Re: Comments on the Unified Corridor Investment Study 
 
Dear Commissioners and RTC staff, 
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Transportation is the greatest source of CO2 emissions in the United States 
and in Santa Cruz County. Transportation choices also create some of the 
greatest environmental impacts for wildlife and natural habitats. Sierra 
Club Transportation Policy states that transportation strategies must: 

“protect natural systems and open space, reduce vehicle 
miles traveled, and promote environmental and economic 
justice and access for all, including low-income 
communities and those most impacted by pollution.”  

The Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), similarly, must consider 
environmental impacts in choosing which elements best accomplish its 
goals, consistent with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) scoping 
protocols.  
 
In crafting preferred scenarios for the Unified Corridor Investment Study, 
the RTC should prioritize transit and active transportation by:  
● eliminating auto-centric projects including the HOV Lane, auxiliary 

lanes, ramp metering for Highway 1, and Mission street intersection 
expansion, all of which are subject to failure due to induced travel 
effects 

● retaining transit and a trail on the rail corridor 
● designing all projects to enhance pedestrian and bicyclist safety and 

comfort 
● aiming to reduce existing VMT, rather than generate new excursion or 

growth opportunities. 

We note that higher property values should be considered an undesirable 
byproduct, not a goal, of transit improvements. Specifically, the Sierra 
Club supports efforts to “attract and enable new, high intensity 
development (UCS p.111)" only if these efforts focus on truly affordable 
housing, consistent with current local employment opportunities. In taking 
action on the UCS, the RTC should thus make a commitment to study and 
implement policies to counteract gentrification and displacement. We are 
inspired by the example of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission in 
forming the Committee to House the Bay Area to make policy on 
comprehensive regional solutions to the housing affordability crisis. 

Furthermore, we ask that the RTC conduct a comprehensive analysis of 
alternatives that also satisfies programmatic environmental review 
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requirements under CEQA. This analysis should include, but not be limited 
to:  
● Ridership, total public transit mode share, cost/benefit, total cradle 

to grave energy costs, cost and energy efficiency per person mile, 
scalability, reliability,  impact on associated active transportation 
modes such as walking and cycling, consistency with regional and 
state transportation goals, plans and policies, and total greenhouse 
gas emissions of bus rapid transit, rail transit, transit electrification, 
and any other viable public transportation options, before choosing 
preferred transit mode on the rail corridor;  

● Protection of biological resources, including avoiding fragmentation 
and disturbance of local sensitive wildlife habitats and natural 
communities;  

● Assessment and avoidance of impacts on, among other concerns: 
○ Population/housing, including displacement of low-income 

communities, gentrification and potential for growth into 
agricultural lands; 

○ Transport, emissions and storage of hazardous materials;  
○ Cumulative impacts; 
○ Ownership status of the rail corridor easements;  

■ The public’s ownership of the existing rail corridor must 
not be put at risk nor subject to expensive, lengthy 
property rights litigation. 

In sum, the Sierra Club is enthusiastic to support a robust process that 
ensures that the Unified Corridor Investment Study is useful and 
successfully identifies strategies to carry Santa Cruz County into this new 
millenium, sustainably and effectively.  

Thank you very much for your ongoing support for the environment.   

Sincerely, 

   Gillian 

   Gillian Greensite, Chair 

   Sierra Club, Santa Cruz County Group 
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From: Manu Koenig  
Date: December 21, 2018 at 4:09:37 PM PST 
To: Shannon Munz <smunz@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Re: Response to petition - RTC's description of train costs 
and public input lacks transparency 

Dear Shannon, 

Attached is our statement in reply. 
Thanks and Happy Holidays, 

Manu 
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Greenway’s Response to Statement Provided by RTC Staff to the Press 

RTC : The RTC is always pleased to hear from members of our community. As with all community 
input we receive, the petition from Santa Cruz County Greenway will be given to our 
commissioners who consider it all when planning for the transportation future of our county.  

Greenway’s response : The RTC staff says they are interested in community input, but have 
been reluctant to consider factual information provided to it by Alta Planning and Design and 
Nelson Nygaard, two of the most respected names in transportation planning. For example, 
Alta provided the RTC staff with a detailed calculation of the cost of trail only which amounted 
to $98M vs. $219M calculated by Kimley Horn in the UCS. Alta provided all of its assumptions to 
arrive at its number. Although changes were made in revised versions of the UCS on other cost 
figures, no changes were made to reflect Alta’s input and, more importantly, no feedback was 
provided on why the Kimley Horn numbers differed nor why they are accurate. 

RTC: However, there are a few things we would like to address and clarify in the press release 
Greenway distributed.  

Greenway stated that the preferred Scenario includes a $1 billion+ passenger train over 30 
years. However, the capital costs in the UCS were estimated at $325 million for passenger rail 
service between Santa Cruz and Pajaro Station, and the operating costs were estimated at $15 
million per year. 

Greenway’s response : The RTC response of $325M for a train is misleading.  

From the RTC’s FAQ on the UCS:  

“The capital costs for passenger rail service with diesel multiple units and excursion rail 
service is $339.8 million. Electrifying rail for passenger rail service between Santa Cruz 
and Pajaro is estimated to cost a total of $549.5 million for passenger rail service and 
excursion rail service with electric multiple units.”  

Virtually every train proponent, including the past Executive Director of the RTC, insists any 
train will be electric. So putting out a number for a diesel train, without saying diesel, is telling 
half the story. Equally disingenuous is quoting only one year of operating and maintenance 
expense.  

From Table 40 in the UCS, we can see that annual operating and maintenance expense for a 
train is $16.2M and first mile/last mile bus connections to make the train effective are $12.1M 
annually, for a total of $28.3M in annual expense.  

Any tax to pay these annual operating expenses will extend for some period of time, most 
similar to the Measure D timeframe of 30 years. $28.3M times 30 years is $849M. What 
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percent of this amount will be covered by the fare box? A good estimate would be 25% if 
SMART is used as an example (CalTrain’s population and density makes it incomparable), which 
would reduce $849M to $637M. So for an electric train, the capital and operating cost over 30 
years would be $1.2 billion and for a diesel train $1 billion.  

By stating “facts,” but not providing the big picture, the RTC does not provide the information 
the public needs to arrive at an informed opinion. 

[Although we are using the RTC’s numbers, we must note that the ~$13M/mile capital cost is 
below the lowest national cost for light rail.] 

RTC : Greenway stated that the UCS “makes no reference to the need for a new tax to support 
passenger rail service.” This is incorrect. On page 99 of the UCS draft document under Public 
Investment, it states, “New revenues to implement scenarios is required if the estimated 
scenario cost is greater than potential funding. New public investments would come from new 
state or federal grant programs, or locally generated funding sources, such as a new sales tax, 
new parcel tax, or new vehicle registration fees.” 

Greenway’s Response: We agree the UCS does make a single reference to new taxes on page 
99. However, in the greater context of the debate on rail vs. trail, this fact is rarely heard. Most 
of the public does not read the UCS, and even those who do would have a hard time finding this 
one sentence in a 230 page report. The fact remains that the UCS does not discuss the risk 
associated with tax-based funding sources and the resulting risk to projects that depend on 
them.  

RTC : Greenway also stated that in the RTC online survey, 54 percent of respondents opposed rail 
transit and 63 percent opposed freight rail in north county. This is incorrect as the questions that 
were asked were not simple yes or no for or against passenger or freight rail questions. The 
questions in the survey asked respondents to mark on a scale of 1 to 5 their support for rail and 
freight service, so it is misleading to say that a certain percentage is opposed when they marked 
their level of interest on a scale. 

Greenway’s response : The RTC makes a distinction without a difference. Any reasonable 
person would interpret rankings of 1 & 2 as “strongly against”and “against” and rankings 4 & 5 
as “for” and “strongly for” respectively, with a ranking of 3 being neutral. Most online surveys 
are conducted in this way and the public responds accordingly. Greenway’s characterization of 
the RTC’s survey is not misleading and is in fact representative of the way the public feels. One 
can arrive at nearly the same percentages by looking at two different questions asked in the 
same survey/chart. This is not random. 

RTC : Additionally, the RTC sees the public engagement process as being extremely important to 
good decision making. For every project we work on, extensive public outreach is done as was 
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the case with the Unified Corridor Study (UCS). Since the last two years, we have held four public 
meetings, eight focus group meetings with members of local community organizations, and 
several stakeholder meetings, distributed three online survey which approximately 2,000 people 
completed, received over 600 written comments, and heard over several hundred verbal 
comments at our monthly RTC meetings. We also regularly attended community meetings and 
events where we spoke to hundreds of people from all over the county about the UCS. 

Greenway’s response : The RTC has not received even close to 10,000 responses on any aspect 
of the rail vs. trail debate. The “public input process” is not effective if it doesn’t lead to a 
dialogue which effectively takes into account strong documented opposition to the staff 
preferred scenario (e.g. a good example of how the process could have worked is the Santa 
Cruz Water Commission). 

We are not saying that the staff must agree with positions opposed to its point of view, but it 
must reflect a minimum of consideration and its point of view must be informed by such strong 
opposition. This has not been true during the entire UCS process, from the creation of 
“scenarios” to the politicization of the study conclusions. 

Actions speak louder than words, and the constant refrain about “valuing” input is not 
supported by the actions of the staff in responding to that input. If the RTC response to 
Greenway’s press release is provided to Commissioners, please also provide these responses to 
the Commissioners (we are copying members of the press). 

RTC : We value all of the input we received throughout the UCS process, and it was all considered 
by our staff as they worked on finalizing the preferred scenario that was presented to RTC 
Commissioners at the Dec. 6 meeting. RTC staff is still seeking community input on the draft 
Step 2 scenario analysis and a preferred scenario for the UCS to be considered in the 
development of the final staff recommendation and by the commission in the action on the 
preferred scenario on Jan. 16. 

Deadlines for public comment to be submitted are: 

Dec. 28, 2018, 5 p.m.: For consideration by staff in development of the final staff 
recommendation of preferred scenario and draft final report to the RTC on Jan. 17, 2019. 

Jan. 16, 2019 12 p.m. : For consideration by the commission in the action on the preferred 
scenario on Jan. 17, 2019. 
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From: Manu Koenig   
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 6:08 PM 
To: john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; Patrick Mulhearn 
<BDS023@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>; greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
Bertrand, Jacques <jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us>; rlj12@comcast.net; 
Cynthia Chase <cchase@cityofsantacruz.com>; tim_gubbins@dot.ca.gov; 
ebottorff167@yahoo.com; Ryan Coonerty 
<ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us>; bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us; Sandy Brown <sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com>; 
trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; openup@cats.ucsc.edu 
Cc: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org>; Guy Preston 
<gpreston@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Scenario "R"ealistic and Corridor Principles 

Dear Commissioners, 

Please find attached Santa Cruz County Greenway's proposed Scenario 
"R"ealistic for the Unified Corridors Study as well as a set of principles for 
the Coastal Corridor that we hope will serve as common ground for our 
community. 

I look forward to providing comment at your Dec. 6th meeting. 

Sincerely, 
Manu 

-- 

Manu Koenig, Executive Director 
849 Almar Ave, STE 247, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
(831) 234-3922  |  www.sccgreenway.org
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Scenario “R”ealistic 
Members of the Santa Cruz County community are proposing a realistic, effective and 

affordable set of projects from the Unified Corridors Study called Scenario R.  Scenario R 

provides congestion relief and public transit options on Hwy 1, Soquel/Freedom and the Coastal 

Corridor for $423M less capital ($1,154M vs $731M) and about half the annual operating 

expense ($30M vs. $16M). Using Measure D, Self-Help funds and conservative assumptions on 

federal and state grants, Scenario R can be implemented sooner, more flexibly and realistically 

with the resources under the RTC’s control or reasonably available. 
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From: Bud Colligan   
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 5:05 PM 
To: Mike Rotkin <openup@cats.ucsc.edu>; John Leopold 
<john.leopold@santacruzcounty.us>; Bruce McPherson 
<Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us>; Patrick Mulhearn 
<Patrick.Mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us>; Randy Johnson 
<rlj12@comcast.net>; ed bottorff <ebottorff167@yahoo.com>; Cynthia 
Chase <cchase@cityofsantacruz.com>; 
trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; Greg Caput 
<greg.caput@santacruzcounty.us>; Andy.Schiffrin@santacruzcounty.us; 
Ryan Coonerty <ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us>; Bertrand, Jacques 
<jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us>; Sandy Brown 
<sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com> 
Cc: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Community Groups Support METRO's Alternatives Analysis 

Dear Commissioners, 

Please find attached a press release put out by the following community 
groups regarding support for METRO's proposed Alternatives Analysis of 
the Coastal Corridor. 

Santa Cruz County Business Council 
Santa Cruz New Tech Meetup 
Campaign for Sustainable Transportaiton 
Santa Cruz County Greenway 
Santa Cruz Works 
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Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 5:05 PM 
To: Mike Rotkin <openup@cats.ucsc.edu>; John Leopold <john.leopold@santacruzcounty.us>; Bruce 
McPherson <Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us>; Patrick Mulhearn 
<Patrick.Mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us>; Randy Johnson <rlj12@comcast.net>; ed bottorff 
<ebottorff167@yahoo.com>; Cynthia Chase <cchase@cityofsantacruz.com>; 
trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; Greg Caput <greg.caput@santacruzcounty.us>; 
Andy.Schiffrin@santacruzcounty.us; Ryan Coonerty <ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us>; Bertrand, 
Jacques <jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us>; Sandy Brown <sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com> 
Cc: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Community Groups Support METRO's Alternatives Analysis 

Dear Commissioners, 

Please find attached a press release put out by the following community groups regarding support for 
METRO's proposed Alternatives Analysis of the Coastal Corridor. 

Santa Cruz County Business Council 
Santa Cruz New Tech Meetup 
Campaign for Sustainable Transportaiton 
Santa Cruz County Greenway 
Santa Cruz Works 
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Community Groups Support METRO’s Request  
for an Alternatives Analysis of the Rail Corridor 

 
December 4, 2018 
 
Community groups, including Santa Cruz County Business Council, Campaign for Sustainable 
Transportation, Santa Cruz Works, Santa Cruz New Tech Meetup and Santa Cruz County Greenway 
announced today they are supporting METRO’s request for a detailed Alternatives Analysis  of the two 
public transit options for the rail corridor in Santa Cruz County: rail & trail and electric bus & trail. The 
Alternatives Analysis was requested by METRO and approved unanimously by its Board of Directors on 
November 16, 2018. The Alternatives Analysis would also fully comply with the requirements of 
Measure D to analyze the “best use” of the corridor. The request is timely as the RTC could vote as 
early as January 17th, 2019 on a plan that would re-establish rail freight for 10 years north of 
Watsonville and eliminate the option of running electric buses on the corridor. 
 
The Alternatives Analysis proposed by METRO would determine the most appropriate mode of public 
transit for the Rail Corridor and include: 
 

- Ridership forecasts 
- Operating and capital costs, including “value engineering” 
- Funding sources for capital improvements 
- Funding sources for operating expenses 

 
METRO’s staff report explains why the Alternatives Analysis is needed: “ The mode selection in this 
corridor should not be based on a choice between steel and rubber wheels but rather on the service 
profile (alignment, frequency, daily span of service) that most effectively meets the travel patterns and 
mobility needs in Santa Cruz County. ” 
 
The recently completed Unified Corridors Study (UCS) provides a foundation for the Alternatives 
Analysis but it is not sufficient by itself.  According to METRO staff, “ The [UCS’s] Scenario-based 
analysis does not provide enough mode/corridor specific comparable data, and information is 
insufficient to determine the most appropriate public transit mode to pursue in the rail corridor. ”  
 
Moreover, METRO’S staff expressed concern that passenger rail could jeopardize the bus system’s 
already lean budget.  “ All of these services and facilities could draw from the same limited funding 
sources. A review of the UCS suggests that some funding sources currently used for METRO operations 
and capital needs are being assumed as possible sources for UCS projects.” 
 
“The Business Council represents over 80 of the major employers in Santa Cruz County,” said Robert 
Singleton, Executive Director. “The Council’s board issued a statement last week emphasizing 
incremental approaches to improve transportation in the county using already approved Measure D 
funds. METRO’s proposed Alternatives Analysis will provide the detailed information needed to make 
the right transportation decisions in the corridor.” 
 
“METRO’s proposed Alternatives Analysis makes good policy sense,” said Doug Erickson, President of 
Santa Cruz New Tech Meetup. “Before locking our county into one strategy, it is essential to 
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understand ridership forecasts, operating and capital costs, and funding sources to be able to build and 
operate each alternative. This work has not been done and needs to be done before a strategic 
direction and set investment decisions is made.” 
 
“Greenway is interested in clean, affordable, and flexible transit options for the corridor,” said Manu 
Koenig, Executive Director of Santa Cruz County Greenway, “METRO already carries 5.2 million 
passengers every year so there may be huge benefits in expanding its service on the Coastal Corridor.”  
 
“Campaign for Sustainable Transportation (CFST) advocates that our transportation dollars prioritize 
transit and active transportation,” said Rick Longinotti, Chair of the CFST. “If we want to offer a 
practical alternative to auto dependency, then we need to make public transit affordable, safe and 
convenient. We need the best information we can get before making large investment decisions.” 
 
“Santa Cruz Works fully supports METRO's proposal to evaluate in detail all transportation alternatives 
for our coastal corridor,” said Keri Waters, President, Santa Cruz Works. “Our emerging economic hubs 
in downtown Santa Cruz and Westside Santa Cruz need better transportation links with each other, as 
well as to the neighborhoods of the workers that are commuting here from Watsonville and points 
between. The current plans don't adequately consider the rate at which our communities are adopting 
personal short-range transportation options like bike share and scooters, and the infrastructure needs 
that can and must be met for that segment.” 
 
 
Contact Info:  Community Groups Supporting METRO’s Alternatives Analysis 
 
Santa Cruz County Business Council 

Robert Singleton, Executive Director, Robert.singleton@sccbusinesscouncil.com 
Santa Cruz New Tech Meet-up 

Doug Erickson, President, dougwerickson@gmail.com 
Santa Cruz County Greenway 

Manu Koenig, Executive Director, manu.koenig@sccgreenway.org 
Campaign for Sustainable Transportation 

Rick Longinotti, Chairman, longinotti@baymoon.com 
Santa Cruz Works 

Keri Waters, President, keri@buoy.ai 
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Community Groups Support METRO’s Request  
for an Alternatives Analysis of the Rail Corridor 

 
December 4, 2018 
 
Community groups, including Santa Cruz County Business Council, Campaign for Sustainable 
Transportation, Santa Cruz Works, Santa Cruz New Tech Meetup and Santa Cruz County Greenway 
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public transit options for the rail corridor in Santa Cruz County: rail & trail and electric bus & trail. The 
Alternatives Analysis was requested by METRO and approved unanimously by its Board of Directors on 
November 16, 2018. The Alternatives Analysis would also fully comply with the requirements of 
Measure D to analyze the “best use” of the corridor. The request is timely as the RTC could vote as 
early as January 17th, 2019 on a plan that would re-establish rail freight for 10 years north of 
Watsonville and eliminate the option of running electric buses on the corridor. 
 
The Alternatives Analysis proposed by METRO would determine the most appropriate mode of public 
transit for the Rail Corridor and include: 
 

- Ridership forecasts 
- Operating and capital costs, including “value engineering” 
- Funding sources for capital improvements 
- Funding sources for operating expenses 

 
METRO’s staff report explains why the Alternatives Analysis is needed: “ The mode selection in this 
corridor should not be based on a choice between steel and rubber wheels but rather on the service 
profile (alignment, frequency, daily span of service) that most effectively meets the travel patterns and 
mobility needs in Santa Cruz County. ” 
 
The recently completed Unified Corridors Study (UCS) provides a foundation for the Alternatives 
Analysis but it is not sufficient by itself.  According to METRO staff, “ The [UCS’s] Scenario-based 
analysis does not provide enough mode/corridor specific comparable data, and information is 
insufficient to determine the most appropriate public transit mode to pursue in the rail corridor. ”  
 
Moreover, METRO’S staff expressed concern that passenger rail could jeopardize the bus system’s 
already lean budget.  “ All of these services and facilities could draw from the same limited funding 
sources. A review of the UCS suggests that some funding sources currently used for METRO operations 
and capital needs are being assumed as possible sources for UCS projects.” 
 
“The Business Council represents over 80 of the major employers in Santa Cruz County,” said Robert 
Singleton, Executive Director. “The Council’s board issued a statement last week emphasizing 
incremental approaches to improve transportation in the county using already approved Measure D 
funds. METRO’s proposed Alternatives Analysis will provide the detailed information needed to make 
the right transportation decisions in the corridor.” 
 
“METRO’s proposed Alternatives Analysis makes good policy sense,” said Doug Erickson, President of 
Santa Cruz New Tech Meetup. “Before locking our county into one strategy, it is essential to 
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understand ridership forecasts, operating and capital costs, and funding sources to be able to build and 
operate each alternative. This work has not been done and needs to be done before a strategic 
direction and set investment decisions is made.” 
 
“Greenway is interested in clean, affordable, and flexible transit options for the corridor,” said Manu 
Koenig, Executive Director of Santa Cruz County Greenway, “METRO already carries 5.2 million 
passengers every year so there may be huge benefits in expanding its service on the Coastal Corridor.”  
 
“Campaign for Sustainable Transportation (CFST) advocates that our transportation dollars prioritize 
transit and active transportation,” said Rick Longinotti, Chair of the CFST. “If we want to offer a 
practical alternative to auto dependency, then we need to make public transit affordable, safe and 
convenient. We need the best information we can get before making large investment decisions.” 
 
“Santa Cruz Works fully supports METRO's proposal to evaluate in detail all transportation alternatives 
for our coastal corridor,” said Keri Waters, President, Santa Cruz Works. “Our emerging economic hubs 
in downtown Santa Cruz and Westside Santa Cruz need better transportation links with each other, as 
well as to the neighborhoods of the workers that are commuting here from Watsonville and points 
between. The current plans don't adequately consider the rate at which our communities are adopting 
personal short-range transportation options like bike share and scooters, and the infrastructure needs 
that can and must be met for that segment.” 
 
 
Contact Info:  Community Groups Supporting METRO’s Alternatives Analysis 
 
Santa Cruz County Business Council 

Robert Singleton, Executive Director, Robert.singleton@sccbusinesscouncil.com 
Santa Cruz New Tech Meet-up 

Doug Erickson, President, dougwerickson@gmail.com 
Santa Cruz County Greenway 

Manu Koenig, Executive Director, manu.koenig@sccgreenway.org 
Campaign for Sustainable Transportation 

Rick Longinotti, Chairman, longinotti@baymoon.com 
Santa Cruz Works 

Keri Waters, President, keri@buoy.ai 
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From: Brian Peoples  
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 4:26 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Cc:; rlj12@comcast.net; bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; 
jimmy.dutra@cityofwatsonville.org; cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; 
trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; ebottorff167@yahoo.com; 
openup@cats.ucsc.edu; John Leopold 
<John.Leopold@santacruzcounty.us>; Zach Friend <BDS022@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us>; 'Patrick Mulhearn' <Patrick.Mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us>; 
budd <bud@colligans.com>; Manu Koenig 
<manu.koenig@sccgreenway.org>; Will Mayall <will@mayall.com>; Carey 
Pico <carey.pico@yahoo.com>; joex <joexmart@comcast.net>; Miles 
Reiter <Miles.Reiter@driscolls.com>; Robert Stephens 
<awranch@aol.com>; Robert Quinn <rpquinn@pacbell.net>; ryan 
<ryan@pacificappraisers.com>; Ryan Sarnataro <ryan@calcentral.com>; 
Rodoni Farms <rodonifarms@aol.com>; brodoni@aol.com; Grace 
Blakeslee <gblakeslee@sccrtc.org>; Cory Caletti <ccaletti@sccrtc.org>; 
Ginger Dykaar <gdykaar@sccrtc.org>; Guy Preston 
<gpreston@sccrtc.org>; Luis Mendez <lmendez@sccrtc.org>; Sarah 
Christensen <schristensen@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Trail Now response to Item #23 on RTC Agenda (12/6/18) 

RTC, 

For item #23 on the RTC Agenda (12/6/18), please include the following 
statement. 

We believe the Unified Corridor Study (UCS) has achieved some goals, 
however, based on gaps and shortcomings identified by Caltrans, Metro 
and local community groups, we suggest the following: 

1. With the completion of the Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) for Highway 1 Tier I and II, Caltrans and California
Transportation Commission (CTC) recognize this as the definitive
information source for long term plans for Santa Cruz County.   We
recommend RTC publicly confirm long-term plans for Highway 1 Tier
I upgrades (HOV/BRT lanes, metering lights, widening to Larkin
Valley Road) and proceed with request to CTC for Self-Help County
and SB1 Funding.
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2. RTC commitment to preserve the historic timber trestles, i.e.,
Seascape, Hidden Beach, Capitola, along the Coastal Corridor.

3. Perform Alternatives Analysis to determine the most appropriate
mode of public mass transit for the Coastal Corridor.   In addition to
the suggested Metro criteria, we ask that the analysis include an
assessment of a “trail designed for transportation” that allows for
market-based mass transit that is governed by vehicle size (no wider
than 6 feet) and safe operating speeds.   Mass transit is not
necessarily “public transit”.

4. Agreement that the old railroad tracks from Natural Bridges to
Davenport are no longer required and RTC Staff can work directly
with the local Farmers and Property-owners on a collaborative win-
win solution to build a world-class rail-trail along the North Coast by
2020.

5. Explore License Agreement as outlined in Trail Now January, 2018
proposal to begin using the Coastal Corridor today as an interim trail
for alternative transportation while property ownership rights are
adjudicated.

Best regards, 

Brian Peoples 

Executive Director 

Trail Now 
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From: Brian Peoples   
Sent: Sunday, December 02, 2018 6:41 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Support TrailNow / Farmer's North Coast Rail Trail Plan 

RTC, 

One of the key goals of the Unified Corridor Study (UCS) was to provide 
guidance for the North Coast Rail Trail to meet the Federal Grant deadline 
of 2020.   Now that Metro and other key organizations are against the 
results of the UCS and requesting that more studies for the rail corridor be 
performed, we are concerned that this could delay moving forward with 
the North Coast Rail Trail and jeopardize Federal Grant funds.     

With an estimated cost of over $15M to refurbish the railroad tracks for 
excursion trains to Davenport, we believe it can be concluded that our 
community will not make this type of investment.   We believe the results 
of the UCS can provide enough guidance that the old railroad tracks from 
Wilder Ranch to Davenport are no longer required.   Making this 
determination will allow RTC staff to begin working directly with the 
Farmers and Property-owners on a collaborative win-win solution to build a 
world-class rail-trail along the North Coast.    The North Coast Rail Trail 
EIR report shows that our plan has the least environmental impact and can 
meet the 2020 deadline to use the Federal Grant funds.  

We ask that you please support the recommendation that the old railroad 
tracks from Wilder Ranch to Davenport are no longer required and RTC 
Staff can proceed with developing the Farmers' Alternative Rail Trail plan 
along the North Coast.   

Best regards, 

Brian Peoples 
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From: Brian Peoples 
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2018 12:48 PM 
To: Grace Blakeslee <gblakeslee@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: Ginger Dykaar <gdykaar@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: non-trail only and proposal 

Hi Grace, 

To follow-up with our conversations, we believe we can support a non-trail-only plan along the Coastal 
Corridor, but it can not be rail.     

We have drafted a statement we are willing to socialize with you prior to releasing.     We have other 
important organization(s) co-authoring.   

In the parking lot, we went further about possible next steps to using the Coastal Corridor soon, 
specifically getting the Coastal Corridor from Buena Vista Road (Milepost 7) to Davenport as an interim 
trail.    We are willing to submit a proposal for a License Agreement to manage property as a railroad 
and provide needed investments.   Our proposal would eliminate the need to railbank the property, 
provide capital funding to perform maintenance on the property, ensure security of corridor and allow 
Metro/RTC to pilot e-buses along the corridor.    It would allow RTC to further investigate property 
boundaries and take the appropriate action to secure the deed.    We would maintain railroad 
operations throughout the duration of the License Agreement that comply with all federal and state 
regulations for such operations.     

We would like to discuss both our public statement on "non-trail-only" and a potential License 
Agreement for the corridor prior to anymore RTC planning for UCS recommendation.    

Is there a time we can meet? 

We want to be able to have "official" discussions that we can expect would be presented to the 
Board.   Maybe after Preston arrives?    

Are you all interested? 

Best regards,  

Brian Peoples 

Executive Director 
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UNIFIED CORRIDOR INVESTMENT STUDY 
AUTOMATED TRANSIT NETWORK ALTERNATIVE

CONCEPTUAL EVALUATION 

INTRODUCTION 
“The objective of the Unified Corridor Investment Study (UCS) 
is to identify multimodal transportation investments that 
provide the most effective use of Highway 1, Soquel 
Ave/Soquel Dr/Freedom Blvd, and the Santa Cruz Branch Rail 
Line to serve the community’s transportation needs.” 1  The 
UCS considered bus transit, rail transit, auto, bike/ped and rail 
freight modes. It also considered automated 
vehicles/connected vehicles even though those modes are still 
emerging. Despite this multi-modal approach, the study 
completely ignores a mode that has been operating in public 
service since 1975. This mode is called automated transit 
networks (ATN – an umbrella term for personal and group 
rapid transit - PRT & GRT). ATN suppliers such as Vectus, 
Ultra, Modutram and 2getthere have had ATN systems in 
continuous public service since 1999 2. ATN systems have 
completed over 200 million injury-free passenger miles. 

The purpose of this paper is to document why the UCS should 
add ATN to the modes considered. This is accomplished by 
addressing each of the performance measures used in the 
UCS in turn, with emphasis being placed on comparison with 
Scenario B, understood to be the likely preferred scenario. 

1 SCCRTC’s Unified Corridor Investment Study, Step 2 Analysis Results, Draft, September 2018, by Kimley Horn 
2 Video clip of ATN systems in operation: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8IM5299tXcw&   

    Figure 1. ATN Systems in Public Service 

Input received on November 14, 2018
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AUTOMATED TRANSIT NETWORKS 

DEFINITION AND DESCRIPTION 
Automated transit networks (ATN) is an umbrella term for two 
concepts that are now merging into one. These are personal 
rapid transit (PRT) and group rapid transit (GRT). PRT was 
conceived to use small (2 – 6 seated passengers) driverless 
vehicles carrying individuals or parties travelling together 
nonstop from origin to destination and not sharing rides with 
strangers. GRT uses large driverless vehicles (up to 20 or even 
30 seated and/or standing passengers) which often wait before 
departing to encourage ride sharing and stop at intermediate 
stations if necessary. Modern PRT systems generally have 4 
to 6 seats, encourage ride sharing and may make an 
intermediate stop or two. Other terms for these systems include 
Podcars (commonly used in Sweden) and Pod Taxis 
(commonly used in India). This study refers to these systems 
as PRT, GRT or ATN as appropriate. 

ATN systems provide a very high level of service and 
passengers have no need to know routes, schedules or 
transfer points. All they need to know is the name of their 
destination station. 

Table 1 on the following page provides a comparison of PRT 
with cars and conventional transit.   

ATN systems proven in public service have capacities ranging 
from 2,000 to 10,000 passengers per hour per direction (pphpd) and maximum speeds ranging from 25 
to 43 miles per hour. Higher capacities and speeds up to 20,000 pphpd and 60 mph are under 
development now that the American Society of Civil Engineers has agreed to adapt their Automated 
People Mover Standards to better apply to ATN systems. The maximum speed assumed in this study is 
40 mph while the maximum capacity assumed is 5,000 pphpd. 

  

ATN DEFINITION 

• Small driverless 

vehicles 

• Exclusive guideways 

• Offline stations 

• On-board switching 

ATN CHARACTERISTICS 

• Short wait times 

• On-demand service 

• Mostly nonstop 

• Seated travel 

• High reliability 

• Very safe 
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON BETWEEN TRANSIT, CAR AND PRT (Source: PRT Consulting) 
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SOLUTIONS PROVEN IN PUBLIC SERVICE 

The Ultra PRT System 
The Ultra system is rubber-tired, battery-
powered, and runs on an open guideway. 
The front wheels are steerable, and the 
vehicle keeps itself on the guideway 
without any physical lateral guidance 
(using lasers), simplifying switching, which 
is accomplished by steering. This system 
has been in operation at London’s 
Heathrow International Airport since April 
2011. The commitment to using off-the-
shelf technology, wherever possible, 
coupled with a rigorous testing and 
development program, has allowed the 
Ultra system to be the first modern PRT 
system to win a commercial contract. 
Heathrow Airport has expressed its satisfaction with the system by including significant expansion in its 
budget. However, it is understood that construction of a new runway may obliterate the existing system 
and alter the plans for expansion. 

The Ultra vehicle was designed for four adults, plus luggage. However, Heathrow has opted to replace 
the bucket seats with bench seats, allowing the vehicle to carry a family of six. Commuter versions of this 
vehicle are anticipated to include two jump seats allowing six adults to be accommodated. 

Open guideway PRT, such as that used by Ultra and 2getthere, tends to be more economical, but the 
rubber/guideway interface can be problematic during inclement weather conditions. Ultra has plans to 
address this issue, by using a glass fiber reinforced plastic grating as the riding surface. Preliminary 
testing by PRT Consulting in the winters of 
2006 and 2007 has shown this solution to 
be very successful in mitigating the effects 
of Colorado snowfall. 

Ultra PRT Ltd. is under new ownership that 
is aggressively marketing the system in 
Asia. They are reducing costs by 
implementing vehicle manufacture in India 
and other means. They are also 
developing a next-generation control 
system to allow higher speeds and shorter 
headways intended to increase capacity 
while reducing costs.   

 
Figure 2. Ultra PRT Vehicle on Elevated Guideway 

 
Figure 3. 2getthere’s Third-Generation GRT Vehicle 
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The 2getthere GRT System 
2getthere, a Dutch company, has been operating an automated GRT-like shuttle bus system, in 
cooperation with Frog Navigation Systems in Rotterdam, Holland, since 1999. They are delivering their 
second GRT system using third-
generation vehicles in Dubai in the United 
Arab Emirates. This system will have 25 
vehicles and a capacity up to 5,000 pphpd. 
A third system is being delivered to 
Brussels Airport. The vehicles are capable 
of speeds up to 37 mph. Operation in 
mixed traffic is possible with top speeds up 
to about 30 mph. 

The 2getthere PRT System 
2getthere’s true PRT system was the first 
of its kind when it went into operation in 
Masdar City in the United Arab Emirates 
in November 2010. 

2gethere’s PRT system is of the open 
guideway type, with somewhat similar 
attributes to those of the Ultra system.  

The Vectus PRT System 
Vectus is a subsidiary of POSCO, one of 
the world’s largest steel manufacturers. 
Despite being a British company owned 
and operated by Koreans, Vectus chose to 
establish a full-size test track, with an off-
line station, in Sweden to prove operability 
in winter weather conditions and to meet 
the rigorous Swedish safety requirements. 
They have now accomplished both goals 
and moved on to implement a system in 
South Korea. 

The Vectus system is of the captive-bogey 
type, where the undercarriage, or bogey, is 
not steerable, but has wheels which run 
along vertical side elements, thus, keeping the vehicle on the guideway. Switching is accomplished by 
movable wheels mounted on the vehicle. The test track vehicles were propelled (and braked) by linear 
induction motors mounted in the guideway. Mounting the motors in the guideway reduces the weight of 
the vehicles but increases the cost of the guideway. This is advantageous for high-capacity systems, but 
expensive for low-capacity systems.  Their first application in Suncheon Bay, South Korea, uses 

 
Figure 4. 2getthere PRT Vehicles in Station 

 
Figure 5. Vectus PRT Vehicles in Station 
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conventional rotary motors which obtain wayside (third rail) power. Propulsion batteries are not required, 
allowing the vehicles to be lighter in weight.  

The Vectus Vehicle is designed to carry four or six seated adults, plus their luggage. In an urban 
transportation mode, the vehicle can also accommodate up to six standees. 

The Modutram ATN System 
While not yet in public service, the 
Modutram system has been included here 
because of the extensiveness of its test 
track and demonstration program. A public 
project is understood to be imminent.  

Modutram, is being developed as a 
university effort with considerable funding 
from the Mexican government.  This 
system is comprised of rubber-tired 
vehicles operating on a steel track. The 
vehicles have electric motors that are 
battery-powered. 

The Modutram system has been designed specifically for the Mexican climate and is not initially intended 
to be capable of operating satisfactorily in snow and ice conditions.  Development has progressed fairly 
smoothly from the initial design through a small test track to a larger test track with two stations and, more 
recently, a demonstration system that carries passengers in six-passenger vehicles.                                

Modutram appears well suited for urban operations.  The system is designed for speeds up to 40 mph 
with minimum headways of 3 to 4 seconds. Vehicles can be physically coupled together to increase 
capacity. 

SOLUTIONS NOT YET PROVEN IN PUBLIC SERVICE 
Numerous ATN systems are in various stages of development ranging from being mere concepts to 
having engineering design completed and prototype systems in various stages of development. Some of 
the better-known names include JPods, Metrino, Futran (Milotek), PRT International, skyTran, Swift ATN 
and Transit X. Taxi 2000 recently closed its doors after decades of being unable to fund a full-scale test 
track demonstrating full functionality, the same hurdle that is holding many of the previously-mentioned 
systems from emerging onto the market. 

Some of these emerging suppliers make aggressive claims regarding the costs and capabilities of their 
systems. These claims have typically not been proven in practice and have therefore been ignored in this 
study. Should high speeds and capacities become viable at very low costs, this will further enhance the 
feasibility of the solutions discussed here. 

More information on ATN can be found here: www.prtconsulting.com and here: www.advancedtransit.org  

  

 
Figure 6. Modutram PRT Vehicles Leaving Station 
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CONCEPTUAL ATN LAYOUT 
A conceptual layout (Figures 7 and 8) has been developed for purposes of comparison with the Scenario 
B rail project. Like the rail project, it extends along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line right-of-way from the 
Westside of Santa Cruz to Pajaro Station near Watsonville. Unlike the rail project, portions of the 
alignment (mostly those through developed areas) are one-way with return one-way guideways located 
in the adjacent communities, mostly along the Soquel Avenue/Drive BRT routes. These return guideways 
are elevated to facilitate retrofitting into existing road rights-of-way. Portions of the alignment within the 
rail right-of-way are also elevated to avoid at-grade crossings with other traffic (a key factor contributing 
to ATN safety and reliability).  

Note that the routing and station locations shown are in no way intended to be final. The southern portion 
of the route could serve Freedom Blvd. (equivalent to BRT Lite in the UCS) or Highway 1. It could do so 
as a two-way line or it could be in the form of a one-way loop. In the latter case it would provide 
service/stations along two of the three routes (the rail corridor, Freedom Blvd. and Highway 1). It would 
also be possible to extend the system to UCSC and/or other destinations. If a goal is to improve circulation 
within Santa Cruz (for example), more guideway could be added, including additional north-south 
connectors with new stations between the loops shown. 

ATN has almost infinite capability to be scaled up or down. It would be possible to start with a simple two-
station demonstration shuttle system and to scale up from there in phases. As new routes and stations 
are added, the new stations will be accessible from the old with no transfers being necessary. The portion 
of the system from Santa Cruz to Aptos is likely to be very viable as a stand-alone system that could 
cover its own operating costs and most, if not all, of its capital costs through fare-box revenue. 

 

 

 
Figure 7. Conceptual ATN Layout Santa Cruz to Aptos 
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TABLE 2. CONCEPTUAL ATN LAYOUT CHARACTERISTICS 
Feature Quantity 
At-Grade Track Length (miles) 20 
At-Grade Stations 5 
Elevated Track Length (miles) 38 
Elevated Stations 52 
Average Speed (mph) 39 
Trip Time Santa Cruz to Watsonville (mins) 30 

 
The ability of ATN to achieve a 39-mph average speed with a 40-mph maximum speed derives from the 
fact that all stations are offline, requiring no slowing of through vehicles. Note that slowing for horizontal 
alignment characteristics (tight curves – of which there are few) has been accounted for. 

A single at-grade ATN track only requires about seven feet of right-of-way. The ATN may thus be able 
to co-exist with the existing rail line allowing for freight operations. However, the assumption has been 
made here that the rail track will be removed, and those costs have been accounted for.  

 
Figure 8. Conceptual ATN Layout Aptos to Watsonville 

UCS - Comments Received Community Groups | Page 320



CONCEPTUAL ATN ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS – 2035 FORECASTS 
This section provides a conceptual analysis of the ATN alternative with particular reference to passenger 
rail and bus rapid transit as envisioned for Scenario B (understood to presently be preferred by some 
community groups).   

SAFETY 
Automated guideway transit is held to a far higher standard of safety (American Society of Civil Engineers 
Automated People Movers Standards) than any other mode of surface transportation. ATN operates on 
exclusive guideways separated from pedestrians and traffic. There are no crossings, only merges and 
diverges. The results speak for themselves – over 200 million injury-free passenger miles. Couple this 
with the fact that ATN’s higher level of service attracts more passengers than any other transit mode and 
it is clear that ATN will significantly increase safety over any other solution. 

RELIABILITY AND EFFICIENCY 
ATN systems for which data is publicly available (Heathrow Airport and Masdar City) are operating at 
availabilities more than 99.5%. This is five times more reliable than transit level of service A (97.5%). 

Peak Period Mean Auto Travel Time 
While an analysis of the impacts of ATN on auto travel time has not been undertaken, the significantly 
higher mode share with ATN (see below) will result in fewer autos on the road than with other transit 
modes and thus should have a greater positive impact on congestion and travel speeds. 

Peak Period Mean Transit Travel Time 
Referring to UCS Table 17, the ATN average travel time of 30 minutes between Downtown Watsonville 
and Downtown Santa Cruz is better than the average AM and PM peak period auto times of 52 and 60 
minutes respectively. Referring to UCS Table 35, Scenario B, it is also better than the best bus time of 
53.6 minutes and the passenger rail time of 41.0 minutes and considerably better than the worst bus time 
of 83.7 minutes. 

Travel Time Reliability 
ATN systems are designed to avoid traffic jams. Overcrowding results in people waiting a bit longer in 
stations which encourages ridesharing and thus boosts capacity at the time it is most needed. Trip times 
are always the same between any two stations with the small exception that some passengers may have 
a small detour or an intermediate stop or two if they have agreed to rideshare. Even these passengers 
will be able to count on very little daily variability in trip and waiting times. 

Mode Share 
The mode share for ATN has been based on the transit mode share for Scenario B adjusted to account 
for changes in waiting and travel times as well as revenue miles. The transit mode share for Scenario B 
includes 7,396 rail boardings per day (10/16/18 UCS FAQ) and an unstated number of bus boardings per 
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day. Based on boardings reported by the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District, Route 91X, the Santa 
Cruz/Watsonville Express has 704 daily boardings and Route 71, Santa Cruz to Watsonville has 1,920 
daily boardings.  

The following discussion explains how bus daily ridership and ATN daily and peak period ridership were 
estimated for Scenario B from this information. 

The analysis was based on work done by Liu3 and uses a Logit Model to estimate changes in mode share 
based on modal preferences and changes in trip times. Mode preference is the extra time a person would 
spend to use their preferred mode. For example, people have been shown to be willing to take a 25-
minute longer trip by car rather than catch a bus. Public stated-preference surveys by PRT Consulting 
have shown ATN mode preference over bus to be higher than auto but, to be conservative, it has been 
assumed to be the average of auto (25 minutes) and rail (10 minutes). Transit wait times have been 
assumed to be the square root of peak headway as per UCS Table 11. Since the number of bus stops 
varies, the first and last mile times for all systems have both been assumed to be five minutes. The BRT 
times have been averaged into one time. The average fare per trip was assumed to be the same for all 
modes ($5.50 per trip) and was therefore not a factor.  

The Logit Model can predict the increase or decrease in ridership of a given mode based on the known 
ridership and any changes in service level (headways, first- and last-mile times and travel times). With 
the addition of modal preference values, it can be used to predict the ridership if one mode is replaced 
with another. 

First, the Logit Model was used to estimate the BRT boardings in Scenario B. To do this, the model 
calculated the number of BRT boardings that would result if passenger rail, which produced 7,396 
boardings, was paralleled with BRT service running a mile or so away through roughly similar 
neighborhoods. The characteristics of the rail and BRT service used in the model are shown in Table 3. 
The result was 1,479 BRT trips. This seemed low relative to the existing boardings and the BRT boardings 
were increased by 30% to 1,920 (the same as Route 71) to be conservative. 

Next, the model was run in the same manner using the factors in Table 3 to predict the number of ATN 
boardings that would result if the rail system was replaced by an ATN system (22,800) and, secondly, if 
the BRT system was replaced with an ATN system (28,100). These results total 50,900 ATN boardings. 

Table 3 shows the assumptions for each mode and the resulting ATN trips.  

TABLE 3. RIDERSHIP ASSUMPTIONS AND RESULTS (SCENARIO B) 
Mode Headway Wait 

Time 
First + Last 

Mile 
Travel 
Time 

Mode 
Preference 

Boardings 

Passenger Rail 30 5.5 10 41.0 10 7,396 
BRT (estimated average) 15 3.9 10 70.5 0 1,920 
ATN 1 1.0 10 30.0 17.5 50,900 

 

3 Liu, R et al (1997), “Assessment of Intermodal Transfer Penalties Using Stated Preference Data”, Transportation 
Research Record 1607 pp 74-80 
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To test the accuracy of the Logit Model, it was used (in a previous project) to predict the bus ridership on 
the Red Route in Clemson, South Carolina, based on the actual automobile ridership and the differences 
in trip characteristics between the auto and bus trips. The model was run twice with slightly different 
factors each time. It predicted an average bus ridership of 3,459 which was 4% higher than the actual 
bus ridership of 3,239. 

To compare the Logit Model to the model used in the UCS, it was used to predict the ridership on BRT 
in the rail corridor based on the rail ridership and the difference between the rail and BRT characteristics. 
The characteristics used are shown in Table 4 below. The first/last mile times used reflect the fact that 
the BRT has twice the number of stations as the passenger rail.  

TABLE 4. RIDERSHIP ASSUMPTIONS AND RESULTS (RAIL & BRT IN RAIL CORRIDOR) 
Mode Headway Wait Time First + Last 

Mile 
Travel 
Time 

Mode 
Preference 

Boardings 

Scenario B Rail 30 5.5 15 41.0 10 7,396 
Scenario C BRT  15 3.9 7.5 65.1 0 3,698 

 

The 3,698 predicted BRT trips are 251 (6%) less than the 3,949 predicted by the UCS (10/16/18 FAQ). 

The results in Table 3 above are consistent 
with those of other investigators around the 
world as illustrated in Figure 9, which is based 
on studies undertaken in the named cities 
using a variety of methodologies.  

Part of the reason the ATN system does so 
well is that it covers both the rail and the 
Soquel BRT routes and would undoubtedly 
also pick up traffic from the local bus routes (a 
factor not accounted for above). This is 
largely because, unlike BRT, ATN combines 
high average speeds with numerous stations. 
Note that savings in local bus operating costs 
have not been accounted for here. 

The 50,900 daily ATN boardings result in about 3,000 ATN pphpd in the peak hour (assuming 10% of 
trips are in the peak hour and a 60/40 directional split), which is less than the previously-selected 
maximum line capacity for this project of 5,000. The projected ATN boardings are not out of line with the 
13,900 average daily boardings reported in 2010 for the Morgantown PRT system which only has five 
stations4. 

To estimate countywide mode share, it was anticipated that bus ridership for UCSC and Highway 17 
will exceed the current level of at least 11,000 daily trips5, for a countywide total of at least 61,900 daily 

4 PRT Facilities Master Plan, West Virginia University, by Gannett Fleming, Lea+Elliott, Olszak, June 2010 
5 Santa Cruz Metro, Comprehensive Operational Analysis, January 2016 

 
Figure 9. Transit Mode Share With and Without ATN 
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transit trips. Therefore, assuming a total of 947,700 daily trips for all modes (10/16/18 UCS FAQ) the 
countywide transit mode share with ATN is likely 6.53% or better, exceeding the anticipated result for 
Scenario B. 

Despite the comparisons and justifications, some will doubt the ability of high-quality transit with reliable 
express, on-demand service, numerous stations and short waiting times to attract riders. The ATN 
boardings have therefore been reduced 25% in the following analyses. This results in a daily ATN 
ridership of 38,800. 

ECONOMIC VITALITY 

Public Investment 
The UCS revenue analysis appears to ignore fare-box revenues. This analysis assumes fare-box 
revenues at the average rate of $5.50 per boarding. In addition, to obtain a true comparison of the total 
cost of each system, the operating costs and fare-box revenues are estimated over a life of 30 years, 
assuming the 2035 ridership represents the average ridership. The daily boardings have been multiplied 
by 300 to determine annual boardings. The daily boardings are for weekday ridership and the 300 
multiplier is used in place of 365 to account for lower ridership on weekends and holidays. 

TABLE 5. TOTAL COST COMPARISON (SCENARIO B)  
(All figures in thousands of year 2018 dollars, except subsidy per ride in 2018 dollars) 
Mode Capital 

Cost 
($000) 

O&M Costs 
Over 30 Years 

($000) 

Fare-Box Revenue 
Over 30 Years 

($000) 

Total Net Cost 
Over 30 Years 

($000) 

Subsidy 
Per Ride 

($) 
Soquel/Freedom 
BRT + bus-on-
shoulder (1,920 
daily boardings) 

$44,863 $534,000 -$95,040 $483,823 $28.00?6 

Rail (7,396 daily 
boardings) 

$339,800 $420,000 -$366,100 $393,700 $5.91 

Scenario B Total $384,663 $954,000 -$446,142 $877,521 $10.47 
ATN (38,800 daily 
boardings) $1,403,500 $1,158,000 -$1,920,600 $640,900 $1.84 

 

Even though table 5 shows that the ATN solution is considerably more expensive, it attracts far more 
passengers and thus has higher fare-box revenues. The ATN system more than covers its own operating 
costs through fare-box revenues (almost unheard of for US transit systems). In order to also cover the 
capital costs over 30 years (neglecting interest), the subsidy per ride for ATN is only $1.84. Even if the 
ATN ridership estimate is halved, the capital costs would be reduced (since fewer vehicles are needed). 
The operating cost would be approximately  halved, and the required a subsidy would be $5.42 per ride, 

6 Ridership based on Table 3 assumptions. The UCS estimated BRT ridership is unknown. 
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about half of Santa Cruz Metro’s current subsidy (for operating costs only) for intercity routes. On the 
other hand, as ATN ridership increases, the required subsidy decreases. 

Note that it has proven impossible to ascertain the extent, if any, of BRT costs not included in the UCS 
Study. The study seems to imply that the costs shown are additional to existing service, which will 
continue, but does not provide the cost of the continuing service. Also, it is unclear whether the projected 
fare-box revenue has been deducted from the annual O&M costs in the study or not (Table 4 assumes 
not). 

An analysis of the potential amount of funding from known federal, state, and local revenue sources for 
ATN is not included here. Even though the ATN solution has the potential to fund itself (should the 
contingency allowances not be required), it is eligible for FTA funding in competition with other fixed-
guideway modes as evidenced by the continuing federal grants being awarded to the Morgantown PRT 
System. 

It is likely that an ATN system can be acquired under a design/build/finance/operate/maintain/transfer 
procurement model requiring little to no upfront funding. The supplier team would finance the project and 
receive payments over time in return for ensuring the system is available for public use meeting 
predetermined criteria. Technical and business failure risks would be protected by performance and 
payment bonds ensuring all debts will be paid and the system will be removed if it fails to work. 

Visitor Tax Revenues and Other Economic Impacts 
While no analysis is included here, the increased transit use, shorter trip times and reduced congestion 
should result in increased visitor tax revenues and positive economic impacts. 

Costs Associated with Collisions 
Motor vehicle collisions and associated costs should reduce approximately in proportion to the increase 
in transit mode share. 

ENVIRONMENT AND HEALTH 

Automobile Vehicle Miles Traveled 
If we assume the average transit trip length is 5.9 miles (UCS Page 119), we find that ATN increases the 
daily transit person trip miles by approximately 245,000. Assuming an average automobile occupancy of 
1.29 (UCS Table16) and disregarding any induced automobile travel demand, this would reduce daily 
automobile vehicle miles traveled by approximately 190,000. This is about twice the anticipated VMT 
reduction for Scenario B. 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
While no analysis has been undertaken, ATN has a smaller footprint (seven feet wide for one-way track 
at grade) than any other transit mode. In addition, the lightweight vehicles produce almost no noise, 
vibrations, emissions or electro-magnetic interference. Accommodating a trail next to the ATN system 
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will be relatively easy compared to train or bus, especially since the ATN guideway can be elevated the 
entire way or just in tight situations. 

Greenhouse Gas and Criteria Pollutants 
ATN vehicles themselves do not emit greenhouse gases, and in general ATN systems consume about 
one third of the energy per passenger mile of other transit systems. ATN guideways are well-suited to 
support solar panels (costs not considered here) which may be sufficient to meet the needs for motive 
power. Even if the system lacks solar panels, it would likely be powered with carbon-free electricity from 
Monterey Bay Community Power. Battery-powered vehicles could facilitate energy storage. Reduction in 
automobile vehicle miles traveled and congestion should have significant positive impacts on emissions. 

EQUITABLE ACCESS 

Transit Vehicle Miles Traveled 
Unlike most other transit modes, ATN vehicles do not have to travel to the end of the line or even the end 
of a scheduled route before turning around. Furthermore, they do not need to move to provide availability 
when there is no demand. This means there is less relatively empty vehicle movement. It also makes it 
more complicated to determine vehicle miles traveled without a detailed station-to-station trip demand 
matrix. Nonetheless, the ATN vehicle miles traveled have been estimated at 43.8 million miles per year. 
This is 6.5 times higher than the 6.65 million shown in UCS Figure 41.  

Household Transportation Cost 
Since “How much a household spends on transportation depends primarily on the number of automobiles 
in the household” (UCS Page 130), it is clear that the increased transit mode share with ATN will do more 
to reduce household transportation costs than any other alternative. 

The community may wish to implement a tiered fare structure to encourage ride sharing and give 
passengers more control over their transit spending. For example: 

• Tier one passengers pay per vehicle. They get a vehicle dedicated to them and their party (one 
to six). They wait less than a minute and travel nonstop to their destination.  

• Tier two passengers pay per ride. They must be willing to wait up to (say) five minutes for others 
to arrive who are on the same route and can share the ride. They may have to make an 
intermediate stop or two.  

• Tier three passengers pay a very low fare per ride and must be willing to wait longer (up to 20 or 
30 minutes) for their ride.  

This fairly unique ability to match the level of service to the fare paid promotes equitable access and 
mobility for all. An animation of an ATN station configured to accommodate this type of operation may be 
viewed here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dXyBJ_nyh4M&   
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
ATN systems are commercially available from a number of suppliers. They have been in continuous 
public service since 1975 (1999 for commercially-available systems). This conceptual study has found a 
six-passenger ATN system to be superior to the UCS Scenario B combination of passenger rail and BRT. 
It is believed that consideration of a 24-passenger GRT system would probably also find superior results.  

This analysis has not been undertaken to the same depth as the UCS analysis. However, the level of 
accuracy is adequate to demonstrate that ATN will be a far superior solution that is worthy of further 
consideration. The operating characteristics have been proven in public service. The costs have been 
derived by experienced suppliers from projects that have been implemented. Even if the ridership 
estimate is halved, the ATN system will still cover its operating costs with fare-box revenues and it will 
only require a subsidy of $5.42 per ride to also cover its capital costs. This is far lower than any other 
alternative. 

The thirteen key criteria in the UCS study have each been addressed. ATN has been found to be superior 
to Scenario B for each criterion. There appears to be no credible argument to exclude ATN from 
consideration.   
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APENDIX A – PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND COST ESTIMATES 
The ATN project description and cost estimates are provided below. This project has been evaluated at 
a conceptual level and a contingency of 50% has been used. Costs are based mostly on fixed bid prices 
in South Carolina in 2016 adjusted to reflect this project’s size and location. 

“Annual Operations and Maintenance” includes costs for new ATN service, vehicle operations and 
maintenance as well as facility maintenance. Maintenance costs include replacement of worn parts up to 
and including vehicle replacement as necessary. 

Project Table A-1: ATN System 
Limits Natural Bridges Drive in Santa Cruz to Pajaro Station near Watsonville. The route from 

Aptos to Cabrillo Highway near Watsonville consists of two-way track along the Santa 
Cruz Branch Rail Line right-of-way, mostly at-grade. The remainder of the route is mostly 
elevated and consists of one-way track along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line right-of-
way forming interconnected loops with one-way track along Mission Street, Lincoln 
Street, Soquel Avenue/Drive, 17th Avenue, Capitola Road, Clares Street and Wharf Road 
in Santa Cruz and along Salinas Road, Porter Drive, Main Street, Freedom Boulevard, 
South Green Valley Road and Ohlone Parkway in Watsonville. See Figures 7 and 8 for 
maps of the layout showing proposed station locations. It should be noted that the 
guideway routing and station locations shown are conceptual. They are intended for use 
in this conceptual analysis only. Determining preferred routing and locations requires 
extensive public input.  

Description On-demand passenger service provided by driverless small (six-passenger) vehicles 
traveling along exclusive guideways and serving offline stations. Guideways and stations 
may be elevated or at-grade. This analysis is based on six-passenger battery-powered 
vehicles such as offered by Ultra or Modutram (and possibly 2getthere if they can 
accommodate six passengers). 

Scope Connect 57 stations with 58.3 miles of one-way track. Provide 20 hours of service 365 
days a year with an average wait time less than three minutes at any station and average 
speeds exceeding 35 mph.  

CAPITAL COSTS 
Track Removal $5,400,000 
Guideway & Control System $609,500,000 
Stations/Maintenance Facility $114,000,000 
Vehicles (480) $50,800,000 
Soft Costs (30%) $234,000,000 
Contingency (50%) $389,800,000 
Total Capital Costs $1,403,500,000 
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 
 Annual O&M Cost 
ATN service 20 hours a day for 365 days a year $25,700,000 
Contingency (50%) $12,900,000 
Total Annual O&M Costs $38,600,000 
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Date:  November 14, 2018 

To:  Commissioners of the RTC, info@sccrtc.org 

Cc:  City Councils of Watsonville, Scotts Valley, Capitola and Santa Cruz; METRO 

Fr:  Santa Cruz County Greenway 

Subject:  Greenway Input to UCS 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

Dear Chairman Leopold and Commissioners, 

Thank you for all the time and resources you have invested in identifying the right transportation choices 
for our community. Greenway has also spent a large amount of hours examining the UCS.  We request 
that your carefully consider the following due to the complexity of the study’s data and the fact that 
whatever is decided will impact the lives of all county residents for years to come:  

1. Allow the RTC’s new Executive Director, Guy Preston, to have an adequate amount of time to
evaluate the UCS findings and make his recommendations.

2. Do an objective Alternatives Analysis of the options on the rail corridor which includes input
from METRO (see METRO memo pages 223 - 231:
https://www.scmtd.com/images/department/board/current/111618BODAgendaPOST.pdf) and
fully complies with Measure D’s language of studying “transportation uses of the corridor
through an open and transparent public process.”

3. Authentically seek community consensus to ensure fair and equitable outcomes.

As a justification for delaying any further action on the UCS, we have taken the liberty to outline some of 
the main issues with the study for your review.  

A close look at the benefits of each Scenario shows they are nearly identical and within the study’s 
margin of error,  thus making them essentially useless for comparison purposes. 

When Greenway examined all the benefits, including; total collisions, mean auto speed, person trips, 
economic vitality, tax revenue, cost associated with collisions, vehicle miles traveled, criteria pollutants, 
CO2 emissions, household transportation costs, and equity considerations, the benefits do not vary much 
from Scenario to Scenario. In fact, there isn’t much difference from the Baseline or No Build Scenarios.  

The RTC staff’s “preferred scenario” is recommending we spend 76% of capital on projects in the 
rail corridor which will not benefit Watsonville residents for 20 years. 

South County will bear the brunt of the cost to maintain these projects via a regressive sales tax, which is 
already close to the statutory limit (and requires approval of 2/3s of all county residents).  In fact, the 
UCS shows only 3,698 roundtrip passenger train riders per day countywide and the previous Rail Transit 
Feasibility Study showed only 300 of those coming from Watsonville.  In addition, in the area in which 
South County residents have the most pain--Hwy 1--the UCS predicts there will be NO change in average 
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mean auto speed from now until 2035.  So the RTC staff is recommending no improvement for South 
County residents in their daily struggle to go north in the morning and south in the afternoon.  

The “preferred scenario” recommendation is even more perplexing when you look at the cost per 
user over the next 30 years.   

Greenway has calculated the cost per user of the four different modalities included in the study; passenger 
train, Hwy 1 HOV lane, Trail Only, and METRO. The analysis looks at a 30 year period since this is a 
reasonable timeframe for an investment of this type and the time period of a needed sales tax to fund the 
operating expenses of a train.  All the data comes from the UCS except for METRO, where we are using 
publicly available capital, operating expense and ridership data. 

The calculations show that a train user is 16 times more expensive than an incremental user of an 
HOV lane, 16 to 34 times more expensive than a trail user, and 1.6 times more expensive than a 
METRO user.  The use of “battery electric trains,” even if available in the next twenty years, will not 
change this calculation significantly since ridership forecasts are so low. 

Transportation  Capital Cost &  
Opex Over 30 Yrs 

Users/30 Years  Cost/User 

Passenger Train  $1,321M  81M  $16 

Highway 1 HOV  $615M  548M  $1 

Trail Only  $116M - $240M  246M  $0.47 - $0.98 

METRO  $1,533M  156M  $10 

All capital and opex data is taken from the UCS, all METRO data, is taken from published METRO sources (see Appendix below 

for further detail) 

The RTC is proposing locking up the corridor for 10 years North of milepost 7 to preserve the tracks for a 
passenger train in 20 years if ever. At the same time, it is providing no relief to Hwy 1 commuters.  

South County commuters will bear the greatest harm to their health and well being. 

No change in  commuter time will inevitably lead to increased stress and poor health caused by sitting in 
hours of traffic. CO2 emissions don’t change dramatically in the four scenarios, so more emphasis should 
be paid to short and medium-term health, personal time loss and real business costs to those stuck in 
traffic.  Not to mention the lost opportunity for a healthy lifestyle provided for by the use of a Greenway 
for safe, active transportation and an affordable means of exercise and important community building that 
could have a profound impact on South County residents. 
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Let’s create a vision for an Optimal Use Scenario (OUS) that benefits all including South County 
residents! 

There is broad consensus on most of the individual projects delineated in the UCS. These include those 
that provide real transportation value the county can afford, can implement in a reasonable timeframe and 
positively impact South County residents. Why not implement an Optimal Use Scenario that includes: 

● Freight operations serving Watsonville businesses 
● Bus on Shoulder on Hwy 1 
● Additional Auxiliary Lanes from Rio Del Mar to Freedom Blvd. 
● Ramp Metering 
● Mission Street Intersection Improvements 
● Soquel and Freedom Intersection Improvements 
● Protected Bike Lanes throughout the county 
● Bus Rapid Transit on Soquel/Freedom 
● Trail Only on the Rail Corridor 

The above projects would result in TWO north/south public transit options with optimized traffic 
flow, one on Hwy 1 and one on Soquel/Freedom.  These projects are affordable and nearer-term public 
transit options for Watsonville residents, who will come to learn that they will pay a disproportionate 
share of the cost of any sales tax to fund a train, with few of them able to leave their cars at home due to 
the high cost of train fares, inconvenient schedules, first mile/last mile connections, and need for 
flexibility.  

All of the projects listed above cost about $450M, and together with Measure D funds and state/federal 
grants, we have a realistic chance of implementing them ALL in the next 10 years and maintaining them 
thereafter.  

Bring the community together by making the right choices for our transportation future. 

Thus far, the Capitola voters have been the only Santa Cruz County residents able to express their opinion 
about the use of the corridor by way of  Measure L. Greenway believes that ALL Santa Cruz County 
residents deserve the right to express their preference at the ballot box on these important transportation 
choices.  

“Do residents of Santa Cruz County want to spend $1.3 billion over the next 30 years, inclusive of 
an additional ¾% sales tax to fund passenger rail between Santa Cruz and Watsonville?”   

This is the question that Greenway will seek to answer moving forward. Please join us in ensuring that 
ALL residents are considered in the transportation decisions our community faces, and that your decisions 
have real impact in our lives in the next 10 years! 
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Appendix 

Passenger Train 

An electric train has a capital cost of $550M, and $13.2M per year in operating costs or $396M over 30 
years. Additional buses for transit connections have a capital cost of $11.7M, and annual operating costs 
of $12.1M or $363M over 30 years.  So total cost of ownership for a train and additional buses is $550M 
+ $396M + $11.7M + $363M = $1.321 billion over 30 years. (Table B-10 and Table 39) 

According to the UCS, a train on the rail corridor has estimated ridership of 7,396 people per day, or 
2.7M per year. Over 30 years total ridership would be 81M. (Table E-2) 

Highway 1 HOV Lane 

An HOV lane on Hwy 1 has a capital cost of $453M, and $5.4M annual operating and maintenance 
expense times 30 years = $162M. So total cost of ownership for an HOV lane for 30 years is $453M + 
$162M = $615M.  (Table B-2) 

Hwy 1 accommodates about 100,000 cars per day in each direction, most with single drivers, so to be 
conservative, let’s say Hwy 1 currently delivers to their destinations about 100,000 persons per day or 
36M per year. One additional lane has the capacity to deliver about 18M persons per year, or 548M 
people over 30 years. 

Trail Only  

We strongly dispute the UCS cost estimate for Trail Only of $222M and have provided documentation 
from Alta Planning and Design with an estimate of $98M. To be fair, let’s use these two numbers as the 
range for the capital cost and add the $606K annual operating expense, which totals $18M for 30 years. 
So total cost of ownership over 30 years is $98M + $18M = $116M up to $222M + 18M = $240M. (Table 
B-13 and Alta memo 10.18.18) 

Per the UCS, Trail Only can accommodate about 22,518 people per day, which translates to 8.2M 
annually or 246M over 30 years. (Table E-1) 

METRO 

The capital budget of METRO in FY18 for revenue producing buses was $9.4M or $282M in capital over 
30 years.  The FY18 operating budget is $46.7M per year less approximately $5M for ParaCruz = 
$41.7M, or $1,251M over 30 years.  METRO has ridership of about 5.2M people per year.  Over 30 
years, METRO carries 156M passengers at an operating cost of $1,251M + capital cost of $282M = 
$1,533M total cost of ownership.   
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INPUT FROM THE PUBLIC
November 14, 2019 - January 9, 2019
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The SCCRTC received the following email sent by the individuals listed below: 

Sent: Wednesday, January 9, 2019 11:57 AM 
To: john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: UCS lacks environmental and economic analysis 

Dear Commissioner Leopold, 

Please vote NO on RTC Staff's "Preferred Scenario" this January 17th, 2019. 

A vote for RTC Staff's "Preferred Scenario" would betray the trust of voters and violate Measure D 
because the Unified Corridors Study has so far failed to provide "environmental and economic 
analysis...through an open, transparent public process" (Measure D, Voter Approved Expenditure 
Plan, 2016). 

The UCS must develop an optimal scenario based on a complete analysis that takes into consideration 
the majority of public opinion as represented by 10,000 petition signatures and the passage of 
Measure L. 

Thank you, 

January 9, 2019 
Stan Poplin Felix Sorrentino  Cynthia Plumb 
Genny Haid Chantal James Susaimuthu 
Daniel Moffat Janet Perry  Bobbi Burns  
Tutti Hacking Matthew Milukas 

 

From: Tim Aron 
Sent: Wednesday, January 9, 2019 11:39 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Rail Petition 

Hello, 

Last year I signed a petition the Santa Cruz County Greenway Petition. I believe I was misled by the 
petition and would like to have my name, Timothy Aron, removed from the petition. While I support a 
trail on the transit corridor, I am not opposed to complementary uses such as rail system. Please let 
me know if you require additional information to have my name removed from the petition. 

Thank, 
Tim 

From: Jamie Aron   
Sent: Wednesday, January 9, 2019 9:38 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Retract my signature please 
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To Whom This May Concern,   
 
I’m writing to retract my signature from the petition that was anti-rail in Santa Cruz County. I’m in support 
of a bike/ped trail in addition to the rail that would connect North and South Counties.  
 
I signed the petition while I was walking along East Cliff and a nice young man was asking for signatures 
and he told me his whole sob story about moving to Santa Cruz for love but that didn’t work out and this 
was his job now, getting paid to collect signatures. I signed it more out of pity for the young man than for 
the cause which I found out recently was anti-rail and not inclusive of rail, bike and ped.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Kindly, 
Jamie Aron  
 
The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 
 

 

January 8, 2019 
Gabriella Rapport-Esquirel Emily Cejaa Gholam H.Fata Bonnie Benham 
Erfan Soltanmohammodi Sara Eberzole Pamela Hachutt Chris Rogers 

Gabriela Salazar Dashiell Dunkell Tina Liu Susila Tyler 
 Linda Wallace Cierra Heiser Steven Slany Hans Lenthold 

Kathleen Rodriguez Seans Mallen  Emily Susko Bonnie Benham 
Brock Gudeman Jerry Robbins Mary Miller  

The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
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• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 
everyone.  

• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  
 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 
 

January 7, 2019 
Madison Gibson Elizabeth Iccee Midge Cardona Edward Green 
Amber Fairman Sheligha John Bergstrom Ted Nichols  
Melissa Rohde  Bruce Gorbere Jethro Naudo Jared Wheelock 

Ruth Carroll John Gerhardt Barbara Graves Anne Kapusciniski 
Karyn Nelson Isaura Rochin LaSundra McGowan Wayne Barstad 

Saskia Newberry  Ellen Farmer Jan Wolf Liora Huebner 
Nelson Negroni Darla Sadler Katelin Ong Susan Cavalieri 

From:  LD Freitas 
Sent: Sunday, January 6, 2019 1:29 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: rail busses 
 
Hi: 
    I've attached an article about rail busses being built by Toyota in Japan.  These vehicles can operate 
on roads and railway.  They have a capacity of twenty-five passengers.  I think this is a no-brainer for 
the branch rail line between Pajaro Junction and Swift Street on the Westside and Downtown Santa 
Cruz. Upgrade of tracks to class 2 between La selva and Santa Cruz, class 3 from Pajaro to La Selva.  
 
LD Freitas 
Aptos, Ca. 
 
 

•   
https://www.wired.com/2008/05/half-bus-half-t/ 
 
 

IT'S A BUS. IT'S A TRAIN. IT'S BOTH! 
 

 
•  05.27.08 | 11:58 AM 
By: Alexander Lew 
 
What do you get when you cross a bus with a train? A dual-mode 
vehicle that has the versatility of a bus, the speed of light rail and fuel 
economy vastly better than either. 
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Toyota and its truck-making subsidiary Hino Motors have signed on with Japan Rail Hokkaido to 
develop the vehicles, which carry 25 people and reportedly burn one-fourth the amount of diesel fuel 
required by conventional buses. Japan Rail started testing them about 18 months ago, and bringing 
Toyota aboard could speed up development and commercialization of what may be the mass transit 
vehicle of the future. 
 
Dual-mode vehicles have four rubber tires for road use and four steel wheels for the rails, and it takes 
less than 15 seconds to go from road to rail and back again. It drives just like a bus on the road, and a 
hydraulic system raises the tires and lowers the steel wheels as the driver guides the vehicle onto the 
tracks. 

Japan Rail provides rail service for the island of Hokkaido, and about one-third of its lines carry less 
than 500 people. It developed the dual-mode vehicles as a means of cutting costs on those lines 
without reducing service. The vehicles use a Toyota microbus body and axles built by Hino. The two 
companies will help Japan Rail refine the technology and increase passenger capacity with an eye 
toward commercial production. 

"Our contribution is expected to be another step toward more practical use of the dual mode 
vehicle," company spokesman Kenichiro Baba told AFP. 
Combing the versatility of a bus with the speed of a train has allowed Japan Rail to tailor routes and 
services to the communities it serves. Rather than scuttling service on under-utilized lines, Japan Rail 
has simply switched to smaller vehicles. 

Combing the versatility of a bus with the speed of a train has allowed Japan Rail to tailor routes and 
services to the communities it serves. Rather than scuttling service on under-utilized lines, Japan Rail 
has simply switched to smaller vehicles. 

Dual-mode vehicles would be a great addition to America's mass transit infrastructure. It would make 
rail transit feasible in those areas that don't have the population density to support a lot of stations, 
and make mass transit a more viable option for exurbs. Riders could simply hop on at a bus stop in 
their neighborhood, then ride the rails to their destination. 
 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6I1GBcAlm-8 
 
 

  

From: Pureheart Steinbruner 
Sent: Saturday, January 5, 2019 1:56 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail Line 
 
I hope Roaring Camp or Progressive will be running excursions up to Davenport this spring and 
summer while waiting to get the whole line underway. A "galloping goose" type trolley can also 
be plying the streets of Santa Cruz at all times. 
 
Where will the parking for the Aptos station be now that the 'projects' there will be taking all the 
spaces?  
 
Our grandparents had something like eleven trains/day passing through...what is do darn hard 
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for us? 
 
Anyway, keep and use the rails. 
Pureheart Steinbruner  

 

From: Gail Jack   
Sent: Friday, January 4, 2019 4:08 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: No Highway Expansion 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
You've made a seriously misguided decision in voting to extend Highway 1 widening  down to Aptos. 
"If you build it, they will come." And with that increase  comes more pollutants when we should be 
decreasing them.  
Very, very disappointed in this group of supposedly forward-thinking individuals. 
 
Let's put our dollars into transit and active transportation where they can improve our mobility in a 
way that is environmentally sustainable and socially equitable. 
 
Thank you, 
Gail Jack  
 
From: Phil and Pam Stearns 
Sent: Thursday, January 3, 2019 7:47 AM 
To: paulineseales120@gmail.com; info@sccrtc.org; +gpreston@sccrtc.org; +john.leopold@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us; +ebottorff167@yahoo.com; +zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; 
+ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; +greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
+bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; +jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; 
+sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; +rlj12@comcast.net; +trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; 
+cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; +aschiffr@gmail.com; +virginia.johnson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
+patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; +openup@ucsc.edu 
Subject: RE: [SCCAN] Transit not highway expansion 
 

Dear Commissioners, 

Thank goodness for transit experts such as Jarrett Walker.  His talk to you last summer was 
illuminating.  He confirmed what most observers can easily see - that we have an inadequate transit 
system for an area of our size and demography. 

In this time of Climate Crisis we implore you to use your power to guide transit development away 
from individual auto capacity.  Do your job!  We have so little time to right our wrongs. 

Sincerely, 
Phil and Pam Stearns 
Santa Cruz 
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The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 
 

 

January 3, 2019 
Mark Reeve Mr. & Mrs. J. Carlos Gofi Ben Rice Hannah Lloyd 

Barbara Mayer Cheryce Gutzmer Kris Stromberg Melissa Jullig 
David Detmer Marlene Mirassou Linda Kittle Alanna Stock 

Jacque Cruisholm Jeff Curtes Etta Foster Gary Cruley 
Mark Parker Isabella Demachkie Sri M. Luft Mike Arzabal 

Carly Montan Constance Gabriel   

From: Corrina McFarlane  
Sent: Wednesday, January 2, 2019 8:50 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: To all RTC Commissioners ~ rail corridor Center for Wise Democracy event at Cruzio Saturday 
evening, January 12, 2019 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
This is to share with you our ongoing efforts to have a participatory democracy process for the rail 
corridor.   
Working with WA-based Center for Wise Democracy 501(c)3 founder, Jim Rough, we have convened a 
Santa Cruz County 'citizens council' (aka Wisdom Council) by random selection from voter rolls. 

The citizens council will deliver its deliberations at a public forum interactive event to which you are 

warming invited; 

Cruzio (Cedar St) 6:30 - 9:30 pm, Saturday January 12, 2019; 

https://www.eventbrite.com/e/santa-cruz-county-citizenscouncil-public-event-tickets-53850138213 
 
Please note, we are planning to livestream this event for those who cannot attend in person. 
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HOW WE CONVENED THE CITIZENS COUNCIL: 
The copy below went out to 80 randomly selected citizens, taken from the voter rolls from 
Watsonville, Aptos, Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley, Felton, Ben Lomond, Boulder Creek. This email 
(and/or phone call followed an initial snail mail invitation letter; 
 
FOLLOW-UP EMAIL ADDRESSED TO THE 80 RANDOM CITIZENS WHO RECEIVED INITIAL SNAIL MAIL: 
 
[We are] following up on our invitation to join a group of citizens 
to address a confounding local civic issue. By meeting with a group of 
randomly selected citizens, your deliberations will serve to inform the 
broader community. 
 
We know this might sound abstract but if you're interested in this kind of 
democratic exercise, we'd love the chance to talk with you about what this 
is. 
 
It's a first for Santa Cruz County. We've pasted couple links below that 
give you more of a sense of its potential impact and efficacy. 
 
If you choose not to respond at all, this will be the last communication 
you will receive from us. 
 
Best, 
Corrina McFarlane 
 
REFERENCES: 
Here's a video of this process being used in Austria (in the state of Vorarlberg where  
they have an 'Office of Future Related Issues' (!)..  Two staff members from  
that office trained originally with (our) WA state USA-based Jim Rough): 
 https://vimeo.com/135618811 
 
And here's an article in  
Axiom News (generative journalism) on Wisdom Councils in Europe  
(work originating from Jim Rough).  
 
Center for Wise Democracy is a WA-based 501(c)3. Jim Rough is the co-founder with  
a long history of helping Communities establish this participatory democracy model.  
His book is called Society's Breakthrough; Releasing Essential Wisdom and Virtue  
in All of the People [2002]. 
 
We are convening the inaugural Center for Wise Democracy #WeThePeople  Santa Cruz citizens council 
on a local hot button issue; 
 
On January 11th & 12th, we are convening a 11 person citizens council which will meet for two  
long sessions Friday eve and all day Saturday, and present their findings in a special  
Community Conversation for the public. 
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Fourteen of us (so far) have gone through a local 'Dynamic Facilitation' training seminar with Jim Rough  
but we do not yet have mastery. Jim Rough is coming down (again), this time to guide us through our  
first citizens council process on a local hot button issue. 
 
Center for Wise Democracy LOCAL NON PROFIT partner: 

It’s Our Home  501(c)3 

302 Emeline Ave,  

SC, CA 95060 

Web address ~ https://itsourhome.org 

EIN #: 26-2872625 

Contact: Corrina McFarlane 

About the public event (into which the Citizens Council will deliver their story/deliberations): 

 
Santa Cruz County citizens council #WeThePeople Process ~ 'A Dynamic Facilitation' 
First up: Once Upon a Rail Corridor... 

January 11 & 12 is a small citizen council process, which will feed into Saturday evening public event;  

"A Community Conversation phenomenon" 

At Cruzio (Cedar St) 6:30 - 9:30 pm, Saturday January 12, 2019 

It's an opportunity both to see what we're doing with Center for Wise Democracy toward generating a  

more participatory democracy in our County, and to learn what this first Santa Cruz County  

#WeThePeople  citizens council concluded from their 2-day intensive on this ~rail corridor~  

hot button issue, and for all of us to then speak to that. 
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World Cafe-style.. 

Note that the citizens council is a symbolic representation of #WeThePeople comprised of between 

8-16 randomly selected citizens drawn from North/South County voter rolls. Having delivered their

conclusions, the council disbands; the work of the council is done (subsequent issues convene a new

random selection).

About the Organizers (a 501(c)3 partnership: 

Santa Cruz-based IT'S OUR HOME 501(c)3 ~ MISSION 
We are committed to empowering ordinary people to learn, organize, and participate in creating a  
cleaner, safer, socially just and sustainable community. We work locally to unify and build bridges of  
understanding and support, increasing the collective impact upon multiple issues, from environmental 
sustainability to social justice. We provide key resources for citizens to explore and engage in the  
important local issues and the groups that are focusing on solutions.  
Executive Director: Angela Blessing 

CENTER FOR WISE DEMOCRACY 501(c)3 
[Port Townsend, WA] brings 'Dynamic Facilitation' 
Dynamic Facilitation evokes “choice-creating,” a special quality of thinking where people use all their 
capacities to achieve breakthroughs on impossible-seeming issues. Choice-creating is akin to what  
often happens naturally in a crisis, where everyone drops their old ways of thinking and comes  
together to achieve the impossible. Dynamic Facilitation can be used with individuals, groups,  
organizations and, through this council process, very large systems of people.  
Executive Director: Jim Rough 

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY #WeThePeople Coordinator: Corrina McFarlane 
direct line:  831 345 1476 

Our first "Santa Cruz County Citizens Council" [Wisdom Council]; 

Eighty letters were mailed on Winter Solstice/Dec 21st to randomly selected citizens throughout the  
County. The letter explains that we will follow up with a phone call and also invites all recipients to go 
online to read the long version of the letter we sent,and check out the links. From these eighty we  
should glean eleven to serve on the SCC 'citizens council'. 

You can see what they accessed here: 
https://www.eventbrite.com/e/santa-cruz-county-16-person-citizenscouncil-tickets-53989098848 
This private event page went live in readiness for the 80 randomly selected citizens to receive their 
snail mail letter. . 

 The letter to randomly selected citizens went out as a one-pager, double-sided, English/Spanish. 

 Pasted below are both versions here. 
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December 19th, 2018 

Dear ………….., 

Remember the phrase “We the People”? Here’s your chance for that to mean you. You’ve 
been selected from the Santa Cruz County Voter Registrar to form a Citizens Council for  
24 hrs on the topic of the Santa Cruz Branch Line “Rail Corridor.” 

The Citizens Council will develop creative, win/win solutions. You may be well versed in  
the subject or you may know nothing about it. Either way your input will be invaluable as a  
representative of the community. A facilitator will guide the process. The Council will share 
their findings with the community at a public workshop immediately following.  

The Council will convene at Cruzio, City of Santa Cruz on: 

• Friday evening, 1/11/19 from 6:30pm - 9:30pm (Cruzio classroom)
• Saturday, 1/12/19 from 9:30am - 5:00pm (Resource Center for Nonviolence)
• followed by a public workshop Saturday evening from 6:30pm - 9:30pm (back at

Cruzio) 

Saturday food will be provided for citizens council (lunch & dinner). Where transport 
would be appreciated we will do our best to arrange pick-up/drop-off / rideshares. 

We will reach out to you by phone to answer any and all questions! You are also welcome to 
RSVP at: www.citizenscouncil.org/scc  (more detailed version of this letter there).  

We hope you will join us in this exciting exercise to revitalize democracy. 

Sincerely, 

Corrina McFarlane, 
Coordinator   

Citizens Council  | citizenscouncil.org  
In partnership with It’s Our Home 501(c)3 

based on the model by Center for Wise Democracy 
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__________________________________________________________________________________

19 de diciembre de 2018 

Estimado ………… .., 

¿Recuerda la frase “Nosotros, el pueblo”? Esta es su oportunidad para que eso signifique usted. Ha  
sido seleccionado del Registro de Votantes del Condado de Santa Cruz para formar un Consejo de  
Ciudadanos por 24 horas sobre el tema del Corredor Ferroviario de la Línea de Sucursal de Santa Cruz. 

”El Consejo de Ciudadanos desarrollará creativas, soluciones y llega a un consenso sobre el tema.  
Usted puede estar bien versado en el tema o puede no saber nada al respecto. De cualquier manera,  
su participación será invaluable como representante de la comunidad. Un facilitador guiará el proceso. 
El Consejo compartirá sus conclusiones con la comunidad en un taller público inmediatamente 
después. 

El Consejo se reunirá en la ciudad de Santa Cruz el 
• viernes, 1/11/19 de 6:30 pm a 9:30 pm

• sábado, 12/01/19 de 9:30 am a 5:00 pm incluyendo un taller público de 6:30 pm a 9:30 pm

El sábado tendremos comida (almuerzo y cena). Si se necesita transporte, haremos todo lo 
posible para organizar lo de ida y vuelta. 

Nos comunicaremos con usted por teléfono para responder a todas sus preguntas. También puede 
confirmar su asistencia en: www.citizenscouncil.org/scc  (versión más detallada de esta carta allí).  
Esperamos que se unan con nosotros en este emocionante ejercicio para revitalizar la democracia. 

Atentamente, 

Corrina McFarlane, 
Coordinadora  

Consejo de Ciudadanos | citizenscouncil.org 
En asociación con It's Our Home 501 (c) 3 

basado en el modelo de Center for Wise Democracy 

UCS - Comments Received Public Comments | Page 344

http://www.citizenscouncil.org/scc
http://citizenscouncil.org/


From: THEODORA KERRY 
Sent: Wednesday, January 2, 2019 6:00 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org; gpreston@sccrtc.org; john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
ebottorff167@yahoo.com; zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; 
greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; 
sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; rlj12@comcast.net; trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; 
cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; aschiffr@gmail.com; virginia.johnson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us 
Subject: Transit not highway expansion 

Dear Commissioners, As a full time bus passenger/pedestrian, I'm begging you to please put transit 
and active transportation investments ahead of projects that increase auto capacity. The latter 
increase traffic, greenhouse gases, and fail to reduce travel time beyond the short term. I'm especially 
disturbed that the bus service between Santa Cruz and Watsonville (lines 71 and 69) shuts down by 
9pm, which all but eliminates the possibility of night time pursuits along that corridor. Also, line 4 into 
the Harvey West Area offers no weekend service, even though that area contains The Tannery Arts 
and Housing Complex where hundreds live and work, and many more hundreds visit. I've had to give 
up visiting many friends and businesses due to the limited routes served throughout the county. Not 
sure who's making the final decisions, but i'm pretty sure they all drive their own cars. 

Thank you for considering my input in your decision making!! 

Theodora Kerry, 40 year county resident 

From: Nick Danty   
Sent: Wednesday, January 2, 2019 3:14 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org; +gpreston@sccrtc.org; +john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
+ebottorff167@yahoo.com; +zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; +ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us;
+greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; +bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us;
+jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; +sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; +rlj12@comcast.net;
+trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; +cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; +aschiffr@gmail.com;
+virginia.johnson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; +patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; +openup@ucsc.edu
Subject: Transit not highway expansion

Dear Commissioners, 
Please put transit and active transportation investments ahead of projects that increase auto 
capacity. The latter increase traffic, greenhouse gases, and fail to reduce travel time beyond the short 
term. Induced demand is a real thing, and within 5 years of widening Highway 1 we will see more 
traffic and congestion than existed before. I urge you to fight this proposal.  

With all the progressive politics in our county, I am continually baffled by the lack of public transit 
services. Forget electric vehicles, rideshare, and scooters - what we need is a more robust bus fleet 
that has a competative advantage over the automobile. This is a low tech solution that has the 
potential to benefit everyone...including motorists! I don't own a car, but am lucky to live in 
downtown Santa Cruz where the majority of my daily needs are within walking or biking distance. 
However, for errands or visits to friends and activities that require longer travel distances, I am 
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basically out of luck. This means I am forced to purchase items or services in San Jose where I work, or 
continue my corporate slavery to Amazon. This takes money away from local businesses that I would 
otherwise support if they were served by frequent bus routes. Plus, I would like to keep my sales tax 
dollars in the county I live in...not over the hill or in Jeff Bezos's pocket. 

Please challenge the status quo and do more to further the discussion of public transit and complete 
streets in our county. If L.A and San Jose can do it, so can we. Don't let this beautiful region further 
succumb to the auto-oriented development of the 20th century.    

Thank you for your continued efforts to improve sustainable transportation in Santa Cruz County. 

Best, 

Nick Danty 
Transportation Planner and Santa Cruz Resident 

The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below: 

SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 

Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  
• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians.
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and

everyone.
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.

I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 

January 2, 2019 
Randy Probst Raoul Ortiz Dan Stevenson Mark Gordon 
Jennifer Liu Karen Edwards van Muijen Morgan Adams Zackary Boyd 

Viviana Rentena Mona Shams Estyn Cannan 
Erik Stong Mary St.Clair Carol Christenson 
W. Meier Leticia Quintano Mary Odegaard 

From: Curt Simmons   
Sent: Wednesday, January 2, 2019 8:40 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
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Dear Commissioners, 

Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  

Thank you, 

Curt Simmons 

From: Stanley Sokolow  
Sent: Tuesday, January 1, 2019 1:39 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Input for the UCS scenario decision on Jan 17, 2019 

Dear RTC: 

Please accept the attached letter as public input to your agenda item on the scenario decision. 

Thank you, 

Stanley Sokolow 
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Stanley M. Sokolow

January 1, 2019

TO:  Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission

VIA EMAIL

RE:  Input for the UCS scenario decision at the January 17, 2019, upcoming meeting

Dear Commissioners:

At your last meeting, the executive director clarified that your upcoming decision to select a UCS 
scenario does not bind the Commission to the type of transit on the railroad corridor at this time.  
Further studies will be done to examine the alternatives in more detail.  However, advocates for the 
train have been arguing that a train provides superior ride quality over a BRT bus and that this 
difference would be a big influence on ridership.  Therefore, I submit the following evidence for your 
consideration.  Pay close attention to the last example I give, that of the Adelaide (Australia) rapid bus 
system called the O-Bahn because I believe it’s the closest model of ride quality that we could build 
here on our railroad corridor alongside the trail.  The Cambridge example shows that they have a bike 
path directly adjacent to the busway.  The Eugene (Oregon) example shows how buses can run opposite 
directions on a single lane by using signaling to give the okay for a bus to enter the shared segment 
after waiting for the oncoming bus to pass.

As posted on Facebook at The Campaign for Sustainable Transportation on Jan 1 2019:

RIDE QUALITY OF TRAIN VS BRT AS SEEN ON VIDEO.

[Posted by Stanley Sokolow. Opinions are his own and do not necessarily reflect the 
opinion of the Campaign for Sustainable Transportation.]

The Unified Corridor Investment Study says that a train on the rail corridor would cost 
more to build and operate than a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system there. People argue 
that the ride quality of a train would be worth the extra investment and operating 
expense, even though the train would not go directly to the established transit centers 
in Watsonville, Capitola, and Santa Cruz. What actually is the difference in ride quality, 
assuming the BRT bus is equipped with interior amenities similar to the train? Here are
some videos of actual rides on train and BRT systems.

First, the SunLINK Streetcar in Tucson, AZ, which is an electric train powered by 
overhead wires. It is a 3-car train running on tracks embedded in streets in an urban 
environment, not an express service with few stops as our train would be. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6syS5DELPAI
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Second, a Stadler FLIRT electric train designed for inter-city routes like our Amtrak 
trains. This video shows the maiden voyage of the new train in Norway. Since it's an 
intercity train, it is outfitted for longer trips, so it has an on-board toilet which our 
commuter train probably would not. Stadler has recently announced a new model of 
the FLIRT which is powered by batteries instead of overhead wires as this example 
shows.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6CttqWKz8KM

Third, the EmX BRT line in Eugene, Oregon, which has articulated New Flyer diesel 
hybrid buses designed for BRT with low floors and doors on left and right, bike racks 
inside at the rear door. It runs mostly on streets in lanes reserved for bus-only. A 
portion of the route runs on new concrete lanes which were intended to operate like the
Adelaide O-Bahn that you'll see further below, but the guide wheels are not used now. 
New Flyer has recently announced that its battery-powered articulated bus has passed 
federal certification, so it would be available by the time our RTC is ready to purchase 
BRT buses.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JW3wRfBbGJ0

Notice that a portion of the EmX BRT runs buses both directions on a single track by 
using signals to control when the bus can enter the shared segment. Watch this 
happen in this video. Notice that the bus we're on waits for the arriving bus to clear out 
of the lane. Then the bus signal overhead, which is No-Go even though the general 
traffic lanes have a green light, changes to Go when it's clear to enter the shared 
section. That could be done on our single-track right-of-way with passing occurring at 
stations on the route. Here's the video which jumps in at that moment. 
https://youtu.be/JW3wRfBbGJ0?t=133

Fourth, the Cambridge guided bus in Cambridgeshire, UK, runs part of the time on an 
exclusive busway similar to the O-Bahn and part through the city on bus-only lanes in 
mixed traffic. The buses are guided by small side wheels attached to the front steering 
so they stay by themselves within the busway. In city streets they run like a regular 
bus. The travel time could be reduced if the traffic signals gave priority to the buses so 
they don't stop for cross traffic, which is a feature that our BRT is supposed to have.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mTJVQ13sFaU

Finally, the Adelaide O-Bahn which runs on a busway that was built specifically to solve
geologic problems on the route. It has concrete tracks sitting on concrete sleepers (like
railroad ties) which rest on concrete posts to get down to solid subsoil support. The 
engineers and builder were careful to make the pre-cast tracks smooth and vertically 
aligned so there are minimal bumps. It's somewhat like a concrete railroad with rubber 
wheels on concrete rails. It also is guided by guide wheels so the driver can take hands
off the wheel in the guided sections. At the stations, it transitions to conventional 
paving. Part of the route runs in a tunnel.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jJKpgDukL84

Our BRT on the railroad corridor would run nearly all the route on an exclusive busway,
as Adelaide's does, with street running to get to the existing bus transit centers, so if 
built well, it could have ride quality similar to Adelaide's.
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The RTC’s revised UCS study estimated that building the train service would cost 
$324.7 million. The BRT service would cost $265 million. Operating and maintaining 
(O&M) the train and the increased bus trips between the train and existing transit 
centers would cost $9.7 million/year in new public money. O&M of the BRT would cost 
$400 thousand/year in new money. The train would run every 30 minutes; the BRT 
every 15 minutes. The BRT would go directly to existing bus transit centers; the train 
can’t. It would make fewer stops than a streetcar or conventional bus route does.

Is the difference in ride quality worth the additional $9.3 million per year to operate and 
maintain the train compared with the BRT?

Sincerely,

Stanley Sokolow
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The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below: 

SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 

Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  
• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians.
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and

everyone.
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.

I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 

December 31, 2018 
Emma Nelson Neil Moak Doug Abrams Gabriel Arzovni Roger Knacke 
Clay Ramsay Elenaor Mendoza Noah Kipnes Emily Brodsky Jean Kratzer 

Emma Christie Travis Beck Josh Brandt Rachel Schwehr Robert Cooper 
Christina Haslam Sarah C. Beck Page Brownton Matthew Hall Jim Mulherin 

David Foster Ellen Vaughan Kathleene McDillean Rohan Mahy 

From: DeAnna Lopez   
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2018 12:35 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org; +gpreston@sccrtc.org; +john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
+ebottorff167@yahoo.com; +zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; +ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us;
+greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; +bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us;
+jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; +sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; +rlj12@comcast.net;
+trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; +cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; +aschiffr@gmail.com;
+virginia.johnson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; +patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; +openup@ucsc.edu
Subject: Transit not highway expansion

Dear Commissioners, 
Please put transit and active transportation investments ahead of projects that increase auto 
capacity. The latter increase traffic, greenhouse gases, and fail to reduce travel time beyond the short 
term. 

Thank you, 
From: Cathy  
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2018 10:37 AM 
To: Regional Transport.Commission <info@sccrtc.org>; gpreston@sccrtc.org; john.leopold@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us; ebottorff167@yahoo.com; zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; 
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ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us; jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; rlj12@comcast.net; 
trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; aschiffr@gmail.com; 
virginia.johnson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; openup@ucsc.edu 
Subject: Transit not highway expansion 

Dear Commissioners, 

Please put transit and active transportation investments ahead of projects that increase auto 
capacity. The latter increase traffic, greenhouse gases, and fail to reduce travel time beyond the short 
term. 

I am asking you to put the completed analysis of alternatives before your decision on the mode of 
transit for the corridor between Santa Cruz & Watsonville. 

Please do not let the well-funded special interests of a few outweigh the needs & best interests of the 
majority in our county. 

Thank you for your time and serious consideration, 

Cathy Gamble 
Aptos, CA 

From: Sheila Carrillo   
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2018 9:38 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org; gpreston@sccrtc.org; john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
ebottorff167@yahoo.com; zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; 
greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; 
Sandy Brown <sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com>; rlj12@comcast.net; 
trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; Cynthia Chase <cchase@cityofsantacruz.com>; 
aschiffr@gmail.com; virginia.johnson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; 
Mike Rotkin <openup@ucsc.edu> 
Subject: Transit not highway expansion 

Dear Commissioners, 
Please put transit and active transportation investments ahead of projects that increase auto 
capacity. The latter increase traffic, greenhouse gases, and fail to reduce travel time beyond the short 
term. We need make decision that take responsibility as a community for the welfare of the planet. 
We need to do everything in our power to decrease auto use and also encourage electric vehicles. 

Thank you, 
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Sheila Carrillo 
50 year resident of Santa Cruz County 

From: Tony Fleig   
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2018 9:31 AM 
To: +aschiffr@gmail.com; +bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; +cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; 
+ebottorff167@yahoo.com; +gpreston@sccrtc.org; +greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us;
+jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; +john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; +openup@ucsc.edu;
+patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; +rlj12@comcast.net; +ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us;
+sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; +trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; +virginia.johnson@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us; +zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; info@sccrtc.org
Subject: Transit not highway expansion

Dear Commissioners, Please put transit and active transportation investments ahead of projects that 
increase auto capacity. The latter increase traffic, greenhouse gases, and fail to reduce travel time 
beyond the short term. Thank you,  

From: Marlene Majewska   
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2018 9:18 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org; gpreston@sccrtc.org; john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
ebottorff167@yahoo.com; zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; 
greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; 
sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; rlj12@comcast.net; trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; 
cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; aschiffr@gmail.com; virginia.johnson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; openup@ucsc.edu 
Subject: Transit not highway expansion 

Dear Commissioners, 
Please put transit and active transportation investments ahead of projects that increase auto 
capacity. The latter increase traffic, greenhouse gases, and fail to reduce travel time beyond the short 
term. 

Thank you, 

From: Rae Schwaderer   
Sent: Sunday, December 30, 2018 9:15 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
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Dear Commissioners, 

Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity. A bus-on-shoulder lane 
could be built for less money and better results.  Please, listen to the people of Santa Cruz County and 
the transportation professionals --not the big money! 

Thank you, 
Rae Schwaderer 
Aptos 

From: Elissa Wagner  
Sent: Sunday, December 30, 2018 6:25 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 

Dear Commissioners, 

Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  

METRO is asking the RTC to fund an alternatives analysis that will include examining bus-on-shoulder 
on Hwy 1 and buses on the rail corridor. I hope you do indeed fund that study. 

Highway widening won't reduce congestion, it increases greenhouse gases, and it prevents us from 
spending money where we need it---on transit and active transportation. Please be bold and escape 
from the individual-auto/highway-widening mold.  It is futile and outdated. 

Thank you, 

Elissa Wagner 
Aptos 95003 

From: Juliet Goldstein  
Sent: Saturday, December 29, 2018 6:41 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: comments on proposed rail line 

I live in Aptos as I like country living. Am against the rail- line for a number of reasons.  
Where are people going to park their cars in order to ride the train? we do not want large parking lots 
in Aptos. 
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Noise pollution 
Who wants to go for a nice walk or bike ride next to a train going by? 

thank you for noting my comments 
J.Goldstein

From: GARY PLOMP   
Sent: Saturday, December 29, 2018 11:59 AM 
To: SCCRTC - UCS <ucs@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: RE: Rail with Trail "B" 

To whom it may concern: 

     I wish to respectfully ask that you expediently vote for Scenario "B" Rail with Trail in 
January.  Many people including I, feel that in the interest of future transportation in Santa Cruz 
County, this is the best use for the historic Santa Cruz Branch rail line. 

     Please keep in mind that the anti-rail groups have misinformed the public, paid petitioners to 
gather "10,000" signatures, and have used deceptive tactics to further their cause to remove the 
rails. 

 I also request that you do not delay or postpone the vote for Phase 2 in the rail plan. 

 Thank you for your attention to my letter. 

 Sincerely; 

 Gary V. Plomp 
  Rail Advocate 

From: Johanna Lighthill 
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 5:07 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; Santa Cruz County RTC <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Re: UCS comments 

A correction to my previous letter: Re; equitable access, should read “preferred has 1.62 fewer transit 
miles per year than B.” Sorry for my error. 

On Dec 28, 2018, at 5:00 PM, jjmmlight  wrote: 
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Dear RTC Staff, 
Thank you for considering my comments regarding the UCS. 

The Preferred scenario should not be referred to as a modification to Scenario B. It is closer to 
Scenario E. This is very misleading: 
Preferred is B with 4 changes: +AUX, -BRT lite and express, + Freight. 
Preferred is E with two changes: +BOS and -HOV. In fact, beyond 2035, preferred is identical to E, yet 
there is not reference to this.  
I urge you to clarify. 

With regard to Table 3. Performance Measures Results for Preferred Scenario: 

Safety 
Collisions figure is 865, which is identical to that of Scenario B, yet, with the addition of AUX lanes, 
collision numbers should increase. Please adjust accordingly. 

Reliability and Efficiency 
Peak Period Travel Time Reliability = “More reliable.” Can you quantify that? And can you accurately 
estimate reliability of passenger rail service, when freight service has priority and ability to 
adjust  scheduling? 

Economic Vitality 
The level of public funding is excessive compared to the benefits provided by preferred scenario. 
Cost reductions associated with collisions should be adjusted to reflect adjusted total collisions 
(above). 

Environment and Health 
Automobile VMT, Greenhouse gas emissions, and criteria pollutants totals are all equal to those of 
Scenario C. Please clarify. 

Equitable Access 
Transit VMT total for preferred is 5.03. This is the lowest of all scenarios. In fact, preferred has 1.62 
million fewer transit miles per year. Please do not compare to B with regard to transit benefits. 

With regard to public input: performance measures rated “most important” by the public: 

At the October 15th meeting in Live Oak: Travel time reliability, Greenhouse gas emissions, Benefits 
to transportation disadvantaged, Transit travel time and  Collisions.  

At the October 16th meeting in Watsonville: Mode share, Benefits to transportation disadvantaged, 
Greenhouse gas emissions and Transit Travel Time. 
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I would recommend more opportunity for public input after these inconsistencies are explained. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Johanna Lighthill 
 
From: Manu Koenig   
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 4:59 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org; ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: UCS conclusions based on faulty economic analysis 
 
Dear RTC Staff, 
 
There is reason to believe the UCS has serious shortcomings. The economic analysis is incomplete if 
not completely lacking. This has lead to a poorly performing draft Preferred Scenario.  
 
For example, while the UCS provides costs and benefits for each scenario in its Performance 
Dashboard, each scenario’s costs are not considered against their respective benefits to create a cost-
benefit analysis. Without a true cost-benefit analysis, the Study provides an incomplete and 
misleading picture. For example, Scenario B seems to outperform the other scenarios when the 
benefit of savings from reduced collisions is considered. Scenario B produces seventy-eight million 
dollars ($78,000,000) of annual savings compared to Scenario A which only produces fifty-two million 
dollars ($52,000,000) of annual savings. However, when the benefits of each scenario are divided by 
their respective annual cost for operations & maintenance ($25,000,000 for Scenario A and 
$48,000,000 for Scenario B) a different picture emerges: Scenario A performs best producing $2.08 of 
savings for every $1.00 of cost whereas Scenario B only produces $1.63 per dollar spent. The Study’s 
focus on benefits alone, without adequately weighing them against costs, resulted in an incomplete 
and inaccurate representation of the potential scenarios.  
 
The preferred scenario should not be based on Scenario B. You should create an optimal scenario. A 
true economic analysis is required before you propose a preferred scenario.  
 
I am more than happy to explain and work with you. Please contact me if you would like additional 
info, charts, explanation, etc. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
Manu 
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From: Julie Montgomery  
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 4:45 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Selection of UCS Scenario  
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I strongly support adoption of any UCS scenario which includes an option to use the rail corridor for 
rail transit.  Scenario B is the best solution for our county since both the bike trail and rail will be 
accommodated in the corridor.   
 
Santa Cruz county is facing challenges for both affordable housing and transportation. Proposed 
increases to UCSC enrollment and any prospect of attracting new business or jobs will require that 
both these issues are addressed.  Good public transit alternatives expand options for affordable 
housing by connecting regions with lower housing costs to employers, entertainment, and school. 
Construction of both bike and rail infrastructure on the rail corridor, together with improved safe bike 
routes on existing roads, has the potential to fundamentally change how we get around the county.  
Bike from your home to catch a train or to bike on the trail, then bike from the trail or train to your 
destination.  Enable tourists to leave their cars at their hotel, or even at home, and be able to access 
points of interest from Davenport to Manresa and beyond.  
 
 Building for both bike and public transit is the best use of this precious resource.  Keeping the tracks 
in place preserves the existing easements and keeps the right of way intact. Planning for rail transit is 
the fastest way to provide real transit options to get from Aptos to the westside of Santa Cruz. 
 
I have resided in Santa Cruz county for almost 28 years.  I have seen the traffic congestion on 1 and 17 
keep increasing despite the many improvements that have been made to both those highways. We 
need a real option to driving.  As a regular patron of the Hwy 17 Express, I am skeptical that Bus Rapid 
Transit using the shoulder of Hwy 1 will significantly improve transit times from Watsonville.  Buses 
are great, but will always be impacted by traffic on all our roadways.  A train and trail together can 
provide a real option for students, workers, and tourists to move around the county without needing 
to use a car. 
 
Thank you for your time and for considering my point of view. 
 
Regards, 
 
Julia Montgomery 
From: Julie Pascal   
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 4:23 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
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Cc: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Support for UCS vote & Scenario B from longtime county resident and homeowner 
 

Dear Commissioners, 
 

As a longtime Santa Cruz County resident, I am so excited with the options that rail brings to our 
county. The RTC’s and County’s years of diligent research has backed the conclusion that rail transit 
integrated with existing and future transportation modes will provide the greatest return on 
investment for the greatest number of county residents among the different design concepts on the 
rail corridor. 

 

The results of the UCIS provide the data needed to move forward with a yes vote on a package that 
includes rail transit.  
 

Scenario B investments provide: 
• Lower greenhouse gas emissions, 
• Fewer collisions, 
• Greatest transit mode share, 
• Greatest bike mode share, 
• Highest scores across multiple economic criteria. 

 

The rail corridor is an invaluable transportation asset and the rail line is already in place, permitted 
and operational, upgrades to this line are by far a more feasible project than demolition of it and 
replacement with bus lanes. 

I support Scenario B because, having lived in and having been a homeowner in South County, I know 
that developing the rail system that makes the full trip to Watsonville will be a huge social and 
economic bonus to our entire County. Additionally, it also makes strategic sense to align our 
transportation network with the overall California plan, including the expansion in Monterey County. 
It is wonderful that we will be able to take advantage of some of the $144 Billion in funds provided 
through 2040 by the Caltrans State Rail Plan to expand the rail network, which includes our branch 
line. Finally, it is increasingly important that we develop truly sustainable transportation options in 
our County. As shown by recent UN and government studies on global climate change, our time for 
transforming the way we live and get around is running out. It’s important we not delay this 
important infrastructure that will allow us to get around as efficiently and economically as possible. 

 
I fully support a vote to move forward with investments including rail and trail on the branch line. 

Thanks, 

Julie Pascal 
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From: Justin Cortez  
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 4:13 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Scenario B 
 

Dear Commissioners, 

As a life-long Santa Cruz County resident, I am so excited with the options that rail brings to our 
county. The RTC’s and County’s years of diligent research has backed the conclusion that rail transit 
integrated with existing and future transportation modes will provide the greatest return on 
investment for the greatest number of county residents among the different design concepts on the 
rail corridor. 

The results of the UCIS provide the data needed to move forward with a yes vote on a package that 
includes rail transit.  
 

Scenario B investments provide: 
• Lower greenhouse gas emissions, 
• Fewer collisions, 
• Greatest transit mode share, 
• Greatest bike mode share, 
• Highest scores across multiple economic criteria. 

The rail corridor is an invaluable transportation asset and the rail line is already in place, permitted 
and operational, upgrades to this line are by far a more feasible project than demolition of it and 
replacement with bus lanes. 

 

I support Scenario B because, having lived in and as a homeowner in South County, I know that 
developing the rail system that makes the full trip to Watsonville will be a huge social and economic 
bonus to our entire County. Additionally, it also makes strategic sense to align our transportation 
network with the overall California plan, including the expansion in Monterey County. It is wonderful 
that we will be able to take advantage of some of the $144 Billion in funds provided through 2040 by 
the Caltrans State Rail Plan to expand the rail network, which includes our branch line. Finally, it is 
increasingly important that we develop truly sustainable transportation options in our County. As 
shown by recent UN and government studies on global climate change, our time for transforming the 
way we live and get around is running out. It’s important we not delay this important infrastructure 
that will allow us to get around as efficiently and economically as possible. 

 
I fully support a vote to move forward with investments including rail and trail on the branch line. 

Thanks, 

Justin Cortez 
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From: Christine Weir   
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 3:23 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Cc: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: support for "Scenario B" 

Dear staff and commissioners, 

I am writing the RTC to encourage you to support  “Scenario B” for the Rail Right of Way.  I am 
strongly in favor of preserving the tracks for future transit use, while building an adjacent 
bike/walking trail as soon as possible.  I believe that preserving this right-of-way for rail-based public 
transit is vital to our future.  On a global scale, it means that Santa Cruz will be doing its part to 
combat climate change – trains are more efficient and safe than automobiles and trucks. And on a 
local scale, a train would be the best option we have to move people about the county in a safe, 
convenient, and timely manner.   We have the right-of-way and state funding is available for train 
development.  We don’t want to lose either the right-of-way easements (by removing the tracks), or 
the opportunity that is growing to fund rail based transit projects. 

The rail corridor is a precious resource for our county.  There are those that argue that it should be 
limited to being only a wide bike path.  That would be an incredible waste.  This valuable transit 
corridor should be accessible and useful to ALL of our citizens. 

Thank you, 

Christine Weir 
Santa Cruz, CA 
From: kaki rusmore   
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 3:00 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Scenario B 
 
Dear RTC Staff, 
 
I know you are in the final stages of making recommendations to the RTC board about which scenario 
to choose. Having read most of the report, I strongly support Scenario B or the slight revisions 
suggested by the consultants.  As described in the report, adopting train travel on the rail corridor 
will: 

• provide access to jobs, education and recreation throughout the county 
• support greater economic and social equity than vehicle transportation 
• help reduce climate impacts (less GHC than cars/buses, less gas and vehicle miles) 
• provide more safety, speed of transit times, and comfort than other options 
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• provide a greater boost to the local economy than other options  

I understand you are under great pressure to recommend a bike-only or bus option, but neither of 
these would provide the benefits described above.  I hope thoughtful, analytical minds will prevail 
and allow Santa Cruz County to live up to its name of being a green, compassionate, forward-thinking 
place.  
 
I also am very clear, from having observed the bike-only petition gatherers at work, that the people 
signing those petitions were not told they what they were signing. The information offered was that 
the petition was to support bike access to the corridor, not to eliminate train travel.  Please take this 
into account as you see those petitions arrive.   
 
Warmly, 
Kaki Rusmore 
Aptos 
 
From: Sally Arnold   
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 3:00 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Comments to RTC Staff & Commissioners re Scenario Choice for ROW 

 
Dear Commissioners & Staff, 
 
Thank you for all the work you have done comparing various options for our rail corridor. 
 
I am writing to urge you to recommend and approve Scenario B for our rail corridor.  It allows us to 
use our wonderful public resource soonest.  Because of the complex easement issues, unless you 
want to spend lots of time and lots of money in litigation, you must vote to preserve and use the 
tracks.   You must keep those tracks or,  at best our public transportation options are seriously 
delayed, and at worst they are killed. 
 
And there are several ways we can make B even better:   
 
The proposed Mission Street “improvements” are largely car centric.   But we know that when we 
reduce the emphasis on cars and improve the walkability of a street  

• it increases nearby property values 
• people spend more money in the area stimulating the local economy  
• it’s safer for everyone 
• It is less expensive for the city to maintain 

Clearly it would be financially wise for the RTC to plan any Mission St improvements to increase 
pedestrian and bike access, not to speed up car traffic in those 2 miles. 
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Additionally, I suggest that you remove all improvements to Highway 1 as part of the recommended 
scenario. We all know that improving flow on the highway just encourages people to drive (induced 
travel) which then increases greenhouse gas emissions and does nothing in the long run to relieve 
congestion.  What a waste of our tax dollars! 
 
Another improvement to Scenario B would be to increase the freight service to be available on the 
whole line, not just the Watsonville area.  I realize there may be less freight business in North County, 
but if there are some businesses that prefer to receive or send product by rail, that is better for the 
environment and for safety than trucking, so let’s keep the possibility open. 
 
Lastly, delays can be costly.  I know some people want you to delay your decision about the tracks 
until all the legal questions about the easements are answered or until all the possible transit vehicles 
have been studied. I think that is a mistake.  It’s time to pick a general direction and work out the 
details later.  Every day we delay is a day that people are forced into private auto use, further 
degrading our environment. 
 
 Please make your decision soon.  We’ve been planning and discussing how to best use the rail 
corridor for about 20 years.  It’s time to act. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sally Arnold  
Santa Cruz Resident  
From: Sandra Owusu  
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 1:48 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Support for UCS vote and Scenario B from Santa Cruz County Resident 

Dear Commissioners, 

As a resident of the beautiful Santa Cruz County, I am very excited by the options that rail brings to 
our county. The RTC’s and County’s years of diligent research supports the conclusion that rail transit 
integrated with existing and future transportation modes will provide the greatest return on 
investment for the greatest number of county residents among the different design concepts on the 
rail corridor. 

The results of the UCIS provide the data needed to move forward with a yes vote on a package that 
includes rail transit.  

Scenario B investments provide: 
• Lower greenhouse gas emissions, 
• Fewer collisions, 
• Greatest transit mode share, 
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• Greatest bike mode share, 
• Highest scores across multiple economic criteria. 

The rail corridor is an invaluable transportation asset, and upgrades to an already existing, permitted 
and operational rail line, makes for a more feasible project than its demolition and replacement with 
bus lanes.  

As a Santa Cruz County resident, and knowing the huge economic contributions of agriculture from 
Watsonville, I fully support Scenario B. I know that developing the rail system that makes the full trip 
to Watsonville will be a huge social and economic bonus to our entire County.  

Strategically, it is sensible to align our transportation network with the overall California plan, 
including the expansion in Monterey County. Additionally, we will be able to take advantage of the 
$144 Billion in funds provided through 2040 by the Caltrans State Rail Plan to expand the rail network, 
which includes our branch line.  

Finally, we cannot overemphasize the importance of developing truly sustainable transportation 
options in our County. Research by both the UN and government on global climate change hammers 
on the necessity of making huge changes in our daily lives in the now to help contribute to 
combatting climate change. A rail line is an important infrastructure that will allow us to get around in 
a most environmentally friendly, sustainable, efficiently and as economically as possible. 

I fully support a vote to move forward with investments including rail and trail on the branch line. 

 

Thank you, 

Sandra Acheampong Owusu (Segal), Ph.D 
Research Scientist (Forest Molecular Genetics) 
From: Brett Garrett   
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 1:02 PM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Comprehensive Alternatives Analysis - include ATN/PRT 

Dear RTC staff and commissioners, 

I agree with Santa Cruz Metro that a Comprehensive Alternatives Analysis should be conducted to 
help determine the best mode of transit for the rail corridor, over and above the basic alternatives 
study that would be done by default as part of the CEQA process. I would further extend Metro's 
recommendation by insisting  the analysis must include alternative transit and emerging technologies 
such as ATN/PRT, that is, Automated Transit Networks and Personal Rapid Transit in particular. 

I have previously shared a study from PRT Consulting that predicts that an ATN/PRT system using 
long-established technology (such as Ultra, 2getthere, or Modutram) could exceed five times the 
ridership of the "Scenario B" passenger rail, while further improving safety and reducing energy usage 
and carbon emissions. PRT/ATN technology will dramatically improve in the next few years. Santa 
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Cruz County is currently (and should strive to remain) in a great position to take advantage of any of 
the following developments: 

Elon Musk and the Boring Company have demonstrated a mile-long tunnel near Los Angeles, at a 
cost of only $10 million. Although we don't know all of the details, it appears to me that (in addition 
to transporting private vehicles) this system will be fully capable of serving as a high-speed, high-
capacity ATN mass transit system. 

Transit X has produced a system proposal for Santa Cruz County that is said to be privately funded at 
no expense to taxpayers. It remains to be seen whether Transit X is capable of delivering what they 
promise, but they expect to demonstrate a prototype system very soon. 

Other companies that appear to be on the cusp of being able to deliver an excellent transportation 
system without taxpayer expense include skyTran (building a prototype in Israel), JPods (expecting to 
build in Shaxian, China), and Futran (building a prototype in South Africa). Note that Futran has a local 
connection, namely Ron Swenson whose family has successfully built numerous buildings and solar 
power projects in Santa Cruz County. 

It is vitally important for our UCS decision to "leave the door open" for emerging transit technology. I 
urge you to fully embrace and extend the Comprehensive Alternatives Analysis that has been 
requested by Santa Cruz Metro. 

Sincerely, 
Brett Garrett 
From: dara jameson  
Date: Fri, Dec 28, 2018, 12:53 PM 
Subject: Alternatives to highway widening 
To: <ucs@sccrt.org> 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  
Highway lanes fill up and congestion is never relieved for long. It’s a rule called induced demand. If 
you make it easier for people to do something they do it more. Building more lanes on SR 1 will simply 
encourage more auto trips on the corridor bringing congestion with it.  
We need to provide people with fast alternative routes and modes of transportation that don’t 
involve cars. No matter what we do, congestion during peak times on SR 1 will remain and spending 
our way out of the problem with auxiliary and HOV lanes is far too costly an answer for our small 
county.  
Commissioners, I urge you to divert spending of our valuable tax dollars toward solutions that will 
provide alternatives to hardworking people like me who are unhappy sitting on a congested Highway. 
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Bus on shoulder without auxiliary lanes is afar cheaper and more cost effective alternative. 
 
Thank you, 
Dara Jameson 
Mom and long time resident, Live Oak 
From: Bruce Sawhill   
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 12:22 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Jan. 17 vote- Yes on Scenario B 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners: 
 
I am writing to urge you to vote on the preferred scenario of the current four being considered in the 
UCIS study on Jan 17.  We have had enough delay already, and further delay will serve no constructive 
purpose. We need transportation solutions ASAP, and these things take a long time because they’re 
complex and expensive. 
 
I also urge you to vote ‘yes’ on Scenario B because it is important to have transit on the rail corridor 
and I believe that is going to turn out to be the cheapest and easiest way to get significant transit 
capacity to where people need it in our County.  Furthermore, I believe that modern electric rail 
(battery or fuel cell powered) will turn out to be the most effective solution in terms of efficiency, 
reliability, safety, and amortized per-trip cost.  I understand that the detailed specifics of a transit 
solution (like rail or bus or other) remain to be studied, and, even though I’m impatient, I understand 
the importance of due diligence. 
 
Seven days before you meet, the first segment of the eagerly awaited “rail trail” will start 
construction on the San Lorenzo Bridge.  Please select Scenario B so we can move ahead with 
planning transit and trail together and avoid costly and problematic replanning and “re-dos” that 
could occur with planning them as independent projects. 
 
Currently only a very small sliver of the population bikes or uses transit and it is heavily concentrated 
around UCSC.  I believe that with a coordinated effort (managed by Metro) we could turn that into a 
Thanksgiving-sized slice of the pie, but it will require many modes working together in a coordinated 
way—rail, bus, bikes, walking, transportation network companies, etc.  It will also require 
transportation improvements on the other corridors studied by the UCIS. This is a pathway to a more 
livable and equitable future. 
 
Thanks for your attention, 
 
Bruce Sawhill, PhD 
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From: Dianne  
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 11:33 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Electric transit for our future! 
 
I strongly support preserving the rail corridor for future electric transit and building the trail as soon 
as possible. With population growing in the county, few options for expanded roadways, and the dire 
need for reducing carbon emissions, electric  transit is the only sensible decision.  
  
Choose Scenario B without delay! 
 
Dianne Dryer 
Santa Cruz County resident 
From: Brian Heath   
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 10:31 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity. A bus-on-the shoulder- 
lane for parts of Highway 1 in Santa Cruz needs to be fully researched and considered.  
Brian Heath PhD 
 
Thank you, 
From: David Lieby   
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 10:31 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Unified Corridor Study (UCS) 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
I have been following the UCS for a long time.  I have attended meetings and watched it develop.  The 
commission has been very diligent in the pursuit of the best way to move forward.  I fear, though, 
more delays.  Looking at the way construction costs are rising, and the amount of money involved, it 
seems to me that every delay requested by groups who want to have just one more question 
answered probably will add several hundreds of thousands of dollars a month to the cost of the 
project. 
 
Please move forward and get the corridor built. 
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Thanks, 
David Lieby 
From: Anna Kammer  
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 10:07 AM 
To: SCCRTC - UCS <ucs@sccrtc.org>; Trina Coffman <trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org>; Greg 
Caput <greg.caput@santacruzcounty.us>; Tony Gregorio <tony.gregorio@santacruzcounty.us> 
Subject: Please Adopt UCS Scenario B 
 
Dear Chair Leopold and RTC Commissioners, 
  
As Watsonville residents, we urge you to adopt Scenario B from the Unified Corridor Study. With the 
addition of freight service on the rail corridor, and protected, rather than buffered, bike lanes along 
the Soquel/Freedom corridor the options in this Scenario would serve the transportation needs of the 
greatest number of County residents. South County folks, representing one-third of the County 
population, especially need safe, reliable alternatives to car travel on Highway 1. 

By prioritizing funding and improving the rail line, we also open our connection to the main 
north/south line on the Statewide Rail Network. As we go into the future, this transportation option 
will become crucial to the economic development of Santa Cruz County.  Santa Cruz County prides 
itself on being a leader in looking toward a greener and cleaner future for our residents. Scenario B 
offers transportation choices that reduce not only VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled), but this plan goes a 
long way toward reducing our greenhouse gasses by focusing on transit and active transportation 
over highway widening. 

Scenario B offers the most transportation options for all County residents. Please consider the needs 
of the Santa Cruz County community as a whole, equally balancing the needs of North and South 
County residents.  Keep the long-term vision of multiple transit options in mind as you look to building 
future transportation alternatives in Santa Cruz County. 

Thank you so much for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Anna Kammer and Dan Fallorina 
The SCCRTC received the following email sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018  
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Support for UCS vote & Scenario B from Life Long County Resident and Homeowner 
 

Dear Commissioners, 
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As a life-long Santa Cruz County resident, I am so excited with the options that rail brings to our 
county. The RTC’s and County’s years of diligent research has backed the conclusion that rail transit 
integrated with existing and future transportation modes will provide the greatest return on 
investment for the greatest number of county residents among the different design concepts on the 
rail corridor. 

The results of the UCIS provide the data needed to move forward with a yes vote on a package that 
includes rail transit.  

Scenario B investments provide: 
• Lower greenhouse gas emissions, 
• Fewer collisions, 
• Greatest transit mode share, 
• Greatest bike mode share, 
• Highest scores across multiple economic criteria. 

The rail corridor is an invaluable transportation asset and the rail line is already in place, permitted 
and operational, upgrades to this line are by far a more feasible project than demolition of it and 
replacement with bus lanes. 

I support Scenario B because, having lived in and as a homeowner in South County, I know that 
developing the rail system that makes the full trip to Watsonville will be a huge social and economic 
bonus to our entire County. Additionally, it also makes strategic sense to align our transportation 
network with the overall California plan, including the expansion in Monterey County. It is wonderful 
that we will be able to take advantage of some of the $144 Billion in funds provided through 2040 by 
the Caltrans State Rail Plan to expand the rail network, which includes our branch line. Finally, it is 
increasingly important that we develop truly sustainable transportation options in our County. As 
shown by recent UN and government studies on global climate change, our time for transforming the 
way we live and get around is running out. It’s important we not delay this important infrastructure 
that will allow us to get around as efficiently and economically as possible. 

 

I fully support a vote to move forward with investments including rail and trail on the branch line. 

Thanks, 

 

December 28, 2018 

Faina Segal   Coleman Segal 
 

From: Susan Dahlgren  
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 8:49 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
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Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please don’t put money toward widening Hwy 1 or building auxiliary lanes. As pointed out by UC Davis 
researcher Susan Handy, these measures don’t reduce traffic. Instead, put money towards a Bus on 
the Shoulder solution and other alternatives, such as the rail/trail. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Dahlgren 
 
From: Val Cole  
Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 5:57 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Scenario B 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I am excited to see our community move forward with Scenario B. The benefits, as I see them 

• Rail Trail ASAP — we have waited long enough for this. Let’s get moving! 
• Lower greenhouse gas emissions, 
• Fewer collisions, 
• Greatest transit mode share 
• Greatest bike mode share 
• Highest scores across multiple economic criteria. 

While some in the community have made rail a controversial issue, I believe preserving the corridor 
for future use is smart for our community. It’s more equitable than widening Highway 1 for our 
neighbors in South County, rail is a far greener mode of transit than the automobile, and preserving 
the corridor gives our community transit options for the future. 
 
Please don’t delay your vote so that we can get our community moving! 
 
Thank you for your service, 
 
Val Cole 
 
The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  
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• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 
 

 
 
 

December 28, 2018 
Helen Wilt Vaidehi Normand Amanda Rotella 

From: Felipe Hernandez  
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 10:21 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Let's Move Scenario B Forward 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
It's time to move forward with rail transit, consistent with the 2012 original purchase of the rail line 
and years of study that tell us with increasing certainly that rail transit integrated with existing and 
future transportation modes will provide the greatest return on investment for the greatest number 
of county residents among the different design concepts on the rail corridor. 
 
The results of the UCIS provide the data needed to move forward with a yes vote on a package that 
includes rail transit.  
Scenario B investments provide: 
• Lower greenhouse gas emissions, 
• Fewer collisions, 
• Greatest transit mode share, 
• Greatest bike mode share, 
• Highest scores across multiple economic criteria. 
 
The rail corridor is an invaluable transportation asset and the rail line is already in place, permitted 
and operational, upgrades to this line are by far a more feasible project than demolition of it and 
replacement with bus lanes. 
 
Equity is best served by developing the rail system that makes the full trip to Watsonville, the bus 
plans for the corridor end at State Park Drive. 
Monterey County is expanding their rail network with a Salinas to Gilroy extension, featuring a station 
at Pajaro connecting to our rail line. 
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The Caltrans State Rail Plan includes $144 Billion through 2040 to expand the rail network, and 
includes our branch line in their vision for the network. 
 
Please do not delay this vote a second time. Vote to move forward with investments including rail and 
trail on the branch line. 
 
Assure Metro supporters that bus alternatives will be studied, take Trail Only off the table, and begin 
the important process of developing transportation solutions that fit our needs and the needs of 
future residents and visitors. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Felipe Hernandez 
From: Craig Chatterton 
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 11:04 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Cc: tim_gubbins@dot.ca.gov; jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; 
rlj12@comcast.net; trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; greg.caput@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us; bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; 
ebottorff167@yahoo.com; openup@cats.ucsc.edu; David.reid@santacruzcounty.ca.us; 
patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; aschiffr@ucsc.edu; aschiffr@gmail.com 
Subject: RTC UCS final report recommendations 
 
To: RTC staff 
 
Please include the following additional information in the final UCS report. This information will help 
the commission and the public better understand the trade-offs involved in the UCS study and 
preferred scenario: 
 
1) Please clarify whether the plans and budget assume work will be done during the day or at night. 
Night work would result in less disruption during high traffic periods, however, it would likely increase 
costs. If the current costs assume daytime work, please specify the additional cost if work is done 
primarily at night to reduce disruption. 
 
2) Please clarify how long each of the projects is expected to take and how the work is likely to impact 
current traffic flows. It might be helpful to compare the Hwy 1 work to benchmarks like the ongoing, 
multi-year impact on Hwy 17, since residents have a feel for that. 
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3) Please clarify the preferred staging/sequencing of the projects. For example, select a draft project 
sequence and calculate year-by-year impacts on the budget, speeds, transits times, traffic flows, etc. 
The current study lacks this detail, which makes it impossible to properly evaluate. 
 
4) Please include the cost and feasibility of an early metering pilot using portable units on one or 
more segments on Hwy 1, and measure traffic flows and driver acceptance. Positive or negative 
results could significantly affect longer term planning/implementation. 
 
5) Please explain why the population growth is projected at 10%, but traffic increase on Hwy 1 is 
projected at 38%. The models may be correct, but I think this deserves some validation and 
explanation. 
 
6) Please include a discussion on potential project risks and their impacts - e.g. cost overruns, 
estimation errors, rail corridor ownership/easement rights, etc. One useful way to do this is to include 
a pre-mortem on the 2035 preferred and beyond scenarios. 
Imagine we are in 2025/2035 and the program has failed miserably. Everyone is pointing fingers and 
trying to deflect blame for bad decisions and failed implementation. Careers are in jeopardy and the 
local economy is suffering. The public is outraged. What are the likely causes for this failure, and how 
could they be mitigated? 
 
Craig Chatterton 
Resident, 2nd District 
 
From: Kurt Rosenberger   
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 10:33 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: UCS Preferred Scenario 
 
Dear Commissioners 
I was ecstatic in 2012 when I heard that the RTC had purchased the rail right of way from the railroad. 
I work in the Wrigley Building, and used to watch the cars of cement and aggregate pass by three 
times a week, and wished that the line could be used for other purposes. Living in Capitola, I was 
hopeful that someday soon I would be able to ride light rail to work and not have to sit in a parking lot 
on Highway 1 or weave through other peoples neighborhoods to and from work. Six years later we 
have not made enough progress towards that goal - the trail only community has hijacked the usage 
of this invaluable resource for far too long. It is time to move forward with passenger rail, and put to 
rest any notion of using the right of way for only a bike path.  
 
I personally wouldn't care if it were a train or a bus on the ROW, but there are so many reasons why 
rail is the best use, not the least of which is that it is already built and ready to use with minimal 
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upgrades. I don't have to list all the other benefits of rail over other technologies, as I'm quite sure 
you are aware of them, but being an oceanographer, the environmental benefits are sufficient.  
 
I grew up in a suburb of Boston, where the extension of a subway line was blocked by my town for 
fear of bringing in the 'wrong element', which in my mind, is criminal. For me, this is as much about 
equity as it is about the environmental benefits. The people of south county deserve better transit 
options, and our businesses in Santa Cruz rely on employees who can't necessarily afford to live in 
town, and they need a reliable way to get to work.  
 
Please do not delay a vote on the preferred Scenario, continue with Scenario B, and let's get this 
done! 
 
Thank you for your hard work. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Kurt Rosenberger 
From: Steven Schieffer  
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 10:20 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail with Trail 
 
I urge you commissioners to look at our counties future in regards to our precious resource, our 
existing rail corridor. The rail with trail option in my opinion is not only the best option, it is the most 
logical option. I see a time coming where people will not want to drive their expensive vehicles to get 
around. The solution is our rails and a trail. Nobody wants to be stuck in gridlock. The rail corridor is a 
great alternative for folks like me. I strongly urge you to do right by the citizens of our county and 
move toward making our rail with trail become reality. Once in place, this option will become wildly 
popular. Please do not allow a few wealthy individuals dictate our future. This is the future of travel. 
Embrace it please. 
 
 
From: Terry Jelcick  
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 6:36 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Cc: Info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Santa Cruz rail corridor. 
 
Please do what is necessary to prepare the rail for coaches that will provide transportation options for 
the elderly and handicapped, such as myself, as well as preparing an adjacent pathway to be utilized 
by the more agile in our coastal community who can walk distances, ride bicycles and skateboards. 
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We need both. We have the tracks which needs an upgrade and we can use a path as an alternative 
to bikes on surface streets. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Terry Jelcick  
Soquel, CA 95073 

 
From: J Mella   
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 8:11 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail and trail 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
It's time to move forward with rail transit, consistent with the 2012 original purchase of the rail line 
and years of study that tell us with increasing certainly that rail transit integrated with existing and 
future transportation modes will provide the greatest return on investment for the greatest number 
of county residents among the different design concepts on the rail corridor. 
 
The results of the UCIS provide the data needed to move forward with a yes vote on a package that 
includes rail transit.  
Scenario B investments provide: 
• Lower greenhouse gas emissions, 
• Fewer collisions, 
• Greatest transit mode share, 
• Greatest bike mode share, 
• Highest scores across multiple economic criteria. 
 
The rail corridor is an invaluable transportation asset and the rail line is already in place, permitted 
and operational, upgrades to this line are by far a more feasible project than demolition of it and 
replacement with bus lanes. 
 
Equity is best served by developing the rail system that makes the full trip to Watsonville, the bus 
plans for the corridor end at State Park Drive. 
Monterey County is expanding their rail network with a Salinas to Gilroy extension, featuring a station 
at Pajaro connecting to our rail line. 
 
The Caltrans State Rail Plan includes $144 Billion through 2040 to expand the rail network, and 
includes our branch line in their vision for the network. 
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Please do not delay this vote a second time.  
Vote to move forward with investments including rail and trail on the branch line. 
 
Assure Metro supporters that bus alternatives will be studied, take Trail Only off the table, and begin 
the important process of developing transportation solutions that fit our needs and the needs of 
future residents and visitors. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jaakko Mella 
Resident of Aptos 
From: Tom A.  
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 6:30 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail Transit 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I am taking the time to write to you today to ask that you move forward with rail transit, consistent 
with the 2012 original purchase of the rail line and years of study that tell us with increasing certainly 
that rail transit integrated with existing and future transportation modes will provide the greatest 
return on investment for the greatest number of county residents among the different design 
concepts on the rail corridor. 
 
There are some groups that wish to have a trail only and development of the widening of Hwy 1 in 
lieu of including the rail line.  This rail corridor is a precious resource for the county with the capability 
to serve multiple communities with a safe, environmentally responsible mode of transportation all 
the way down to South county.  The rail line is already in place, permitted and operational.  Upgrades 
are more than feasible and in my mind far more desirable than tearing the rails out with the 
associated costs and no assurance that rail banking will ever bring them back. 
 
Equity is best served by developing the rail system that makes the full trip to Watsonville, the bus 
plans for the corridor end at State Park Drive. 
Monterey County is expanding their rail network with a Salinas to Gilroy extension, featuring a station 
at Pajaro connecting to our rail line.  Imagine being able to get on a train in Santa Cruz and being able 
to ultimately connect with existing lines to our east. 

I would also like to add that although a lot of people want to widen Hwy 1, it would be an expensive 
long term project taking many years while this plan could be implemented fairly quickly. Coupled with 
the fact that widening would only be a short term solution, proven almost everywhere it has been 
done, with HOV lanes being a unreasonable alternative in this environment. Most people driving Hwy 
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1 during commute hours are single occupant vehicles and expecting that people will carpool is a pipe 
dream. I already know many people, including current employees, that would gladly ride a 
comfortable train during commutes versus 45 minute to 1 hour commutes from Watsonville to Santa 
Cruz. I am aware of this because I do it every single day. 

Please do not delay this vote a second time.  
Vote to move forward with investments including rail and trail on the branch line. 

Assure Metro supporters that bus alternatives will be studied, take Trail Only off the table, and begin 
the important process of developing transportation solutions that fit our needs and the needs of 
future residents and visitors. 

Best Regards 
Tom Abbott 
Aptos 
From: david van brink  
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 5:21 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Final UCS Revision, and Please Move Forward with Preferred Plan 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Thank you, as always, for your hard work. Nothing makes all of us happy, in fact, we the citizens will 
always be kind of disappointed. (Well, not me, I'm a great fan of whatever works out.) Thank you for 
your efforts. 
 
Please support the Transportation Commissions's Staff Recommendation regarding the rail corridor 
usage. The process has been years in the making, delayed sufficiently for comprehensive 
understanding, critique, and analysis. 
 
I will suggest that some context be added to the decision, which could help allay some late concerns: 
a) The Rail Corridor will NOT be rail banked at this time 
b) It is anticipated that the Santa Cruz Metro would manage any new transit services 
c) Although at present, it appears that rail service offers the highest and most forward-looking value 
for transit within the corridor, there will be alternatives analysis to consider dedicated bus lanes 
before implementation as well. 
 
Thank you for considering this brief note. Exciting times await. 
 
Warmly, 
// David Van Brink, Santa Cruz Resident for 31 years. 
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From: Catherine Marino   
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 2:47 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Move forward with Rail & Trail please 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners, 
 
There have been many changes to our transportation methods in Santa Cruz County since my family 
first came here 7 generations ago. I applaud your determination to identify the best possible use for 
our Rail Corridor as an adjunct to our current thoroughfares to ease our growing transportation 
needs.  
 
The UCS scenario B shows that it will be the safest, least disruptive, most equitable for all of our 
citizens. As a retired utility engineer & estimator, the possibility of using our existing corridor for rail 
transit and adjacent trail will obviously save millions (if not billions) of dollars by not requiring 
purchase of new real estate to widen our highway with multiple new lanes and wider overpasses. It 
will save our communities from having properties taken by eminent domain for highway widening. It 
will not cause massive traffic disruption as highway widening will. We will also retain our easements 
that are not “fee simple” along the corridor by keeping rail service.  
 
Many homeowners who live adjacent to the Rail Corridor are pushing the RTC to use the corridor for 
Trail only, but the rail corridor is one of our county’s transportation corridors, and the cost to 
everyone NOT to use for rail service is an unfair burden.  
 
At this point, I hope that you will take a Trail Only option out of contention for our Unified Corridor. I 
urge you move forward with real transportation methods that will work for all of us, and will support 
our future transportation needs. I believe that both Rail and Trail on the corridor, plus upgrades and 
expansion of our Metro system are the solutions. Please pass a resolution that will support keeping 
our rails, developing rail transit, building a trail, and upgrade our Metro system. Please do not delay.  
 
Thank you, 
Catherine Marino 
Santa Cruz, CA  
From: Barry Scott  
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 9:20 AM 
To: SCCRTC - UCS <ucs@sccrtc.org>; Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Vote for Scenario B/Preferred Scenario Rail and Trail, without further delay 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
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It's time to move forward with rail transit, consistent with the 2012 original purchase of the rail line 
and years of study. 

The results of the UCIS provide the data needed to move forward with a yes vote on a package that 
includes rail transit.  
Scenario B: 
Lower greenhouse gas emissions, 
Fewer collisions, 
Greatest transit mode share, 
Greatest bike mode share, 
Highest scores across multiple economic criteria. 
 
The rail corridor is an invaluable transportation asset and the rail line is already in place, permitted 
and operational, upgrades to this line are by far a more feasible project than demolition of it and 
replacement with bus lanes. 
 
Equity is best served by developing the rail system that makes the full trip to Watsonville, the bus 
plans for the corridor end at State Park Drive. 
Monterey County is expanding their rail network with a Salinas to Gilroy extension, featuring a station 
at Pajaro connecting to our rail line. 
The Caltrans State Rail Plan includes $144 Billion through 2040 to expand the rail network, and our 
county will be contributing to that fund. 
 
Please do not delay this vote a second time. 
 
Assure Metro that alternatives will be studied, take Trail Only off the table, and begin the important 
process of developing transportation solutions that fit our needs and the needs of future residents 
and visitors.  
 
Many thanks, 
Barry Scott 
From: Susan Cavalieri   
Sent: Thursday, December 27, 2018 7:37 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our transportation dollars on public transit and active transportation improvements, not 
on the construction of auxiliary lanes on Highway 1. Induced  travel on the wider highway will only 
result in more congestion and more greenhouse gas emissions. Instead of moving ahead with 
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construction of auxiliary lanes, the RTC must study the bus-on-shoulder alternative requested by 
METRO. 
 
As I'm sure you are aware, the recent IPCC report has indicated that humanity has only about a 
decade to drastically reduce emissions to avoid catastrophic climate chaos. In addition, the "Fourth 
California Climate Change Assessment" documents the dire effects of "business as usual" carbon 
emissions on our central coast.  It is imperative for the survival of our county that vehicle emissions 
be cut. Funding for public transit and active transportation projects instead of auxiliary lanes on 
Highway 1 is an important step. 
 
Thank you, 
Susan Cavalieri 
From: Susie   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 10:22 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Best choice for Santa Cruz County is Scenario B - Rail and Trail  
 
 Dear Regional Transportation Commission 
 
 I have lived in Santa Cruz County for over 40 years.  I’m a professional real estate agent and I love 
living in our beautiful county.  My children and grandchildren were born and reared here.   For these 
reasons Scenario B is the best option.  Scenario B allows getting around Santa Cruz County easier 
(especially north to south).   
 
The trail with rail Scenario B - is the best for:  improving safety, increasing public transit use and 
reducing vehicle miles traveled. The trail with rail - Scenario B - is better at reducing collisions, 
increasing transit use, and reducing vehicle miles traveled than the trail without rail - scenario 
A.  Scenario B: there’s a 50% increase in transit use over the trail only.  Scenario B:  it’s cheaper to 
build than the trail only scenario A - $831 million vs. $899 million.  
 
Please don’t delay another month, week or day.   
Sincerely,  
 
Susie Stelle, Broker Associate  
From: Nancy Maynard  
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 8:49 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
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Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  
 
Thank you, 
Nancy Maynard  
From: Devi Tong   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 7:58 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners,  
 
Mass transit will get more cars off the roads.  
Building auto capacity will put more and more cars on the roads.    
I urge you to put transportation dollars into Bus-on-Shoulder, not into highway widening for more 
cars. 
 
Thank you, 
Devi Tong RN 
From: Cathy  
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 5:10 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Consider Alternatives 
 
Dear RTC Members, 
 
Please, seriously consider alternative plans rather than widening Highway 1.  They’ll serve us far 
better in the long run since widening highways has never solved traffic or transportation problems in 
CA.   
 
Thank you for your time & consideration, 
 
Cathy Gamble 
Aptos, CA 
From: Susan Cook   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 4:29 PM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Highway One 
 
Please give more attention to the bus lane on the shoulder idea. I don't hate trains but the projected 
expense is incredible for that option; and I suspect that the Greenway folks have their own private 
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motives for their point of view, so in my mind the bus option is the logical way to go for reducing 
traffic. In Santa Cruz County we need to make busses the cool way to travel, and flying by on a 
shoulder lane is a good place to start. There should be a season for free bus passes to get people out 
of their cars for a trial run. There need to be LOTS of busses, not fewer, and there need to be busses 
that go from Watsonville all the way to various end points over the hill, with free wi-fi. PLEASE 
RETHINK!  
 
Susan Cook, Santa Cruz 
From: Victor Aguiar   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 12:33 PM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: No Highway Expansion 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
  
Please delete highway expansion projects from your preferred investment scenarios. To begin with, 
research from around the world shows that expanding highway capacity is not effective in reducing 
congestion beyond the short term. But it does increase vehicle miles traveled, and greenhouse gas 
emissions.  
  
Beyond that, let’s just consider humanity’s challenge. We know that our carbon-intensive 
infrastructure and economy need prompt and extensive retooling if there is to be any hope of staving 
off its devastating impacts. The evidence is irrefutable. Equally irrefutable, the personal automobile, 
as a transportation model, is a chief contributor of emissions, and is utterly unsustainable. In this 
model, everyone of age owns one or more vehicles, using them for all transportation needs.  
 
More than half of the energy used in the life-cycle of a car is consumed, not in driving the car, but in 
making and disposing of it. Hybrids and electrics are valuable, efficient technologies, but they 
currently serve more to legitimize this unsustainable model. If humanity sets out to propagate this 
model throughout the developing world (as seems intended), then humanity will further 
institutionalize it and perpetuate its inherent destructive force. We should avoid investing our 
resources in expanding the infrastructure for it here.  
  
Investing in maintaining existing roads and infrastructure, mass transit, cycling amenities, community 
vehicle sharing, creative land use planning, renewable energy, and other sustainable transportation 
options will serve us better. Time has come to invest in good models. We in Santa Cruz County are 
known as pioneers in sustainability. Taking measures to move beyond the personal automobile will 
help keep us on that path. 
  
Thank you, 
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Victor Aguiar 
From: Russell Brutsche  
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 11:18 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
RTC Commissioners, 
 
Please consider bus-on-shoulder and other mass-transit option rather than freeway widening for 
more autos, which doesn’t seem to work out when tried in other communities. 
 
Thank you, 
Russell Brutsché 
From: Audrey Kim   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 10:50 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  
 
In particular, I urge you to consider the "bus on shoulder" option on Hwy 1.  Until we can make public 
transportation more attractive (or at least AS attractive) as individual car travel, we will be stuck with 
congestion and carbon emission problems.  
 
Thank you, 
Audrey Kim 
From: Tom Fordham 
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 10:42 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  

Thank you,   
Tom Fordham 
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From: Nicolette Czarrunchick 
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 10:21 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity. 
 
Highway widening won't reduce congestion; it increases greenhouse gases, and it prevents us from 
spending money where we need it---on transit and active transportation. 
 
I support the Bus-on-Shoulder proposal/solution to Southbound Highway 1 gridlock, and recommend 
it for the Watsonville-SC Northbound lane as well. 
 
Thank you.  Sincerely, 
 
Nicolette Czarrunchick 
Santa Cruz resident 
From: Coleen Douglas   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 10:05 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  
 
I especially encourage the bus-on-shoulder alternative on Highway 1. This would give an incentive to 
bus-riders who will not have to fight the highway 1 congestion, and reach their destinations much 
sooner than in a car.  This kind of benefit is the only way people will get out of their cars in order to 
use the bus.  Otherwise, there's no incentive to use a bus stuck in the same traffic as everyone else. 
 
Since the Unified Corridors study did not include the bus-on-shoulder alternative, the RTC cannot 
compare it to other alternatives. I know the southbound bus-on-shoulder was studied and is so much 
cheaper than highway widening.  The northbound alternative must be included as well.  Please fund 
the alternatives study requested by the METRO, to make an informed decision. 
 
Thank you, 
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Coleen Douglas 
Santa Cruz 
From: Gray Jameson   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 9:04 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  
 
Highway lanes fill up and congestion is never relieved for long. It’s a rule called induced demand. If 
you make it easier for people to do something they do it more. Building more lanes on SR 1 will simply 
encourage more auto trips on the corridor bringing congestion with it.  
 
We need to provide people with fast alternative routes and modes of transportation that don’t 
involve cars. No matter what we do, congestion during peak times on SR 1 will remain and spending 
our way out of the problem with auxiliary and HOV lanes is far too costly an answer for our small 
county.  
 
Commissioners, I urge you to divert spending of our valuable tax dollars toward solutions that will 
provide alternatives to hardworking people like me who are unhappy sitting on a congested Highway. 
Bus on shoulder without auxiliary lanes is afar cheaper and more cost effective alternative. 
 
Thank you, 
Gray Jameson 
 
College student, Live Oak 
From: Lisa Segnitz   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 8:56 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please strongly consider the bus-on-shoulder solution to traffic issues. I support spending our limited 
transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, rather than only 
temporarily effective attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  
 
Thank you, 
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Lisa 
From: John Hall  
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 8:37 AM 
To: SCCRTC - UCS <ucs@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  
 
Specifically, the bus-only-on-shoulder approach seems worthy of very serious consideration. More 
bus transportation would reduce car usage in a highly cost-effective way. It could be implemented in 
both directions or in one-only. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
John Hall 
From: fred geiger   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 8:04 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  
The rail trail, Bus on shoulder and PRT feeders to the bus system are the most reasonable ways to 
spend our transport dollars! 
 
Thank you, 
Fred J Geiger 
From: Martha Keeler   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 7:52 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Alternatives to Highway Widening 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please spend our limited transportation dollars on transit and active transportation improvements, 
not futile attempts to relieve auto congestion by building more auto capacity.  
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Thank you, 
Martha Keeler 
The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

December 26, 2018 
Laura Batcha Viviane Bias Tom Beggs Dan Brumbaugh 

Heather Harlan Spencer Gordon Keelan Senkier Joyce Gutstein 
Carly Bate Sophia Galarosa Lee Spencer Jr. Citizen 

Brian A.  Nicole Rimedo Dennis Grady  
Morgan Baker Audrey Kim Jalset Hides  
Judith Grijalua Robin Davis Nicolas Lossly  

Scott Taylor Stephanie Harris Antoinette M. Norton  
Kelly Stall Zac Garfield Sarah Rodriguez  

From: Becky Steinbruner   
Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2018 8:36 AM 
To: George Dondero <gdondero@sccrtc.org>; Ginger Dykaar <gdykaar@sccrtc.org>; Sarah 
Christensen <schristensen@sccrtc.org>; Yesenia Parra <yparra@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: Becky Steinbruner  
Subject: Please Conduct Northbound and Southbound Highway One Bus-On-Shoulder Lane 
Alternative Cost/Benefit Analysis (Letter for the Public Record) 
 
Dear Regional Transportation Commissioners and Staff, 
I am respectfully asking that the Commission fund and direct a cost/benefit analysis of bus-on-
shoulder lanes for both Northbound and Southbound Highway 1 corridors.  A 2018 Santa Cruz Metro 
& Monterey-Salinas Transit feasibilty study indicates such an alternative for commuters could be 
done without widening Highway One. 
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If the calculations performed for the feasibilty study's Southbound bus-on-shoulder lane are correct, 
the Regional Transportation Commission could direct $12 million for such an improvement and offer a 
more rapid option for Metro riders on the 91X.  A simillar Northbound option would enable 
commuters to take the 91X in either direction of their commute, with reduced time spent on the road 
being a real incentive to take Metro's public transportation.   
 
Right now, taking the bus is not attractive because it is not faster than driving in commute hour 
congestion, and is less convenient. 
 
Please do further cost/benefit analysis of the Metro bus-on-shoulder lane alternative and include 
both Northbound and Southbound opportunities for commuters to encourage public 
transportation.  Having a bus-on-shoulder lane in both directions would also improve emergency 
responder times during heavily-congested commute hours and would definately add to public benefit 
of such a transit network improvement project. 
 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Becky Steinbruner 
From: Victoria McCharen   
Sent: Tuesday, December 25, 2018 9:59 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Please Choose Scenario B 
 
Listed below are some of the reason you should support Scenario B..Thank you. 
Victoria McCharen, Aptos  
 

• Listed here are some of the reason you should support Scenario B. 
• climate change (trains emit less GHG than cars or buses per person/mile) 
• reduces Vehicle Miles Traveled, saving 9,000 gallons of gasoline every day, saving residents 

$12M / year in gasoline expense over a trail-only scenario 
• economic equity (people can access jobs, bring customers to local businesses, better transit 

will encourage car-free life and could allow 2-car families to get rid of one car) 
• social equity (especially for Watsonville commuters) 
• convenience (fastest public transit travel times across county) 
• tourism (bring people to and around our county without their cars) 
• quality of life (escapes traffic congestion, nothing beats the smooth, quiet ride of modern rail 

travel, plus the recreational options on trail) 
• safety (Scenario B will result in more than 100 fewer collisions and save us more than $25M 

every year, you could walk and bike car-free on the trail)  
• Or just write a brief story of how you would use trail+transit on the rail line instead of driving 

for certain trips 
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From: Micah Posner   
Sent: Tuesday, December 25, 2018 8:49 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org; info@sccrtc.org 
Cc: Sally Arnold; Mark Mesiti-Miller; Rick Longinotti   
Subject: support for Option B 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I am fully supportive of Option B as a direction to proceed with regional transportation in Santa Cruz 
County. By this, I mean the original Option B in the original menu of options. Not the one that 
includes highway widening. My one recommendation is that the recommendation on trains be made 
less specific, that it be widened to include electric train options, especially options for battery driven 
trains that do not need elevated power cables. I feel certain that these trains will be a realistic option 
by the time our county is ready to pay for and build the train system. I understand that including this 
option will make the cost estimates of Measure B less specific, I think that is fine in this stage of our 
planning process. 
 
I do not think we need further study of Bus Rapid Transit or other options to the rail line, at least not 
at this time. At the moment I think we are trying to find the right mix between public and private 
regional transportation. I think Option B is the right mix.  If, down the line, a train is found to be 
unfeasible and there is interest in Bus Rapid Transit, that would be an appropriate time to consider it. 
 
As California continues to take leadership in reigning in climate change, I think widening the highway 
will become less and less feasible.  
As California continues to expand its rail network, I think it will be more and more useful for our 
county to have a rail connection to the larger system. I also think that a train and trail will 
complement each other nicely and will increase the use of both facilities. 
 
Thanks you for your consideration. I am happy to talk further with any of staff or Commissioners if 
you think that would be valuable. 
 
Micah Posner 
 
Campaign for Sensible Transportation Member 
Founder of Friends of the Rail Trail 
Past Director of People Power/ Bike Santa Cruz County 
Past City Councilmember for Santa Cruz/ alternate to the SCCRTC 
From: Jim & Doann Wilder 
Sent: Monday, December 24, 2018 12:57 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail/Trail 
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Dear Regional Transportation Commission, 
 
We have traveled all around the world and have discovered beautiful bike/walking trails in many 
areas.  Along these trails they even put in different exercise options for people to enjoy.  There are 
also dog parks along the way and other fun things for the public to utilize.  We need this in our 
community also.  It will be such a great asset for us to enjoy and the generations to come!   
 
 
I am in favor of Scenario B it is the best choice for Santa Cruz County.  It will be so nice to walk, ride a 
bike or take light rail to our destinations.   Please move forward, without any further delays, to finish 
the trail and then expedite the rail because every day we delay keeps our children, families, neighbors 
and visitors on streets and the possibility of being struck by a car or truck.  
 
Future generations deserve a quality-of-life of escaping traffic congestion, cleaner air quality. 
 
Future generations of Santa Cruz County Residents deserve more options of commuting to their jobs 
throughout the county; keep rail and trail options. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jim & Doann Wilder 
Aptos Resident 
From: James F. Long 
Sent: Sunday, December 23, 2018 10:18 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Build the Rail and Trail, PLEASE! 
 
Hello Commission members, 
 
My name is James Long. I am a Capitola resident. 
 
As stated above in the subject line, please build the Rail and Trail with the Preferred Scenario. We 
need to do it for the health of the county. 
 
I have some thoughts on the Coastal Rail & Trail project. 
 
Santa Cruz, a city and county, where people talk about equality for everyone, diversity, there are 
quite a few folks that are taking a very narrow and discriminating view with regards to our Rail with 
Trail opportunity. It is just that. An opportunity of various degrees. 
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The Trail Now folks ( a minority group ) are only really interested in a bicycle riding path… period. 
They’ll make the argument that the tracks are unsightly, that they’re taking up space, etc. That 
removing the tracks for a trail only path is the best solution. 
  
It’s not. Trail Now doesn’t speak for all people within the county. We can have both. 
 
Very few Trail Now folks have a hobby where they like riding their bicycles long distances. The notion 
they put out that all these people will suddenly start riding bicycles or start walking along the 
pathway is not true either.  Doctors will say this too but you would be hard pressed to get someone to 
stop looking at their cellphones for any length of time to go ride a bike or go for a walk for that 
matter. 
 
The people that want to ride bikes and or walk are doing so now regardless of what a path looks like. I 
am one of those walkers. 
I am sixty one years old. It’s not uncommon for me to walk 8-10 miles on a Saturday or Sunday, and 5 
miles on some week days. I consider myself lucky that I can get out and walk. Some folks cannot.  
  
I think the Trail Now group has what I call the “Field of Dreams” mentality. 
If you build it (Trail Only) they will come. I’m sure after 6-10 months the novelty of the Trail Only path 
will wear off at which point people will think “we” made a big mistake. 
 
A March 24, 2016 Santa Cruz Sentinel (1) article talks about Santa Cruz County’s elderly population 
ranking among the fastest growing in the US. 
As these folks start to retire they are going to be thinking about their finances, about the high cost of 
gas for their car, etc. They aren’t going to jump on their bicycle and ride to Aptos Village for lunch or 
to just get out and get fresh air.  
They are going to want to get out no doubt but what would be a better way than to hop on a train 
that can take them beyond the city limits? I’m sure some of these folks will be living near the transit 
stations. 
 
Connecting people is what the Rail With Trail is going to do. The Human Connection. 
 
My late mother used to live in Scotts Valley. From time to time my brother would drive my mother 
around the area or take a drive down to Monterey. I would drive down to Scotts Valley from Santa 
Rosa and drive mother around. She was at that time still able to drive her car. She was 85.  
A few years prior to my mother moving to the east coast (2005) my sister and her two kids came out 
and the 5 of us rode the Steam Train at Roaring Camp. That train was a great connection and even 
better memory for us. 
 
Natural Disasters 
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There is a great need for our rail corridor open for emergency purposes. 
 
As a commuter over the “Hill” I often think about the “what if” scenario if there’s a major natural 
disaster like the next big earthquake or major fire along the county borders where our roadways will 
be shutdown because of a disaster. Freeway and Highway overcrossings collapse. Reminds me of 
some of the scenes from the Bay Area where bridges collapsed after the 1989 Loma Prieta 
earthquake.   
 
SF BART ridership went up 124,000 riders days after the earthquake. (2) 
 
An example: if the Hwy 1 overcrossing at Bay/ Porter streets collapsed due to an earthquake how 
would emergency vehicles be able to respond through the area?  Get patients to a hospital? 
How would goods and services be delivered if the roadways are closed due to inaccessibility? The 
public in their vehicles would be blocking every small street trying to get around. Think of other 
roadways where there is an overcrossing (Hwy 1 near Mission St. Pedestrian Overhead Walkway) 
Engineers would have to inspect these overcrossings before the public could drive under them. Would 
take days I’m sure. 
 
Hwy 17. That was a mess earlier in 2017 with all the rains that created landslides and made it so 
portions of Hwy 17 weren’t drivable. Same with Hwy 35, Hwy 9, Old Santa Cruz/ San Jose Rd.  Before 
you know it we’d be boxed in.  
 
Hwy 1 southbound was an option for me drive up to Hayward. But what if Hwy 1 in both directions 
got shut down and no vehicles allowed along the highways. How are we going to get emergency 
equipment into the areas? How are we going to get food trucked to the markets, etc? That’s where 
the railroad corridor would come to the rescue. Boxcars, flatcars bringing in equipment. 
 
I would think that business developers would jump at the idea that their developments could be right 
next to a railway station.  
 
Capitola Village 
Customers can come to this area year round. I’m sure the business owners would love this. The 
parking area across from the old Capitola depot could house a transit platform. We don’t need much 
structure. For reference look up the train stops for Denver RTD to and from Denver Airport. 
 
Aptos Village. New townhouses being built right next to the old Bay View Hotel just north of the 
existing tracks. 
Not much in the way of shopping there but a half a mile west up Soquel Dr. is the Rio Del Mar 
shopping center and that’s getting a major make over now. 
 

UCS - Comments Received Public Comments | Page 392



The SF BART Richmond Station is one example of residences adjacent to transit centers. Condos have 
been built right next to the station practically on the same real estate chunk. 
 
(I happen to work for SF BART in Hayward as a Transit Vehicle Mechanic). 
I have friends that travel on Bart (they work for BART too) and being able to ditch the car and ride 
BART then walk to where they want to go is great. They can also walk to the station from their 
houses. 
 
SMART up in the North Bay. How great that is in operation now. 
Lots of small condos being built near the stations so people can commute to work, going shopping in 
Corte Madera, take the train to San Rafael, bus over to the Ferry Building then take the Ferry to a 
ballgame at AT&T Park. Or, ride up to Sonoma County and go wine tasting, or ride to the station on 
Airport Blvd. and take a plane out of Sonoma County Airport. 
Here again the rail system connecting people and eliminating excessive cars on the roadway. 
 
Crime Activity 
I have some thoughts about what would happen if the tracks were to be removed and the pathway 
become a trail only path. There would be more graffiti and criminal activity going on without the train 
presence especially in areas of town where there’s less population. Both sections of a bike path would 
become more homeless camps. Currently signage along the Santa Cruz Branch Line of “No 
Trespassing” keeps a lot of folks off the tracks and out of the area except for the homeless and graffiti 
taggers. I know this because I walk along side of the tracks or out in the bike lane (keeping my fingers 
crossed I don’t get hit by a cyclist) along Park Avenue in Capitola where I live. There are sections on 
the road where there is no sidewalk. 
 
The county isn’t or hasn’t done much to pick up trash along the railroad tracks. Various volunteer 
groups in the county have as I have helped them. When you have trashy areas it gives criminals the 
idea that not many people come around and they don’t worry about committing crimes. 
Areas that became bike paths in Los Angeles (3) for example have had several incidents over the years 
of people being mugged for their bikes and other crimes committed.  
Up in Santa Rosa along the Joe Rodota Trail (former Right of Way for Sebastopol & Petaluma Railway) 
the homeless have taken over that trail path for their encampments. Earlier this year I believe it was a 
cyclist was pulled off his bike as he pedaled through that area and was beaten.  
 
The Trail Now folks have painted this picture of our railroad track sections in a crummy part of a town 
versus this nice green pathway where there’s all these healthy looking people out biking, walking, etc. 
I have walked the railroad tracks in sections from the Wye over by Depot Park in Santa Cruz all the 
way to Aptos. Not too many people doing the same. 
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As I stated in the beginning only a few people will be able to take advantage of a green path bike trail 
but all of us in the county and beyond can benefit from having a railroad transit system operating 
with a trail. Would be great to one day connect with the folks in Monterey area. 
 
What I would personally like to see is electric trolleys much like what the Union Traction Trolley ran in 
Santa Cruz to Capitola from 1904-1927. Harnessing solar power in panels at remote locations around 
the county could power the trolleys with batteries. Less noise, cleaner. That type of technology is 
here. We could get Tesla Automotive company to get onboard with it. Think of Santa Cruz County 
being at the forefront of that type of technology? 
 
There’s a video on YouTube titled, “sol train Santa Cruz”. Talks about solar powered cars and also 
talks and illustrates the use of solar powered trains. (5) 
 
I do not think we need to have multiple trains running all day long. Frequency travel could be based 
on supply and demand. The weekends trains could bring people to and from the area, students have 
an option of not only going to UCSC, but to Cabrillo College in Aptos, or the CSU Monterey Bay. 
Students can study on the train, sleep, or just enjoy the scenery. Not to mention other folks that want 
to enjoy. Like the trail only folks that ride their bikes to Monterey from Santa Cruz then realize the 
don’t have the energy to pedal back in a head wind. 
 
I understand that what’s going on now with the Coastal Trail is for that- a trail. I’m all for a trail. I’m 
also for our existing rail corridor that needs to stay in place. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
James F. Long 
Capitola 
 
Rail with Trail References            
 

(1) March 24, 2016 Santa Cruz 
Sentinel         http://www.santacruzsentinel.com/article/NE/20160324/NEWS/160329811  

(2) Bart Ridership increased 124,000 after 1989 earthquake 
                http://www.spur.org/publications/urbanist-article/2010-07-06/transportation-and-rebuilding 

(3) The Case Against Bike Paths 
                        http://la.streetsblog.org/2010/01/05/the-case-against-bike-paths/  

(4) sol train santa cruz (You Tube) 
         https://youtu.be/B3VgDexf_As  
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From: Thomas Fredericks   
Sent: Saturday, December 22, 2018 3:24 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail trail 
 
I am writing from Felton as a senior citizen and frequent user of the bus including jump bike when 
feasible. I really appreciate the benefit of public transportation and of a coordinated, countywide, 
multimodal transportation system. I urge you to keep the rails in the rail corridor In order to keep all 
options open. Sincerely, Tom Fredericks  
From: Dean Silvers   
Sent: Saturday, December 22, 2018 12:12 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Cc: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Please adopt "Scenario B" for the rail trail 
 
Hello RTC & All, 
 As avid bicyclers, walkers, and lovers of public transit, we are asking you to adopt "Scenario 
B" for the rail trail.   From 1979-’86 we used to live in Watsonville and wished that there had been 
train service as an alternative to clogging the freeway.   We did take the bus some times, but it could 
stuck in the same traffic, and therefore was not as fast or relaxing as would be a train ride.  We know 
that lots of folks there today would love to get to Santa Cruz and other spots by train, vs. sitting in the 
traffic, which is only getting worse. 
       In 1986 we bought our home on Myrtle Street in Santa Cruz--specifically because it is so close to 
the train tracks and the old depot.  We’ve been waiting ever since for train service to be 
restored.   We still do lots of my errands on bike or foot, but when it’s dark or rainy, we would really 
appreciate an alternative to using our car, which has a carbon footprint and also wastes our time 
when stuck in traffic.     
 Many of our friends have also wished that there was another way to get around the county,, 
as would lots of tourists.   In our travels to many spots in the world (most of which have smaller 
economies and population that our county), we always use the excellent trains (and other forms of 
public transit) because it’s cheaper, easier, saner, and better for the environment.   
 “Rail banking” is not only an absurd idea, it would also lead to losing the railroad’s current 
right of way, resulting in costly litigation AND the loss of the path for the so-called “greenway.”   The 
voters of this county have already approved the railroad, so let’s get moving on it!  Vote to preserve 
those tracks for future rail transit. 
 
Thank you, 
Dean A. Silvers 
Ira E. Schwartz 
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From: Tina Andreatta  
Sent: Saturday, December 22, 2018 10:44 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Cc: RTC <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Scenario B ~ keep the rail and the trail 
 
Dear Regional Transportation Commission, 
 
I live close to the rail and I am excited because Scenario B is the best choice for Santa Cruz County.  I 
am excited with having a choice of riding my bike or taking light rail.  Please quickly move forward, 
without any further delays, to finish the trail and then expedite the rail because every day we delay 
keeps our children, families, neighbors and visitors on streets and the possibility of being struck by a 
car or truck.  
 
Future generations deserve the option of keeping the rail.  
 
Future generations deserve a quality-of-life of escaping traffic congestion, cleaner air quality. 
 
Future generations of Santa Cruz County Residents deserve more options of commuting to their jobs 
throughout the county; keep rail and trail options. 
 
Please don’t forget our elderly that are fearful of riding bikes and want rail service. Please don’t forget 
Watsonville residents that strongly support a rail option. 
Please don’t forget our disabled community; 19% of Americans are disabled; don’t turn away from 
their special needs because they strongly support a rail option. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tina Andreatta 
From: Trician Comings   
Sent: Saturday, December 22, 2018 8:57 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Cc: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Support for UCS Scenario B 
 
Dear Regional Transportation Commissioners, 
 
There are SO many good reasons to adopt Scenario B over other options. 
 
For me, I am excited to hear about the 2018 California Rail Plan and the prospect of Santa Cruz being 
connected to other destinations without using polluting cars, trucks and buses which impact Climate 
Change. 
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Trains would also be great for tourism and for commuters who want to avoid the ever-increasing 
traffic congestion on Highway One. 
 
As a bicyclist, I will look forward to using the trail for a great car-free way to get around our County. 
 
Please do get moving on the Rail Trail! 
 
Sincerely, 
Trician Comings 
From: Molly Ording   
Sent: Saturday, December 22, 2018 3:55 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Our support for Scenario B 
 
Good Day from Ireland RTC Members! 
 
I am especially reminded of those fore-thinking Irish transportation planners who created this 
amazing and well used train and transit system in and out of Dublin SO many years ago!  Dublin has 
changed so much, just in our last 28 years of regular visits (our son and family live here),  but one 
thing that has not changed is the widespread  and ever-growing use of the trains that run in and out 
of Dublin, taking workers to and from their jobs, delivering children (including my grand children) to 
school, providing a way for seniors and those who do not drive to access the city center or other far 
ranging attractions, parks, etc.  The primary distances and uses the trains travel are not so much 
different than our rail trail will provide at some stage…15-40 miles in and out.  They are clean, 
comfortable, quiet and their narrow roads, amazingly even with all the growth and changes in and 
around the city, are surprisingly un-clogged! Busses travel in bus lanes only and everyone seems to be 
able to move around relatively quickly, safely and comfortably.  Much foresight on the part of the 
Irish! 
 
May we be so foresighted!!!  May we make conservation of our time and finite natural resources, 
social & economic equity and convenience and safety our long term visions.  Do not be short sighted! 
 
We strongly urge you to not limit our future transportation, economic, equity and recreational 
options!  Please support Scenario B!  We will be watching and ever so grateful, along with so many 
future generations,  for your long term visions! 
 
Most sincerely, 
 
Molly & Mickey Ording 
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The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

December 21, 2018 
John Biddick Shelby Zivkn Margie Biddick 

Kevin Julia Sauer Giselle Quintero 
Armando Romero Shelly Errington Nicole Strong 

Alex Hall Shirley Beltram Consuelo Holguin 
Cat Burns Jamie deSieyes  

Jake Lewin Katherine Gleaton  
Bryanna Downey Maria Sedillo-Glatt  

Jennifer Rocha Jim Patton  

From: Richter, Eric   
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2018 6:17 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Cc: INFO@SCCRTC.ORG 
Subject: Please choose Scenario B 
 
Honorable members of the SCCRTC, 
 
As a near 40-year resident of communi�es throughout SC County, I urge you to adopt Scenario B from 
the Unified Corridor Study, because: 

• We must boldly address climate change with both short and long-term solu�ons (trains emit 
less GHG than cars or buses per person/mile) 

• We must reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled to improve both the environment and quality of life 
• We must commit to greater economic and social equity through safe, efficient and accessible 

transport��on for all 
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• We must con�nue to encourage tourism while managing its impact on our community and 
resources 

• We must aspire to enhance our quality of life (reducing traffic conges�on, saving �me, and 
providing greater recre��onal opportun��es for everyone) 

• We must priori�ze public safety (Scenario B es�mates a decrease of roughly 100 collisions 
and saves us more than $25M every year) 

 
I am a mul�-modal transit user who will enthusias�cally and regularly use the Rail Corridor for both 
recrea�onal ac�vity and transit to reduce my reliance on automobiles, and this will also greatly 
increase the chances of getting my spouse to join me since she will not cycle on streets currently.  
 
With thanks for your service, and hope for the future, 
 
-e 
 
Eric Richter 
From: Zav   
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 5:22 PM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: No Highway Expansion 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please delete highway expansion projects from your preferred investment scenarios. Research from 
around the world shows that expanding highway capacity is not effective in reducing congestion 
beyond the short term. But it does increase vehicle miles traveled, and greenhouse gas emissions.  

As the cost of housing in Santa Cruz continues to rise, more and more renters with jobs in the city 
must move farther afield to afford a place to live. This displacement may be a large part of the traffic 
demand on Highway 1 and will only get worse as the housing crisis continues. Mass transit will do a 
better job providing safe, clean, equitable, comfortable transportation for these displaced people 
than if they are forced to buy fuel-inefficient used cars and commute individually from cheaper-rent 
Watsonville and other areas of the Pajaro Valley. 
 
Let's put our dollars into transit and active transportation where they can improve our mobility in a 
way that is environmentally sustainable and socially equitable. 
 
Thank you, 

Zav Hershfield 
organizer with Students United with Renters 
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From: annieajb  
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 12:35 PM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: No Highway Expansion 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please delete highway expansion projects from your preferred investment scenarios. Research from 
around the world shows that expanding highway capacity is not effective in reducing congestion 
beyond the short term. But it does increase vehicle miles traveled, and greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
Let's put our dollars into transit and active transportation where they can improve our mobility in a 
way that is environmentally sustainable and socially equitable. 
 
Please put more consideration into expanding greenways and building a train (utilizing already 
existing tracks). This is the way for green cities and for all cities in the future.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Annie 
From: Len Beyea 
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 12:29 PM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: No Highway Expansion 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
You have been presented some investment scenarios that include highway expansion. My own 
experience of the ineffectiveness of increased lanes - multiple episodes growing up in and revisiting 
Los Angeles, and the addition of Highway 85 freeway during my 13 years commuting to Silicon Valley - 
has been corroborated by research from around the world showing that expanding highway capacity 
is not effective in reducing congestion beyond the short term. But it does increase vehicle miles 
traveled, and greenhouse gas emissions. Please delete highway expansion projects from your 
preferred investment scenarios. 
 
Let's put our dollars into transit and active transportation where they can improve our mobility in a 
way that is environmentally sustainable and socially equitable. And please let's begin to create a 
framework for a long-term sustainable solution to our transportation challenges that 
comprehensively addresses how we provide mobility for the next century.  
There are multiple solutions available, and they need to be integrated and comprehensive to have a 
significant impact. While the funding may not be available today, we need to plan for true long-term 
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needs, including connections into and out of Santa Cruz County and interconnections to and from 
major transit corridors. Cost of roadway maintenance and effect of induced demand should be 
included in evaluating options. 
 
Thank you, 
Len Beyea 
Santa Cruz 
From: DEBORAH BENHAM   
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 11:58 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Cc:  
Subject: No Highway 1 Expansion 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please delete highway lane expansion from the preferred scenarios. Research shows that expanding 
highway capacity is not effective in reducing congestion beyond the short term. It does increase 
vehicle miles traveled, and greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
Some quotes from familiar people, active in the transportation arena: 
 
"Induced demand ...the simple biological principle that if you make a desirable thing easier, the 
organism will do it more… If we remove from driving the appalling waste of time …then people will do 
it more.” 
 
- Jarrett Walker, Author of Human Transit [at a talk sponsored by the RTC] 
 
"Adding capacity to roadways fails to alleviate congestion for long because it actually increases 
vehicle miles traveled.”   
 
- Susan Handy, Director of the National Center for Sustainable Transportation [at UC Davis] 
 
Let's put our dollars into transit and active transportation where they can improve our mobility in a 
way that is environmentally sustainable and socially equitable. 
 
Thank you, Debbie 
Scotts Valley, CA 95066 
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From: Brad Mills  
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 10:37 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Bald eagles nesting in Harkins slough 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I support Greenway's plan for the rail corridor and their healthy, forward-thinking vision for our 
overall county transportation outlook. 
Please help to ensure Greenway's alternative plan is given fair consideration in the Unified 
Corridor Study. Our county needs realistic, affordable alternatives to gridlock not a fantasy train 
with invisible riders. 
 
Thank you, Brad Mills These pictures will prove that these bald eagles are nesting next to the 
railroad tracks. There is also many other birds and animals that would be chased out of their 
habitat. I have many more photos of how the RR tracks are in the air above a washed out ravine 
right by the eagles nest. These are the only bald eagles in Santa Cruz county. 
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From: Michael Levy   
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 10:12 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Why not widen? 
 
Dear Commissioners, 

I ask that you take a position against highway widening. As a transportation commissioner, I am 
guessing you are aware of 2 essential facts: 1) we are in a civilization-threatening battle for our lives 
with climate change; and 2) automotive travel accounts for half of the greenhouse gas emissions in 
our County.  

Add to this the ever-stronger evidence that widening highways increases VMT, and the existence of 
alternatives, and there is no way to take an ethical position in support of widening our highway. 

I am with the Campaign for Sensible Transportation in saying: Let's put our dollars into transit and 
active transportation where they can improve our mobility in a way that is environmentally 
sustainable and socially equitable. 
 
Thank you, 
--  
Michael Levy 
Santa Cruz, CA USA  
From: Lawrence Freitas 
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:39 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Highway 1 widening 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
Before a penny of money goes to the freeway widening project, I would like to see SCCRTC throw it's 
support to Monterey County's plans to extend CalTrain or the Capitol Corridor to Salinas, and get that 
passenger rail service started as quickly as planned, and in so doing, suggest to that commission that 
that train service start simultaneously with a stop at Pajaro Junction, something that is supposed to 
come two years later in time, (2021?) so that for two years trains will leave and arrive at Salinas 
without stops at the proposed Castroville and Pajaro stops. Perhaps some of our county's money 
could go to getting a Pajaro stop built, but the plans to spend some $20 million for a parking lot, 
lights, and ticket booths seem way too much anyway. The San Martin Caltrain station on the Old 101, 
Monterey Road, is a simple parking lot with a ticket booth, overhead lighting, and not much else, and 
could not have had such a high cost, but Monterey plans on making these stops somewhat fancy for 
no good reason, with artistic pieces added to project. Waste of money! 
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I believe much of the traffic, mornings and evenings, on Highway One, is due to people living in north 
Monterey County using the road to get to their jobs, whether here in this county, or in Santa Clara 
County. Those who have jobs in Santa Clara County would benefit from passenger rail, with the stop 
at Pajaro Junction. They are now clogging up Highway One along with local traffic, or South County 
traffic doing the same: driving to jobs in Santa Cruz or over the hill. Obviously, a light rail system on 
the branch rail line could take some cars off the freeway, but more importantly, I think it would be 
worthwhile to see how the extended passenger rail service to Salinas affects traffic before planning 
on widening the freeway. I would think by 2023 that question could be answered. If there is a 
significant drop in traffic, why widen the freeway? If there are more significant attempts at getting 
young college-age people to carpool to Cabrillo, perhaps the traffic problems would decrease.  
 
It seems some also like to bike to work, and those numbers could rise. But finally, it's a well-known 
fact that people prefer to use inter-city and longer-haul passenger rail systems to busses. Repairing 
the tracks for a light rail system should be a priority. Better yet, using rail-busses initially, before 
electrification, could be a way to use the rail with mimimum repair, and have those same rail-busses 
leave the track and use parallel roads along some portions of the branch line, particularly in those 
neighborhoods that have homes, apartments, or mobile homes very near to the line. I would imagine, 
in time, that converting to a modern electrical system, much as the light-rail in Santa Clara Valley, 
could happen, but using rail-busses in the meantime could mean having a rail and trail, passenger rail 
service on much of the track, and exempting those neighborhoods with close proximity to the tracks 
to having a rail vehicle pass by their abodes so closely. So, a rail bus could leave the track at 
Clubhouse and use Sumner on its way to an Aptos Village stop, getting back on the track very near the 
Rio Del Mar Blvd. crossing where the row of homes on Sumner end, or Portola could be used instead 
of the track between 17th Ave. and 41st. Perhaps a rail-bus system is the answer, and not a very 
expensive electrified light rail system: it would not cost hundreds of millions of dollars to upgrade the 
tracks to the next level, Class 2, from Class 1, in Mid-County and Santa Cruz, and between Pajaro 
Junction and Watsonville, but tens of millions instead, though I believe the rail line should be 
upgraded to Class 3 for the stretch between Watsonville and La Selva Beach, as there would be, at 
most, one stop along that stretch, at the KOA Camp; the cost of an upgrade to Class 3 on that 
segment of would still be much cheaper than widening a freeway by adding one lane for a few miles. 
Rail busses could be hybrids in design, running on electricity and propane, or completely electric. 
Already there are systems of light rail cars in use, being self-propelled electrically, without a "third 
rail." 
Please take my considerations seriously. 
 
LD Freitas, 
Aptos, Ca. 
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From: Johanna Lighthill 
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 8:15 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Rail Trail 
 
Hello, 
 
I hope you can help me. My neighbors and I have heard different things. I’m trying to get an 
understanding about the trail route. I hear it will be diverted onto streets in some areas. Can you 
please confirm this? If so, can you tell me where, and will the diversions be temporary or permanent? 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Johanna Lighthill 
 
The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 
 
 
 
  

 December 20, 2018 
Chet Lee Leiker Randy Adrian Clara Lindley 

Alis Neagu Lizette Arteaga James Detle 
Neil Waldhaus Biathni Mertasen Katie Judge 
Caroline Lamb Sandra Chork Lizann Keyes 

Jim Heaton Cara Hipskind Jim Krveger 
Jessica Mejerle Jeremy Becker Tom Harvey 

Yosi Alugy Sarah McGillivray Paul Ankeney 
Sanjiv Garg Joel Wilson George Ankeney 
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From: Sarah Rabkin   
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 9:05 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: No Highway Expansion 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I am writing to urge you to delete highway expansion projects from your preferred investment 
scenarios.   
 
Research from around the world shows that expanding highway capacity is not effective in reducing 
congestion beyond the short term. But it does increase vehicle miles traveled, and greenhouse gas 
emissions.  
 
If our community is to thrive in the coming decades, we must invest NOW in  transit and active 
transportation to improve our mobility in environmentally sustainable and socially equitable ways. 
 
Research shows that highway expansion is simply not the answer. 
 
Thank you, 
Sarah Rabkin 
The SCCRTC received the following email sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018  
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: No Highway Expansion 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please delete highway expansion projects from your preferred investment scenarios. Research from 
around the world shows that expanding highway capacity is not effective in reducing congestion 
beyond the short term. But it does increase vehicle miles traveled, and greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
Let's put our dollars into transit and active transportation where they can improve our mobility in a 
way that is environmentally sustainable and socially equitable. 
 
Thank you, 

December 20, 2018 
Kathleen Tyger Wright Dean Lyons Nancy Maynard 
Gray Jameson Curt Simmons Bob Jones 
Mitchell Lachman Alec Webster  

UCS - Comments Received Public Comments | Page 406



 
 
 
 

Mary Reynolds Claudia Webster  
John Hall Caitlin Murphy  
Sharon McGraham Andrew Murphy  

From: Dawn Hightree 
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018  
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: No Highway Expansion 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please delete highway expansion projects from your preferred investment scenarios. Research from 
around the world shows that expanding highway capacity is not effective in reducing congestion 
beyond the short term. But it does increase vehicle miles traveled, and greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
Let's put our dollars into transit and active transportation where they can improve our mobility in a 
way that is environmentally sustainable and socially equitable. 
 
We have to ban all pollution vehicles now unless absolutely an emergency. We have to give people 
bikes and bike riding support. We have to get electric buses. We have to demand if they can't travel 
green they have to tell police why then get a referral from the police to contact a green 
transportation office that helps them get green transportation. We have to take direct action. 
Pollution is death. Murder is wrong.  
 
Thank you, 
The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 
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December 19, 2018 
Suzi Merriam Victor Martinez Tim Borrego 
Jessica Evans  Melissa Jullig Maya 
Virginia Wright Karen Oakley Cheryl Horton 
David Wright Barry Fiore Ron Sinewny 
Kathryn Crowe Frank Herst Randy Adrion 
Strawberry S. Jim Rolens Jamie Keil 
Johnny Scofins Martha McGimmins Rose Marie Jacobs 
Jeanne Feeney Nicki Braxley Robert Adecman 

From: Elizabeth Lipton 
Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 2:02 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: rail trail petition 
 
It appears that there is no such thing as a gratious loser in Santa Cruz County. A small, very vocal and 
very well funded oganization, SCC Greenway is dead set on forcing their vision for trail only onto the 
majority of SC county voters, who approved Measure D. Measuer D had wide suppport throughout 
the county. Gutting the rail part of the transportation plan would be tantamount to stealing the votes 
from the majority to promote a minorities desire to exclude rail county wide as a viable and, for most 
of us, welcome altrnative to Hwy 1. 
From: Robert Elledge 
Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 12:09 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Rail with Trail 
 
In today's Sentinel article about Greenway, Watsonville resident Silvia Morales laments the 3 hours 
per day it takes to drive her kids to PCS school on the Santa Cruz west side and implies that a bike trail 
would alleviate the situation. Google Maps shows the distance from Watsonville to PCS as 24 miles 
with a bike taking 2 hours and 23 minutes each way. So approximately 5 hours round trip.  
 
Certainly a committed child might occasionally do this. But in the winter rains it would be nice for her 
children to get on a light rail that would literally drop them across the street from the school in about 
40 minutes. They could even do some homework on the trip.  
 
I agree with Silvia that a bike trail will be nice, but without the train option the building of the trail will 
be further delayed by the need to repay $11 million to the state and numerous lawsuits for 
compensation by land owners next to the rail line. 
From: Della Davis 
Sent: Wednesday, December 19, 2018 8:16 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: No Rail on Trail 
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The projections by Progressive do not justify the millions of dollars Santa Cruz will commit to spending 
to bring the railroad tracks up to Class 1. That kind of diesel or diesel hybrid engine is from another 
era. They are not efficient people movers. New technology offers many solutions. But the best, most 
beneficial use of the trail would be for active transportation. This would benefit our communities, our 
local businesses and environment. Please, keep the freight lines in Watsonville, where they may be 
needed, but get rid of this antiquated concept and embrace a fully paved trail. I certainly do not want 
to bike next to a huge diesel pulled train full of nobody. 
The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 
 

 

December 18, 2018 
Richard McDavid  Lucy Stafford Peter Bechmann Wendy Coats 
Kay Wood Oliver Whitcroft Marie Moore  Thomara Fernando 
Burt Levitsky Chris Miroyan Todd Carpanter Gave Mobito 
Debbie Bulger  Sisi Xue Gail Magid Jose Antonino 
Jim Rolens Genevieve A.A. Roseanne Magid  David Shackleton 
Richard Stover James Stewart Kris Woolf Carolyn Butera 
David Benhen Michael McGehee Amanda Ramirez Shane Hacsle 
Tina Andreatia  Jessica Mitzen    

The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
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• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 
everyone.  

• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  
 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail. 
 

December 17, 2018 
Lninnen Hannaleck Rose Marie Jacobs Alice Keys  N. Greenfield 
Mason Hannaleck David Rocha Robert Ankeney Sam Nazzal 

Holly Sadoff Catharina Lindley Elizabeth Flynn Valerie Kindell 
Andreu Trombatore Tim Miller Dyanne Hartwig Susan Coffman 

Isaic N Madeline Thompson Dave DeGrasse Jeanine Olsen 
Anita Reahn Foster Andersen D. Wilder Janet McKenzie 

Melissa Stewart Janis McAbee   
From: Adam Hall  
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2018 3:51 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Scenario B 
 
Dear Metro Commissioners, 
 
Time and again, the acquisition of a right of way has proven to be the most difficult, expensive, and 
time-consuming part of building a railroad. We've seen the inability to procure a right of way prevent 
many projects from moving forward, potentially kill California High Speed Rail, and cost the taxpayers 
millions where new rail is constructed. Santa Cruz has the ability to sidestep this entire issue. There is 
a perfectly good, usable right of way that is already yours. To remove the tracks would be to squander 
what is an amazing resource that does not often appear. 
 
No, the project isn't perfect. Many people have opposed it on the grounds that it may not decrease 
much, but the railroad will stem the increase, which is in and of itself highly valuable. Santa Cruz is a 
growing county, with more and more cars being added all the time. If a railroad keeps 2035 
congestion at 2018 levels, that's a major accomplishment. A railroad is also an opportunity. With a 
strong backbone of existing passenger service, acquisition of new rights of way for extended services 
becomes easier. Santa Cruz needs this. Right now, traffic bottlenecks are massive. To get in and out of 
the area, there is Highway 1, Highway 17, and nothing else. Congestion will be apocalyptic unless 
more alternatives are implemented. With the Gilroy-Salinas rail extension that this railroad can 
connect into, a vital outside connection can be established. 
 
I do have a couple suggestions. Diesel trains take a lot of fuel to run, and over time costs add up. 
Electrification may be more expensive upfront, but it is a substantial cost saver in the long run. 
Electric trains are also quieter, more comfortable, and faster to accelerate, meaning they are more 
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attractive to ride and able to complete trips faster. Do not go with a less desirable method of 
propulsion for short term gains. Learn from Caltrain, don't repeat that long, drawn out process once 
you decide you do want to electrify, and implement electric rail from the very beginning. Also, do not 
widen any highways. It has been proven, over and over again, that it just does not work. Stop wasting 
money on failed autocentric planning, and spend it on electric rail infrastructure. 
 
Recreational trails are a good thing, and if both rail and trail can be accommodated at once, do so. 
Scenario B seems the best option. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Adam Hall 
The SCCRTC received the following email sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2018  
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Please Support Scenario "R"ealistic 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please join me in supporting a realistic, effective and affordable set of projects from the Unified 
Corridors Study called Scenario R. Scenario R provides congestion relief and public transit options on 
Hwy 1, Soquel/Freedom and the Coastal Corridor for $423M less capital ($1,154M vs 
$731M) and about half the annual operating expense ($30M vs. $16M). Using Measure D, Self-Help 
funds and conservative assumptions on federal and state grants, Scenario R can be implemented 
sooner, more flexibly and realistically with the resources under the RTC’s control or reasonably 
available. 
 
Thank you, 

 
 
 

December 13, 2018 
Beverly Grova 

The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  

UCS - Comments Received Public Comments | Page 411



• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  
 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail.  
 

December 12, 2018 
Sally Suzanna Young 
Sarah C. Clark 

 

From: Peter Goodman   
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2018 5:43 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Please Support Scenario "R"ealistic 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I love this idea. It will get us going a lot quicker and less cost than a train. Please consider this solution. 
Mini-bus goes north in the morning on the coastal corridor, south on the freeway. Reverse in the 
evening. No busses on the weekend. Good compromise and don't need a wall or to have the path go 
off the corridor to the street.  
 
Please join me in supporting a realistic, effective and affordable set of projects from the Unified 
Corridors Study called Scenario R. Scenario R provides congestion relief and public transit options on 
Hwy 1, Soquel/Freedom and the Coastal Corridor for $423M less capital ($1,154M vs $731M) and 
about half the annual operating expense ($30M vs. $16M). Using Measure D, Self-Help funds and 
conservative assumptions on federal and state grants, Scenario R can be implemented sooner, more 
flexibly and realistically with the resources under the RTC’s control or reasonably available. 
 
Thank you, 
Peter Goodman 

 
The SCCRTC received the following email sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
Sent: Tuesday, December 12, 2018  
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Please Support Scenario "R"ealistic 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please join me in supporting a realistic, effective and affordable set of projects from the Unified 
Corridors Study called Scenario R. Scenario R provides congestion relief and public transit options on 
Hwy 1, Soquel/Freedom and the Coastal Corridor for $423M less capital ($1,154M vs 
$731M) and about half the annual operating expense ($30M vs. $16M). Using Measure D, Self-Help 
funds and conservative assumptions on federal and state grants, Scenario R can be implemented 
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sooner, more flexibly and realistically with the resources under the RTC’s control or reasonably 
available. 
 
Thank you, 

 
 
 
 
 

 

December 12, 2018 
B. Stanger 
Don Willet 
Tanya Bennett 

The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
SAFER STREETS & RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.  
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail.  
 

December 11, 2018 
Mike & Sue Sampon 
Raleigh Young 

 

From: Keith Otto 
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2018  
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: SCC RTC - Significance Of Jan 17 2019 Vote - Phase II ? 
 
SCC RTC - 
 
Hello! 
 
What is the significance of the Jan 17 2019 vote by the Commission on the RTC staff 'Preferred 
Scenario' (modified Scenario B)? 
 
And one additional specific question:  If a 'yes' vote carries, does that mean that the rail contract then 
enters in to Phase II? 
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Thank you. 
 
Regards, 
Keith 
The SCCRTC received the following email sent by the individuals listed below:  
 
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2018 8:54 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Please Support Scenario "R"ealistic 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Please join me in supporting a realistic, effective and affordable set of projects from the Unified 
Corridors Study called Scenario R. Scenario R provides congestion relief and public transit options on 
Hwy 1, Soquel/Freedom and the Coastal Corridor for $423M less capital ($1,154M vs 
$731M) and about half the annual operating expense ($30M vs. $16M). Using Measure D, Self-Help 
funds and conservative assumptions on federal and state grants, Scenario R can be implemented 
sooner, more flexibly and realistically with the resources under the RTC’s control or reasonably 
available. 
 
Thank you, 
 

 
 

December 11, 2018 
Wendy Laura Livingston Yazmin Juarez 

Elizabeth Wood R. Shedden Mike Ransom 

Terry Tiedeman Nadene Thorne Christopher A. Lucas 

Linda Montalvo Mike Lelieur  

Alice Schmidt William Phillips  

Phillip Rupp Grant Hueth  

From: Johanna Lighthill 
Sent: Sunday, December 09, 2018 3:41 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org>; UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: MBSST 
 
Hello, 
The UCS table A-14 (Scope) describes rerouting the trail onto Nova, etc. in Capitola. The MBSST 
“opportunities and constraints” pages show the trail diverted in Seacliff (onto Poplar) and in Rio Del 
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Mar (onto Sumner twice), yet there’s no mention of these. Does this mean these diversions are not 
planned, and trail will remain next to the rail line, or were they just excluded from description? 
Thank you for your feedback. 
Johanna Lighthill 
From: Nadene Thorne   
Sent: Sunday, December 09, 2018 10:50 AM 
To: Ryan Coonerty <ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us>; Regional Transportation Commission 
<info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Posted on Westside Nextdoor 
 
Commissioners: 
 
How about considering an expert weighing in before making expensive decisions? 
 
Nadene Thorne 
 
Still trying to comprehend the RTC's Rail with Trail numbers.. 

 
A friend of mine just notified me that he is reading a fascinating book about prospect theory and 
decision making by Daniel Kahneman — winner of the Nobel Prize in economics for his work in this 
area. Kahneman discusses “The Planning Fallacy” which describes forecasts that are unrealistically 
close to best-case scenarios and could be improved by consulting the statistics of similar cases. It’s 
telling he chose a study of rails to articulate his point and includes the following passage: “A 2005 
study study examined rail projects undertaken worldwide between 1969 and 1998. In more than 90% 
of the cases, the number of passengers projected to use the system was overestimated. Even though 
these passenger shortfalls were widely publicized, forecasts did not improve over those thirty years; 
on average, planners overestimated how many people would use the new rail projects by 106%, and 
the average cost overrun was 45%. As more evidence accumulated, the experts did not become more 
reliant on it.” A quick review of the RTC Rail with Trail plan looks like it is a best case scenario. If this is 
the case, we should reduce the estimated ridership by 106% and increase the cost by 45%. Trust the 
RTC and their consultants, or a Nobel Prize winner? 

From: Stanley Sokolow   
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2018 6:05 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org>; George Dondero 
<gdondero@sccrtc.org>; Guy Preston <gpreston@sccrtc.org>; Ginger Dykaar <gdykaar@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: sensibletransportation@googlegroups.com; Alex Clifford <aclifford@scmtd.com>; Barrow 
Emerson <bemerson@scmtd.com>; Jacques Bertrand <jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us> 
Subject: Ownership of the railroad corridor parcels with clouded title 
 
TO:  George Dondero and Guy Preston, Executive Directors; Ginger Dykaar, Sr. Transportation 
Planner; and members of the Regional Transportation Commission 
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FOR consideration now and inclusion in the public comment file on the Unified Corridors Study. 
 
In public comment at today's meeting (Dec. 6, 2018) of the RTC, I expressed my concern that the UCS 
report says that titles to 20 to 50 parcels of the railroad corridor are still clouded with uncertainty and 
that 10% of the other 120 parcels are easements which could be lost if railroad operation is 
abandoned.  I said that I was baffled why the RTC has not tried to quiet the title to these parcels by 
legal actions.  I admit that I and the public may not be aware of legal strategies that the RTC has 
received in closed session from qualified counsel.  Perhaps you have dealt with the risk of "removing 
the rails" from those parcels by decided to remain silent and defend the RTC's rights if an owner of 
these parcels challenges those rights at some time in the future.  However, I feel that you should 
consider the following information. 
 
I preface this by stating that I am not an attorney, never have attended law school classes, but I can 
find and read precedent-setting legal case decisions.  To be clear, I'm not threatening any legal action. 
Far from it. Rather, I'm concerned that the RTC makes a rational decision on the best use of the rail 
corridor knowing the risks and possible mitigations. 
 
As RTC staff have explained, some of the right of way is owned in easement, not fee simple. If those 
easements were for railroad purposes only, and the RTC removes the railroad infrastructure without 
following the procedure for railbanking, then it could be held liable for damages by the owners of the 
underlying land. Under railbanking, if approved by the government agencies, the RTC would be 
immune from claims that the rails were replaced with a trail or busway. Setting that aside, there still 
may be a legal basis for defending against such claims if they ever arise. 
 
California law recognizes "adverse possession" and "prescriptive easement" as ways to acquire either 
fee simple title or an easement without the consent of the land owner.  A case in the First District 
Court of Appeal arising in Humboldt County is instructive.  Connolly v. Trabue A131984 (4/10/12) 
(Petition for review or depublication was denied by Supreme Court.) Here's one place where it can be 
found: https://law.justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/2012/a131984.html. 
 
In that case, Connolly (for reasons not relevant here) fenced off a portion of neighbor Trabue's land 
and used it continuously for 15 years for his cattle.  When Trabue wanted Connolly to cease the use of 
the land which Trabue thought he owned, Connolly asserted that he made an agreement with the 
prior owner for such use and that the fenced portion of Trabue's land had become Connolly's by 
prescriptive easement.  Connolly filed suit seeking to have the court declare that he had acquired an 
easement according California law.  The trial court denied Connolly, but the appellate court 
overturned and declared that Connolly had acquired the easement because of the failure of the land 
owner Trabue (or predecessor owner) to object within 5 years after the use began and because the 
use met the statutory requirements. The court said that Connolly was not required to file any legal 
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action to declare the prescriptive easement or to claim title by adverse possession.  Title transfers the 
moment that the statutory requirements were met. 

This quote from an attorney explains: 
To establish a prescriptive easement, a claimant must prove use of the property, for the statutory 
period of five years, which has been: (1) open and notorious; (2) continuous and uninterrupted; (3) 
hostile to the true owner; and (4) under a claim of right. (Main Street Plaza v. Cartwright & Main 
(2011) 194 CaL.App.4th 1044, 1054.) Generally, the claimant has the burden of proof of proving each 
of the elements necessary to establish that the easement has been created by prescription. (Code Civ. 
Proc. § 321.) Whether the easement satisfies the above requirements is considered a question of fact. 
(Warsaw v. Chicago Metallic Ceilings, Inc. (1984) 35 Cal.3d 564, 571.) Accordingly, a claimant is usually 
entitled to a jury trial on these factual issues. (Arciero Ranches v. Meza (1993) 17 Cal.App.4th 114, 
125-126.)

In addition to the above requirements, the claimant also must show that their prescriptive easement 
is not exclusive. What this means is that a claimant generally cannot establish a prescriptive easement 
for a physical encroachment. (See Mehdizadeh v. Mincer (1996) 46 Cal.App.4th 1296)  
[Source: https://schorr-law.com/obtaining-a-prescriptive-easement/ ] 

A prescriptive easement allows use of the land but not ownership of it.  However, adverse possession 
can create actual ownership (fee simple). A trespasser is entitled to legal ownership of property if his 
occupation of the property is hostile, actual, open and notorious, exclusive and continuous for a 
period of years set by state statute (5 years in California). Moreover, when the trespassing is done by 
the public, a public right to use property can be created. It is often called an "implied dedication" 
instead of a prescriptive easement.  These terms and criteria are explained in this paper by 
Caltrans: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/landsurveys/Study_material/California-Adverse-
Possession.pdf 

Since the RTC continues to report that removal of the railroad could result in loss of use of the parcels 
whose title documents can't be found, some members of the Commission and public seem to think 
that the railroad use is unavoidable if we want to maintain a continuous right-of-way for the trail 
and/or transit.  From my reading of the above information, it seems that you can put that fear to 
rest.  The RTC has owned and used the railroad right-of-way for more than the minimum 5 years, so a 
prescriptive easement has been established.  Perhaps actual fee simple title has been obtained by 
adverse possession. 

For the parcels with known easements that expressly are for railroad purposes only, removal of the 
railroad could be trouble if the railroad use is abandoned without or before railbanking, leading to 
costly settlement with the land owners or in the worst case an action to acquire the parcel or 
easement by eminent domain with just compensation to the owner.  How much might that 
compensation be? 
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The notorious case in King County, Washington, which I cited in a prior email on today's agenda item 
#23, said: "The average payout per homeowner along Lake Washington is an eye-watering $415,000. 
The payouts range from $10,000 to more than $1 million, just to change a rail bed to a trail bed."    
 
An appraiser could estimate the fair market value of the RTC's 12 easements (10% of 120 parcels) 
which could require compensation to the owner if the tracks are removed.  If King County's example 
is applied, the cost could be $120,000 to $12 million for all 12 easements.  Add to that the cost of 
legal action for eminent domain if the owners refuse to settle.   
 
This cost estimate has not been included in the capital costs listed in the scenarios.  It should be.  The 
risk if the train is removed is not that we may not have a continuous right of way, but rather that it 
will cost extra to plug the holes.   
 
I urge you to get a legal opinion on these title risks, put a price tag on the likely cost range for those 
easements, disclose it in the capital cost spreadsheets, and then move forward with the detailed 
study to decide upon the best form of transit on the rail corridor (passenger train vs. BRT vs. anything 
else), as requested by the Metro Board. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Stanley M. Sokolow 
 
From: Michael Schmidt   
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2018 10:13 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org>; Michael Schmidt   
Subject: Rail to Trail Project - Input for the UCS 
 
Commissioners of the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission. 
 
Between 1999 and 2004 I was the CEO of the Santa Cruz Area Chamber of Commerce.  During that 
time many of us were working on the purchase of the rail line with the dream of having a coastal trail 
running the length of the county. 
 
I am pleased the RTC purchased the line and are now in the decision phase of the project.  Thought I 
love the idea of rail running on this line in the cold light of 21st century thinking I can no longer 
support rail for this project.  I believe "Bus Rapid Transit" is a much smarter, less costly and more 
flexible solution to meeting our transportation needs alone the corridor.  Let rail bank the tracks and 
in the future rail service may be a more viable alternative, but not now. 
 
I add my voice to those saying let's have a safe bike and pedestrian trail with bus rapid transit. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to express my feelings. 

Take care, 
Mike 

Mike Schmidt 
From:  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 9:05 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Support Metro's Alternatives Analysis, Don't Vote Till It's Done! 

Dear RTC, 

Our METRO system moves 5.2 million people every year. Please conduct the Alternatives Analysis 
requested by METRO to understand how bus service could be improved and expanded onto the 
Coastal Corridor. This level of analysis is required by Measure D. Do not vote on a transportation 
scenario until this Alternatives Analysis is complete! 

Thank You 

 

December 5, 2018 
Steve Barber Gary Sultana Emily Clark 

From: Anderson Shepard   
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 3:09 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: UCS and Metro 

Dear Chairman Leopold and RTC, 

We are making great progress on the UCS, but Metro raises a great point that further analysis of 
usership, funding, and the other specific breakdowns between bus vs rail transit is needed. Please 
heed their request for such an analysis and hold-off on voting on any of the UCS scenarios until this 
Alternatives Analysis is complete. 

Thank You, 
Anderson Shepard 
Live Oak 
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From: Robert Stephens   
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 2:48 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Slow Down on the UCIS 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am writing you to ask that you don’t proceed with approving Scenario B of the UCIS and start the 
trigger to sign a 10 year contract with Progressive Rail. 

First and foremost, this is a very important issue for our community that will have very long-term 
effects on our community. The commission needs to spend some time figuring this out. It is much 
more important to get this right than rush to some conclusion. Due to the recent elections there will 
be new players who will need to get up to speed on this issue. 

There is absolutely no reason to rush this, as it will take about close to a year to fix the blowout on the 
rail line north of Watsonville.  So there will be no trains north of Watsonville for a while. Why is there 
a rush to sign up Progressive Rail? Not only will a contract with Progressive, give up local control of 
the corridor for ten years, it will do nothing for traffic relief and It will only close out valuable options. 

MERTO has asked for an Alternative Analysis, which seems like a very good idea. Make this happen 
and learn for the results. Also there are some very basic questions about Prop 116 funds that should 
be answered first. 

It also seems very prudent to give the new RTC ED some time to weight in on this issue, as he will 
have to live with it and implement it. 

I don’t need to tell you that the UCIS has not brought our community together, it has divided it even 
more. So please spend a little time and see if there is some common ground and room for 
compromise on this issue. It might take time and work, but it will really pay off in the long run. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Stephens 
Aptos 
From: Dean Morrow 
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 1:27 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Support Metro's Alternatives Analysis, don't vote till it's done 

Dear RTC Staff and Board, 
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Our METRO system moves 5.2 million people every year. Please conduct the Alternatives Analysis 
requested by METRO to understand how bus service could be improved and expanded onto the 
Coastal Corridor. This level of analysis is required by Measure D. I urge your Board to NOT vote on a 
transportation scenario until this Alternatives Analysis is complete. 

Thank You, 

Dean Morrow 
Capitola 
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From: Stanley Sokolow  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 10:35 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: sensibletransportation@googlegroups.com 
Subject: Unified Corridors study's omission of bus improvements on Soquel Ave/Dr. 

Commissioners, 

You should watch this short video which was published yesterday about Boston's pilot project to test 
and demonstrate a simple way to enhance their bus service along major streets.   

Boston Area Bus Pilots Move Region Closer to BRT (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oDDPbbw_cag) 

They temporarily have placed time-of-day no-parking signs to allow only buses and right-turns to use the 
rightmost lane during commute hours.  You could implement a similar test along Soquel Ave/Drive to let 
buses bypass the congested traffic.  It need not be permanent nor expensive until the changes are 
tested, measured for performance, and approved for permanence. 

I urge you to make a pilot project to test this partial BRT-lite improvement. 

Sincerely, 

Stanley Sokolow 

From: Carey Pico  
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 9:52 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: Ginger Dykaar <gdykaar@sccrtc.org>; Grace Blakeslee <gblakeslee@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: right-of-way is easements 

On p.23-3 of the RTC agenda Dykaar and Blakelee address the issue of potential consequences if the rail 
corridor is not used for rail passenger service.  They state a number of parcels exist lacking historical 
record as to ascertain whether or not a rail easement ever existed that would have reverted to fee-
simple ownership under the 1982 California Marketable Record Title Act if the easement was not 
renewed.  Adding to the mix, they mention the lack of identifiable property lines in some parcels. 

The implication of their address is that the RTC would potentially lose railroad easements in these 
parcels if the tracks were ever removed.  With trail being in the background of the discussion, 
railbanking was mentioned as well with the suggestion railbanking (i.e. trail-only) could lead to future 
legal issues for the County. 

Lacking in their discussion is a) unidentified property easement titled properties are already at risk for 
private ownership claim, regardless of rail service or not, b) building a trail with or without 
accompanying rail service carries the same risk of easement loss.  This is because trails are not, in 
general, critical to railroad operations and fall outside the easement grants (see US Supreme Court cases 
addressing utilities such as telephone wires versus non-utility uses such as loading docks), and c) 
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railbanking protects the RTC/County from any damages related to citizen demands for compensation for 
the "taking of property" because the rail easement would be under Federal stewardship.  While the 
authors of p.23-3 allude lawsuits and that the landowners of the easement lands won compensation for 
unlawful taking of land, they failed to mention the local municipalities who controlled the rail 
corridors/easements were not harmed . 

What I want to make clear, building the MBSST as planned would violate the railroad easements on 
record.  With the large number of parcels lacking proper easement title, it is highly probable a 
landowner will challenge ownership and use, especially with the issue being discussed publicly.  This is 
potential problem that should not be ignored. 

From a straight risk analysis point of view, railbanking is the least risk-averse strategy if a trail is ever to 
be built. 

Carey Pico, attorney-at-large 
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From: Shinshu Roberts  
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 9:36 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Support Metro's Alternatives Analysis, Don't Vote Till It's Done! 

Dear RTC, 

Please stop blocking the desires of many Santa Cruz residents to do rail banking. I am appending this 
paragraph to the statement below. Capitola's Measure L is a clear indication that you are going in the 
wrong direction. At the very least the rail corridor should be brought to a community vote and not be a 
decision made by a few people.  

Our METRO system moves 5.2 million people every year. Please conduct the Alternatives Analysis 
requested by METRO to understand how bus service could be improved and expanded onto the Coastal 
Corridor. This level of analysis is required by Measure D. Do not vote on a transportation scenario until 
this Alternatives Analysis is complete! 

Thank You, Lani Roberts, Capitola, CA 

The SCCRTC received the following email sent by the individuals listed below: 

Subject: Support Metro's Alternatives Analysis, Don't Vote Till It's Done! 

Dear RTC, 

Our METRO system moves 5.2 million people every year. Please conduct the Alternatives Analysis 
requested by METRO to understand how bus service could be improved and expanded onto the Coastal 
Corridor. This level of analysis is required by Measure D. Do not vote on a transportation scenario until 
this Alternatives Analysis is complete! 

Thank You 

December 4, 2018 
Christy Tall         Christopher Lucas 
Bill Gray         DeAnna Lopez 
Janet Perry             Scott Roseman 
Phillip Rupp 
Enda Brennan 
Nadeau Thorne 
Michael Hollister 
K.C.
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From: Stanley Sokolow  
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 11:21 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Cc: Campaign for Sustainable Transportation <rick@sustainabletransportationsc.org>; 
sensibletransportation@googlegroups.com 
Subject: Agenda item #23 for the Dec 6 2018 meeting of the RTC 

Dear RTC, 

Please accept the attached letter as public comment on item #23 about the Unified Corridors update. 

Stanley M. Sokolow 
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The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below: 

SAFER STREETS AND RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 

Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  
• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians.
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion.
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and

everyone.
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.

I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study 

December 3, 2018 
Annie Boheler 

From: Mountain andSurf   
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 9:43 PM 
To: john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; ebottorff167@yahoo.com; zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; 
ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us; jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; 
openup@cats.ucsc.edu; tim_gubbins@dot.ca.gov; Regional Transportation Commission 
<info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: No Rail Trail, No Longterm Train Contracts Until Comprehensive Plan. Prioritize Active Transport 
- Trail Only, Trail Now

Today I received the Ecology Action newsletter urging me to “Support the Westside Rail Trail Phase II 
Development on December 6th”, but the details contained within the newsletter have encouraged me to 
do exactly the opposite.   

The Ecology Action newsletter begins with a discussion of Segment 7 – what was initially thought to be 
one of the more straightforward sections of the corridor to begin constructing rail/trail – however, bids 
for this particular section are way over initial estimates, have strained relations with local businesses, 
and by Ecology Action’s own admission will require “expensive retaining walls and the removal of trees 
that will displace native habitat”.   

Ecology Action’s newsletter goes on to celebrate that plans are in the works to expand the pedestrian 
crossing of the San Lorenzo River Trestle, picturing the current 4ft wide path juxtaposed with the 
neighboring but long idle train tracks.  I do not disagree that this area is a particular bottleneck and a 
wider path is desirable, but it seems foolhardy and needlessly expensive to modify a portion of the river 
crossing when the whole trestle could be put to better use supporting active pedestrian transit.   

Our rail corridor represents a tremendous opportunity.  I am frustrated that significant time and 
expense have been dedicated to prioritizing a train system that won’t improve traffic congestion but will 
be extremely expensive.  Capitola’s passage of Measure L, the RTC’s hiring of a new executive director, 
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and the findings of the Rail Trail Feasibility Study and Unified Corridor Investment Study suggest that the 
time is right to reconsider the train.  While I eagerly await a world-class pedestrian trail, I do not support 
construction of any piece of a path until a comprehensive plan is established.   

Sincerely, 
Ryan Hoffman, RN, MBA 
Live Oak, Santa Cruz 

From: Schwartz Susan  
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 5:19 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Build the trail now - forget the rail  

It just can’t be any simpler.  Santa Cruz needs a bicycle and walking corridor that passes through our 
various neighborhoods and is safe.  The issues with adding a train to the picture put plans for the trail off 
indefinitely. Build the trail now. So so many people want it! 

Sincerely, 
Susan Schwartz 

From: Family Gmail   
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 8:36 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Stop the rail trail 

Please stop the rail trail, make it trail only. For the health of our community and allow safe access for 
children to schools. Please vote no on the rail trail, make it trail only! 

Thanks, 

Brett 

From: David Kunis  
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 7:30 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Rail Corridor 

Stop this nonsense with a commuter train because it's a stupid idea, lacks public support and you aren't 
going to believe the outrage directed your way if it ever does come to pass. Trains will be required to 
blast their horns at every unprotected crossing and the many people impacted will be calling for your 
resignation or worse. Public funding will be harder and harder to get and taxpayers will revolt. Give it 
up!!! 

David Kunis 
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From: Kathy Helmer  
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 12:48 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Cc: Bruce McPherson <bruce.mcpherson@santacruzcounty.us>; Johnson, Gine 
<Gine.Johnson@santacruzcounty.us> 
Subject: Comments on UCS for Commissioners' Consideration 

Below are my comments pertaining to Highway 1 ramp metering/auxiliary lane timelines 

Ramp Metering and Auxiliary Lane timelines 

A comprehensive ramp metering system is long overdue on the Highway 1 Corridor.  For example, traffic 
volumes and speeds on the two SB 41st Avenue on-ramps often exceed mainline Highway 1 volumes 
and speeds during afternoon peak periods.  Slowing and increasing gaps in the flow of on-ramp traffic 
and maximizing ramp storage capacity is one of the most cost effective ways to begin reducing mainline 
congestion.  For that reason, I do not support the scenario on page 154 stating that ramp metering 
should be added after 2035 when auxiliary lanes are completed to San Andreas Road.  I recommend 
amending the preferred scenario to: 

• The first phase of a Highway 1 ramp metering system should be installed along with interchange
modifications and ramp widening at Morrissey Blvd., Soquel Drive, 41st Av. and Bay/Porter
interchanges during the next 6 to 8 years in conjunction with the Phase 1 Auxiliary Lane
projects.  The second phase of the Highway 1 ramp metering system should be installed in
conjunction with auxilary lane projects to San Andreas Road.

The Transportation Commission should adopt the following policy positions:  

• Installation and operation of ramp metering systems are of regional importance and maximum
benefit to Highway 1 will occur if each City and county support their installation as a
system.   Local street and traffic signal improvements and increased ramp storage must be an
integral part of any ramp metering system.

• Current interchange designs should be redesigned as needed to maximize traffic flows and
safety on both the mainline and local streets for all users.

• Ramp meters should be activated as mainline traffic conditions warrant and not be seen as only
operational during "traditional" peak congestion periods.

My comments are based upon review of the draft study, my observations and my experience of 32 years 
serving as head of municipal transportation in the Cities of Santa Cruz and San Jose and one of the 
founding members of the Safe on 17 Task Force formed after the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake.   

James Helmer, P.E., T.E. 
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From: Mike Pisano 
Sent: Sunday, December 02, 2018 5:46 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: UCS 

Hello UCS, 

I agree with the New Prefered Scenario with adding; 

BRT lite (faster boarding, transit signal priority and queue jumps), and Increased frequency of transit 
with express services. Less emphasis on ramp metering, but more emphasis on auxillarty lanes. 

Also add & expand bike share & scooter share to the County. 

Thank you 
Michael Pisano 

From: Mike Pisano  
Sent: Sunday, December 02, 2018 3:23 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: UCS 

Hi UCS study, 

I reside in Live Oak. 

Please include frontage roads on Hwy 1 & Hwy 17 to allow those locales ease of access to their local 
areas with not hopping on the highway. 
One example; 
Connect Auto Plaza Drive to Bay Ave. 

We also need a safe pedestrian & bike path between Santa Cruz & Scotts Valley. 
From; 
Ocean St Extension - along the edge of Henry Cowell. 
Graham Hill Road 
Glen Canyon Road 

If Brookwood Drive could add a two-way bike lane. 

Thank you  
Michael Pisano 
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From: Bill Gray  
Sent: Sunday, December 02, 2018 8:21 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Please support the North Coast Plan, and... 

Stop the rail folly, NOW. 

Bill Gray 
Capitola 

From: Brian Peoples   
Sent: Sunday, December 02, 2018 6:41 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Support TrailNow / Farmer's North Coast Rail Trail Plan 

RTC, 

One of the key goals of the Unified Corridor Study (UCS) was to provide guidance for the North Coast 
Rail Trail to meet the Federal Grant deadline of 2020.   Now that Metro and other key organizations are 
against the results of the UCS and requesting that more studies for the rail corridor be performed, we 
are concerned that this could delay moving forward with the North Coast Rail Trail and jeopardize 
Federal Grant funds.     

With an estimated cost of over $15M to refurbish the railroad tracks for excursion trains to Davenport, 
we believe it can be concluded that our community will not make this type of investment.   We believe 
the results of the UCS can provide enough guidance that the old railroad tracks from Wilder Ranch to 
Davenport are no longer required.   Making this determination will allow RTC staff to begin working 
directly with the Farmers and Property-owners on a collaborative win-win solution to build a world-class 
rail-trail along the North Coast.    The North Coast Rail Trail EIR report shows that our plan has the least 
environmental impact and can meet the 2020 deadline to use the Federal Grant funds.  

We ask that you please support the recommendation that the old railroad tracks from Wilder Ranch to 
Davenport are no longer required and RTC Staff can proceed with developing the Farmers' Alternative 
Rail Trail plan along the North Coast.   

Best regards, 

Brian Peoples 
Executive Director 
Trail Now 
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From: Michael Pisano  
Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 2:09 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: 12/6/18 SCCRTC Meeting 
 
Hi SCCRTC board, 
 
I am a resident of Live Oak. 
 
I highly recommend Scenario B on the rail trail study. 
I highly recommend a full METRO ITS, and AVL with route information on solar powered visual & voice 
signage notifications systems at several key points (such as Ocean & Water, and all Transit Stations). 
 
Common Acronyms: 
ITS=Intelligent Transportation Systems - AVL=Automated Vehicle Locator 
AVA=Automated Vehicle Announcement - APC=Automatic Passenger Counters 
 
Our County voted overwhelmingly for Measure D & again has shown support with the defeat of 
Measure 6. Our METRO has done a tremendous job in cutting $6 million dollars from its budget to give 
us a just adequate local mass transit system. We need options in our County. I have joined a few other 
locals to be car-less by choice since March of this year – I can tell you sustainable transportation in this 
County is very difficult. We need Options like a rail with trail, bike share, scooter share, carpools, and 
vanpools access. More walkable areas – bring back the five & dime stores with pharmacies, a diner/cafe 
(with milkshakes), grocery & retail. I hope that the recent Bird Scooter dropping In Santa Cruz has not 
discouraged our County from Scooter share. It is my opinion that this is what sustainable transportation 
looks like for the first & last mile solutions. 
 
For example; 
I took the METRO 66 to Capitola Mall, after work, from Pacific Station to gain some good value from 
Sears (before the notice of Sears closing). I finished shopping waiting for a return 66 back to Santa Cruz 
and hopped off at Coles BBQ for a rib dinner. Then had to wait in the cold for an hour for the next 66 
going to the Mall then to return to Soquel Ave to transfer to the 71 to go home in Live Oak. Please have 
more transportation options in Live Oak. 
 
My ex-wife worked at, as temporary help, at West Marine in Watsonville during a transition for them, 
and the closest bus stop arrived at 5pm. The next bus was at 6pm (she was able to get a ride to 
Watsonville, but not back home). I had the brilliant idea to use Uber to get her to the Watsonville Metro 
Station to catch whatever bus was going back to Santa Cruz. I would then either wait at 41st & Soquel to 
pick her up or at the bus stop at Soquel & Thurber. This quickly became better for me to be dropped off 
at Pasatiempo to catch the 35A into Scotts Valley, and for her to continue to Watsonville for when we 
shared our one car. Please have more transportation options in the Watsonville Square Area. 
 
Rideshare; 
I have tried Zimride a UC Santa Cruz TAPS supported rideshare program. I have been on the Zimride site 
for over four years now and have failed to find adequate, timely rideshare. Enterprise Car Rental 
Company had recently purchase Zimride & Rideshare vanpool. I did reach out to & met with Rideshare, 
but I have not successfully gained a ride to work & back. I have tried WazeCarpool with only three rides 
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in the last seven months. I have tried scoop & duet to no avail. I can use some of the ride share apps, but 
the convenience is lost either I have to get up an hour early or work with my supervisor to come in later 
(my supervisor is very supportive of my endeavor). My time is just a valuable as anyone else’s, and if it is 
too much an inconvenience for me - I might as well buy a car. I currently use either Uber or Lyft to get to 
work in a timely manner at $16 to $20 a trip and take the METRO home with a UCSC staff buss pass ($16 
a month). 
 
We have a free Lyft rides back and forth to Campus, but only students can use this for commute 
purposes. I found out recently that TAPS has not gathered enough data to justify other options between 
campus, downtown and the UC Scotts Valley Center. We have been at the Enterprise Technology Center 
(ETC) in Scotts Valley since January of 2017. UCSC TAPS only supports Zimride as an alternative to a TAPS 
vanpool as affiliates feel safer with other affiliates (less the non-affiliated Lyft free rides for staff & 
students).  
 
Maybe help UberPool & LyftPool with accessibility in our county, and other viable less expensive ride 
share options? 
 
FYI; 
It is about 25 minutes back and forth from Campus to Scotts Valley on Lyft (this does not include wait 
times). 
Uber & Lyft are smartphone app based ride hailing services. 
UberPool, Lyftpool, Wazecarpool, Scoop & Duet are smart phone app based car-pool options – you have 
to walk to a convenient pick-up spot (up to ten minutes – another reason for scooter share). 
Wazecarpool, Scoop & Duet are encouraged by Cruz511 ($4 a trip). 
 
Kaiser Changing Service 
I just learned from my Kaiser Doctor that Kaiser is ending therapy for adults at the Santa Cruz Kaiser 
location, but they are expanding Watsonville & Scotts Valley locations (Santa Cruz Kaiser will still have 
child therapy). 
 
How will those in need of service & campus students get to Watsonville & Scotts Valley Kaiser in a timely 
manner? 
 
Can the SCCRTC, the METRO, Kaiser, Cabrillo, the Enterprise Technology Center (ETC) & U.C. TAPS work 
together to find an equitable transportation solution? 
Maybe there is grant money available from Kaiser? 
Maybe ETC can move from free Lyft service to a shuttle service or help enhanced METRO service to ETC 
& Kaiser? 
Maybe METRO can loop from Santa Cruz to Scotts Valley stopping at the ETC & Kaiser (both ways on 
Scotts Valley Drive)? 
Maybe METRO can go from half-hour intervals to 20 minutes intervals on Metro routes 35/35A? 
 
Safety 
I have been pretty amenable to going car-less, but as of late, safety has been on my mind. Our Highways 
are designed to trickle people in, but it also trickles people out. As for safety, this is very 
disadvantageous. We need to have three lanes on at least Hwy1 to safely help get people out of our 
County in an emergency. We also need to attain some evacuation help for those that are car-less. 
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Please note for future thoughts: 
I wonder if autonomous vehicles would help get people out, or would those companies that own the 
autonomous vehicles keep them out of harm’s way & have them not enter evacuation areas? 
Will future autonomous vehicles insurance companies allow their property to help evacuate car-less 
citizens? 
 
Our County needs more options. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration 
 
 
From: GARY PLOMP  
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 9:42 AM 
To: Undisclosed recipients: 
Subject: RE: Repair of the Santa Cruz Branchline 
 
To all: 
 
     The storms of 2017, damaged and undermined the Santa Cruz Branch rail line just North of 
Watsonville at Mile Post 5 rendering it unusable.  The Army Corps of Engineers are not scheduled to 
repair it until late next year.  Of course, the anti-rail groups in North Santa Cruz County have impeded 
this process too. This is ridiculous!    
 
      I respectfully ask that you LOBBY or contact the CTC (California Transportation Commission) and 
your Local, State and Federal representatives to fast track (no pun) the repairs of this important 
transportation entity.  Thank you for your attention. 
 
                                                                    Gary V. Plomp 
                                                                    Rail Advocate 
 
 
The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below: 
 
SAFER STREETS AND RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion. 
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone. 
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians. 

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study 
 
November 28, 2018 
Francis Nimmo            Golden Love 
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From: Kirill Petrov  
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 12:15 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: I support Greenway 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I support Santa Cruz County Greenway's plan for the rail corridor and their healthy, forward-thinking 
vision for our overall county transportation outlook. 
 
Please help to ensure Greenway's alternative plan is given fair consideration in the Unified Corridor 
Study. Our county needs realistic, affordable alternatives to gridlock not a fantasy train with invisible 
riders. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kirill Petrov 
 
 
From: Craig Chatterton 
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 11:44 AM 
To: tim_gubbins@dot.ca.gov; jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; 
rlj12@comcast.net; trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; cchase@cityofsantacruz.com; ebottorff167@yahoo.com; 
openup@cats.ucsc.edu; David.reid@santacruzcounty.ca.us; patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us; 
aschiffr@ucsc.edu; Ginger Dykaar <gdykaar@sccrtc.org>; Regional Transportation Commission 
<info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: draft Unified Corridor Investment Study Document 
 
To: RTC commission and UCS team members, 
 
As a resident of the 2nd district in Santa Cruz County, I have significant concerns about the draft Unified 
Corridor Investment Study document (UCS). Like many residents, my life is significantly impacted by the 
transportation issues and decisions facing the county. Attached are some comments on the draft UCS. 
 
Thank you for time and consideration. 
 
Craig Chatterton 
Resident, 2nd District 
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From: Robert Esposito 
Sent: Saturday, November 24, 2018 9:18 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: UCS 
 
Dear RTC members, 
 
I am sure much time has been spent discussing the engineering feat of the UCS. As a licensed contractor 
in the building industry for over 20yrs, I feel the expense doesn't justify the current planned options.  
Typically 2 tracks are required for safe and efficient commuter rail service. The corridor currently seems 
only wide enough for single (1) tracking which usually is only used for branch lines. How can you have a 
commuter rail service with only one track? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Robert Esposito 
Resident of Rio Del Mar 
 
 
From: John Speyer 
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 1:09 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Comments on Unified Corridor Investment Study 
 
Dear SCCRTC: 
 
As a resident of Watsonville for more than 20 years, I urge you to support Preferred Scenario B, which 
include Rail + Trail route between south & north county.  
 
Destroying the rail line would be disastrous for our county, eliminating one of the best options for 
North-South commutes. Don’t listen to the Greenway folks: most county residents will not be 
commuting north & south on bikes! The rail offers an excellent option to move folks, assuming the price 
is not out of the range of service/hospitality/factory workers. 
 
It’s been proven time and again that widening lanes will NOT help solve the problem in the long run, as 
HWY 1 will simply turn into a rush hour parking lot after a few years of its widening. Drivers need to be 
encouraged to carpool or take alternative forms of transportation.  
 
Final thought: how about encouraging private or public smaller vehicles - mini-vans that hold a dozen or 
so, and run every 15 min or less - to get folks to and from work at the train hubs, "the last mile” 
scenario. This would be essential for getting folks from Watsonville to Pajaro train station, and from the 
Santa Cruz station to the industrial Westside & River St/Hwy 9 areas. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
John Speyer 
Watsonville CA 
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From: margherita zavatta   
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 4:48 PM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Public Comment 
 
I urge Commissioners to support the Preferred Scenario (B) of the Unified Investment Corridor Study. 
Using the rail corridor for both rail and trail is definitely the best option when considering public safety, 
reducing carbon emissions, improving social equity, increasing use of public transit and benefiting the 
local economy.  
 
Thanks, 
 
Margherita Zavatta 
 
 
From: Bob F  
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 12:07 PM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Improving Quality of Life in Santa Cruz County by easing HWY1 traffic during Commute Times 
 
Apparently the RTC is still undecided between the "Rail-Trail" and "Trail-only". I feel the very distant 
"promise" of one mixed with all the realities of the other, may be best and to offer it now! With the RTC 
delaying a decision, I’d like to encourage a “Bus-Trail Corridor” alternative that allows a very viable 
means for transporting people safely and comfortably across Santa Cruz County that can essentially be 
guaranteed to be a fraction of the time that it now takes during commute times. This should appeal to 
those who can only dream of one day taking a safe passenger train. It also should appeal to those who 
want the opportunity to freely travel along this corridor via a variety of human-powered means. 
 
I just sent the following to the newspapers, please support this alternative that I feel will most likely 
further improve Quality of Life in Santa Cruz County. 
 
Bob  Fifield 
Aptos, Ca. 95003  
 
 
From: Dianne  
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 11:34 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Keep the Rail! 
 
Regional Transportation Commission: 
 
I urge Commissioners to support the Preferred Scenario (B) of the Unified Investment Corridor 
Study.  Using the rail corridor for both rail and trail is definitely the best option when considering public 
safety, reducing carbon emissions, improving social equity, increasing use of public transit and 
benefiting the local economy.  
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Public safety - fewer traffic collisions, injuries and deaths. 
 
Significant reduction in VMT (vehicle miles traveled) - critical for reducing carbon emissions and traffic 
congestion. 
 
Economic benefits - the increase in visitor related tax revenue will be as much as 60% higher than the 
other scenarios.  
 
Funding availability -   Santa Cruz County voters overwhelmingly approved Measure D, which includes 
ongoing funding for the rail and trail.  Most importantly, the recently adopted California State Rail Plan 
specifically allocates $1.5 billion for the Central Coast to “Implement Regional Rail Connecting Monterey 
and Santa Cruz to the Statewide Rail Network”. 
 
Equitable -  Rail with trail will serve many modes of travel for many differing abilities. 
 
Keep the rail and build the trail - Scenario B is the best option to address the climate crisis, 
provide equatible transportation access for everyone, improve local  economic vitality and develop a 
truly sustainable transportation system that will serve Santa Cruz County now and well into the future. 
 
Dianne Dryer 
Santa Cruz County resident 
 
 
From: Martha Macambridge  
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 9:11 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Keep the rail and build the trail 
 
I urge Commissioners to support the Preferred Scenario (B) of the Unified Investment Corridor 
Study.  Using the rail corridor for both rail and trail is definitely the best option when considering public 
safety, reducing carbon emissions, improving social equity, increasing use of public transit and 
benefiting the local economy.  
 
Public safety - fewer traffic collisions, injuries and deaths. 
 
Significant reduction in VMT (vehicle miles traveled) - critical for reducing carbon emissions and traffic 
congestion. 
 
Economic benefits - the increase in visitor related tax revenue will be as much as 60% higher than the 
other scenarios.  
 
Funding availability -   Santa Cruz County voters overwhelmingly approved Measure D, which includes 
ongoing funding for the rail and trail.  Most importantly, the recently adopted California State Rail Plan 
specifically allocates $1.5 billion for the Central Coast to “Implement Regional Rail Connecting Monterey 
and Santa Cruz to the Statewide Rail Network”. 
 
Equitable -  Rail with trail will serve many modes of travel for many differing abilities. 
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Keep the rail and build the trail - Scenario B is the best option to address the climate crisis, 
provide equitable transportation access for everyone, improve local  economic vitality and develop a 
truly sustainable transportation system that will serve Santa Cruz County now and well into the future.   
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Martha Macambridge 
 
From: Nadene Thorne  
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 8:22 PM 
To: Ryan Coonerty <ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us> 
Cc: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Way Forward in Light of the UC Study 
 

Commissioner Coonerty, 

As your district constituent, I was highly disappointed by your vote in June to approve the Progressive 
Rail contract.  Most of the commissioners who voted for it with you expressed the same justification: 
“We HAVE to do something for the businesses in Watsonville who depend on freight.”   

 My question to you, and to these other commissioners, is why you didn’t direct the RTC staff to write 
and negotiate a contract that would have done only what we all agreed was immediately needed: 
provide rail service for Watsonville businesses and to the south, rather than a 10-year contract 
(potentially) committing the county to make substantial – and expensive – repairs to the rail line whose 
value we are far from a consensus on.  None of the commissioners, to my knowledge, has answered that 
question. 

 Now we have the results of the highly touted UCI Study, one that, for all its advertised community input 
and presumed foundation on verified fact, nevertheless seems to offer a mishmash of partial proposals, 
and further postpones substantive solutions until 2035!  It appears as though the commission staff 
would rather study the transportation problems, rather than actually recommend doing anything about 
them any time soon. 

 Doesn’t it make sense at this critical juncture, before further obligating the county to whatever 
uncertainty is proposed in Progressive Rail’s contract, to at least step back and consider the implications 
of some of the significant circumstances that have changed since the UCI Study was authorized: 

            1) The Measure L vote in Capitola,  

            2) The Progressive Rail contract, 

            3) The sudden and perhaps unexpected popularity of e-bikes in Santa Cruz   as a viable 
transportation option rather than as simply recreation,  
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            4) The inability to date of the City of Santa Cruz to fund the astonishingly       expensive Segment 7 
phases of even a narrow trail aside the railroad tracks,  

            5) The substantial number of community speakers and letter writers who     have lobbied you all 
to pursue bus and trail only (as opposed to the   ambiguous dot-and-vote system of several of the 
presentations), and to oppose the Progressive Rail contract as written,  

            6) The less-than-enthusiastic local responses to the north coast EIR      proposal and 
presentations, 

            7) The comments and recommendations of several transportation speakers 
which you, the RTC, sponsored, 

            8) And there are probably innumerable other changes to the transportation     landscape which 
only you all may be aware, and through which you commissioners must negotiate. 

 In short, accepting the staff recommendation of Scenario B will undermine the explicit goals the study: 
to ascertain transportation solutions which offer economy, meet environmental goals, and enhance 
social equity.  The study itself makes it clear that no rail option will be equitable, or will effectively 
reduce traffic on Highway 1, or will be affordable for the long term, or achievable in the near term. 

 Before simply rubber-stamping this flawed scenario recommendation of the RTC staff, who, it should be 
noted, were not elected as representatives of us citizens but rather function only at the behest of you 
commissioners, I would hope that you would use this opportunity to re-evaluate “the plan of record” in 
light of the present and near future and create a scenario that genuinely offers viable and affordable 
transportation improvements for both north and south county residents. 

 I would be happy to meet with you to discuss these options further. 

 Nadene Thorne 
 
From: Joel Isaacson  
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 6:50 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail trail 
 
Keep the rails for the future. Build the trail now.  
 
Joel Isaacson  
 
 
From: Nancy  
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 10:15 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail + Trails 
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I urge Commissioners to support the Preferred Scenario (B) of the Unified Investment Corridor 
Study.  Using the rail corridor for both rail and trail is definitely the best option when considering public 
safety, reducing carbon emissions, improving social equity, increasing use of public transit and 
benefiting the local economy.  
 
Some of the reasons cited in the recent Unified Corridor Study:  
 
- Public safety - fewer traffic collisions, injuries and deaths. 
 
- Economic benefits - the increase in visitor related tax revenue will be as much as 60% higher than the 
other scenarios.  
 
- Funding availability -   Santa Cruz County voters overwhelmingly approved Measure D, which includes 
ongoing funding for the rail and trail.  Most importantly, the recently adopted California State Rail Plan 
specifically allocates $1.5 billion for the Central Coast to “Implement Regional Rail Connecting Monterey 
and Santa Cruz to the Statewide Rail Network”. 
 
- Equitable -  Rail with trail will serve many modes of travel for many differing abilities.  
 
 
- Climate - Significant reduction in VMT (vehicle miles traveled)  - critical for reducing carbon emissions  
 
- Traffic - Significant reduction in traffic  
 
Keep the rail and build the trail - Scenario B is the best option to address the climate crisis, 
provide equatible transportation access for everyone, improve local  economic vitality and develop a 
truly sustainable transportation system that will serve Santa Cruz County now and well into the future. 
 
Thank you, 
Nancy Willard 
Aptos resident  
 
 
From: Chuck Johnson   
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 8:37 AM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Save the rails for the future of transport 
 
 
From: Eva Brunner  
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 10:52 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail Trail 
 
Commissioners -  
 
Keep the rail and build the trail - Scenario B is the best option to address the climate crisis, 
provide equitable transportation access for everyone, improve local  economic vitality and develop a 
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truly sustainable transportation system that will serve Santa Cruz County now and well into the future. 
 
Eva Brunner 
 
 
From: Tom Rath  
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 1:51 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: RAIL TRAIL CORRIDOR 
 
I live in Capitola and have been a member of the national Rails To Trails Conservancy since 2005. I 
receive their quarterly magazine and am amazed at how much has been accomplished nationwide in 
either converting rails to trails or establishing trails alongside rails. It dismays me to see that we are 
stuck with advancing our rail/trail with opposition primarily from Trail Now and Greenway. I am a firm 
proponent of rails WITH trails for our corridor. 
 
I only get the weekend subscription to the SC Sentinel and every week there is a letter to the editor on 
this topic either pro or con. I have subscribed to emails from Trail Now to read about their positions as 
well. I have read your studies provided by consultants and completed your surveys when asked upon to 
do so. I am a voter and checked elections results this morning because they are still counting mail in 
ballots. Measure L here in Capitola now trailing by 127 votes.  
 
I think a lot of negativity regarding rail comes from prior years when Union Pacific ran the rock train 
from Aromas to CEMEX once or twice per week. It was extremely heavy, loud, spewed lots of diesel 
exhaust, not energy efficient and basically obnoxious. I don't think the trains to Christmas Town helped 
improve the image of rail much for some of the same reasons. It amazes me that we ran that heavy rock 
train over all of our 100 plus year old bridges without incident but now cannot run "light" rail passenger 
service over those same bridges. This reeks of litigation issues even with scheduled structural 
inspections and retrofits if deemed necessary. 
 
I have researched Siemens in Sacramento and they have some really modernized, low floor, light weight, 
low emissions and quiet light rail vehicles. Although they do have many electric only applications they 
also have Tier 4 diesel/electric and brand new hydrogen/electric power options for their engines. Tier 4 
is the lowest emissions level for diesel powered vehicles in use currently. They provide their various 
products now on a world wide basis and are considered a leader in the industry. 
 
I believe I read where SMART in Marin/Sonoma offered free demo rides for a limited period of time. This 
offered proponents, opponents, stakeholders and general public an opportunity to experience the 
service prior to full implementation. Some of our stakeholders have gone up to ride SMART to 
experience for themselves light rail transit. I think a similar demo here having the RTC, Progressive the 
local cities and the County develop a proposal for submission to Siemens for this purpose. Many of our 
County residents are basing their opinion either pro or con without ever having experienced what a light 
rail service could provide. A former coworker of mine who lives just South of Watsonville and works at 
the main County building on Ocean told me his morning commute is now 1.5 hours minimum and his 
evening commute is now 2 hours notwithstanding any traffic incidents. He would love to drive in to 
Watsonville, hop on a light rail, ride to the Boardwalk area and then take a SC Metro shuttle up Pacific 
and over to Ocean. 
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Next phase of widening HWY 1 from Soquel Ave to 41st Ave not to begin until 2021. That's no more than 
one mile. HWY 1 commute traffic now spilling onto surface streets in attempt to evade the congestion. 
Tourism is our number one industry and agriculture is number two. We have an opportunity to increase 
our eco tourism economy by providing light rail service. Imagine many of the tourists entering our 
County from the East, the North and the South, parking their cars, hopping on light rail with a day pass 
and enjoying our County's many attractions without having to navigate the traffic. Rails To Trails 
Conservancy has reported that many businesses within 1/2 mile of the rail/trail corridors report a 20% 
to 25% increase in sales revenues. I just don't see many other options for us to consider bound in with 
the ocean on one side and the mountains on the other. I wish to thank you sincerely for your efforts on 
behalf of the residents of Santa Cruz County!!    
 
 
From: GARY PLOMP   
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 7:17 AM 
To: UCS <UCS@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: RE: Support for "B" 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
     I once again write this letter to voice my support for Measure "B" in regard to Rail with Trail. 
 
     It is paramount that the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line be preserved for future use!  It is a historic 
transportation asset that will factor big time into the future of transit in Santa Cruz County in the years 
ahead. 
 
      Keep in mind, other than the Greyhound bus, there is  NO DECENT INTERCITY connections in or out 
of Santa Cruz County at this time.  Also, the Santa Cruz Branch rail line will not only provide a link to 
future Amtrak service at Watsonville Junction in Pajaro but providing a needed transportation option for 
COMMUTERS as well. 
 
      Hopefully, freight service will be increased in the Santa Cruz and North County area in the future and 
preserving the rail line is essential for the economy of the county.   
 
  In addition the trail aspect will appease those who desire a walking and bike path as well.  It is a win-
win for all. 
 
      Thank you for your attention. 
                                                                      Gary V. Plomp 
                                                                      Rail Advocate 
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From: Dan  
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2018 7:51 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Viable traffic solutions  
 
We are retired and walk the area near Newbrighten elementary. If we are serious about traffic solutions 
we should talk a hard look at returning to school bus program. It would be far more effective in 
removing surface and highway traffic in the area. Also by studies estimates 3500 daily commuters would 
use new rail most of which would most likely be taken from existing bus passengers. By the way that is 
almost the same number I came up with several years ago when this all came up. I based it on existing 
public bus ridership. But to my point 3500 daily compared to 100,000 on highway is only 3.5% think 
about that number and the money that will have to be spend and continued to be spent to subsidize 
3500 riders on 60 trains daily. Lastly freight on rail in our area is a fantasy. Maybe a few decades ago but 
not in today’s world. Perhaps from Watsonville or Salinas eastward but not our area. Good to hear that 
meeting has been rescheduled . Thank you for all your efforts. 
 
The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below: 
 
SAFER STREETS AND RELIEF FROM TRAFFIC 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion. 
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone. 
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians. 

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study 
 
November 15, 2018 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Monica Alvarez Nayerli Ortiz Anna Castillo 
Yahir Alvarez Freddy Garcia Fidelina Mendoza 

Noe Fernandez-Duarte Ivan Salvador Sarah Aquilina 
F. Perez Edgar Rocha Monica Gracizo 

Domonique R. Miguel H. Leon Pacheco 
Bianca Castameda Carolyn Candia Rolando Munoz 
Sergio Hernandez Shane Soarez Ariana Gonzalez 

Jesus Mores Abram Rincon Richard Walsh 
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The SCCRTC received the following letter sent by the individuals listed below: 
 
CALLES MÁS SEGURAS Y ALIVIO DE TRÁFICO 
 
Estimada Agencia Regional de Transportación de Santa Cruz:  

• Necesitamos tránsito público rápido y confinable y calles más seguras para ciclistas y peatones. 
• Necesitamos alternativas para aliviar la congestion del tráfico en el autopista. 
• Favor de utilizer la vía de tren para servicios de pasajero confinable para trabajadores, 

estudiantes y todo el público. 
• Favor de hacer nuestras calles más seguras para bicicletas y peatones. 

 
Yo vivo en el condado de Santa Cruz y apoyo las mejoras en el Escenario B del Estudio “Unified Corridor 
Investment Study”. 
 
November 15, 2018 
 

 
 

Mark Poza Gabino E. Torres S. Carlos Plasceria Lexío Valeria 
Daniel Oviedo Adriana Cruz Eduardo Jiménez  
Jeremi Gerardo Cruz Mariah  
Angel Barrientos Romero Roberto Guadalupe Grande  
Jorge Hernandez Maria Pocel Yaneli  
Adriana Zacarias Joaquin Lane Rodrigo Hernandez  
Ian M. Ana Martinez Xitlali Suarez  
Eric B. Joel Garcia Alejandro Martinez  

 
From: kaki rusmore  
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 10:47 PM 
To: ucs@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Unified Corridor Study 
 
Dear RTC staff, 
I have reviewed information on the UCS and want to encourage you to recommend keeping the rails for 
future possible use, while developing the trail alongside them now: scenario B.  
 
This option helps move our county towards sustainable transportation, supports healthy lifestyles, and 
offers a long-term affordable solution to north-south transportation.  We need to move away from 
supporting cars as our main form of transportation. We need to take action towards an equitable, 
affordable solution to our transportation challenges. This option will help that happen.  
 
I also want to take this opportunity to comment on Measure L in Capitola. I do not think you can take its 
passing as a measure of support for abandoning the rail option.  The Yes on L publicity was extremely 
misleading, talking about "saving the trestle", providing bike paths (as though that is not already in the 
plans) and never mentioned the way it would inhibit the development of rail transit.  I walked 
neighborhoods for No on L with my daughter who lives there, and at least 90% of the people we talked 
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to had no idea that L would make it more difficult to develop rail transit. They thought getting rid of the 
tracks and effectively eliminating the possibility of developing modern rail transit in the future was a 
very bad idea.  As you are probably aware, L passed by only 90 votes.  I am sure that if Capitola voters all 
had clear information about the implications of L on future rail transit, it would have been defeated by a 
wide margin.   
 
Thank you for your hard work on this contentious issue. I hope that Santa Cruz Co. takes this 
opportunity to stand behind its rhetoric of loving the natural environment and caring about other 
human beings and puts a plan in place that demonstrates both those values. 
 
Warmly,  
Catherine Rusmore 
 
 
From: T & G Schuttish  
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 4:57 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Safer streets and relief from traffic 
 
Dear Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission,  
 

• We need fast reliable public transit and safer streets for cyclists and pedestrians. 
• We need alternatives to being stuck in highway traffic congestion. 
• Please use the rail line for dependable passenger train service for workers, students and 

everyone.  
• Please make our streets safer for bikes and pedestrians.  

 
I live in Santa Cruz County and I support the improvements in Scenario B of the Unified Corridor 
Investment Study. Please decide quickly, we are ready for the Rail & Trail.  
 
 
 
From: Robert Stephens   
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 10:20 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: My Comments for the Commissioners 
 

Dear RTC Commissioners: 

 It looks like the majority of voters in Capitola are not interested in a train in their community and prefer 
a safe useable trail. Watsonville wants to widen the freeway like north county has done (look how nice 
the fish hook works after the improvements were made), San Lorenzo Valley and Scotts Valley residents 
will never use a train or want to pay for one , no one working in ag in Watsonville will ever use a 
train(but they will pay for it), METRO is concerned about their funding being cannibalized by the train, 
and Jump bikes are moving a lot of people at no cost to tax payers. All the while the RTC staff is 
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recommending: ”stay the course”: don’t widen the freeway, keep the rusty rails, and are causing the 
trail to not be built anytime soon due to and extremely high cost (look at segment 7.1 costs). 

 The UCIS is nothing but an exercise in “continue with the plan” from the RTC staff. There is now a big 
push to wrap this up by the end of the year. What is the rush?  Is this good government, or more a 
political push? There will not be any trains going past Watsonville for six months or more. The RTC has a 
new ED, who should have time to weigh in on all this, as he will have to deal with this in the end. You are 
also facing a CEQA lawsuit that is not resolved. Let’s see if the UCIS can stand up to a peer review. You 
will also have some new commissioners, who will want to weight in on this issue. I am sure the staff will 
tell you a lot of reasons for a rush to get this done, but they are all just set up by staff to "push this 
through". You and I all know this. 

 Let’s spend a little time and effort to get this right, as it is very important to our community. Use some 
common sense and don’t rush into this and make another mistake. Remember the last rail operator the 
staff recommended, how much did that improve traffic in our community or help anything. 

 Rail banking leaves all doors open: rail, wheeled vehicles , trail and any combination of the above (yes it 
can be iron clad to allow for future trains), while going with Progressive closes the door for ten years, 
except for spending a lot of money on a trail and losing local control of the corridor. 

 Stop, listen to your community and try and make transportation improvements we can afford and 
implement in a timely fashion that works for everyone. 

 Sincerely, 

 Robert Stephens 
 Aptos 

 
 
From: Keresha J Durham 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 11:56 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Support for Scenario B 
 
Dear Chair Leopold and Commissioners, 
 
After close review of the Unified Corridor Investment Study, myself and many local environmental and 
transportation activists feel that Scenario B best meets our local environmental and social equity goals.  
 
As you may know the October 8, 2018 report issued by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) stated that time to act to limit global warming to 1.5ºC is “rapidly closing.” Due to this fact, we 
urge you to make a decision by your December 6 meeting. 
 
Scenario B is the best for our regional environment for the following reasons: 
1) has the fewest vehicle miles traveled (VMT) of any option. 
2) emits the lowest level of pollutants of any option. 
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3) has the greatest CO2e emission reductions. 
4) is the most equitable choice. It is responsive to needs of all people as it serves 
the highest number of County transit users. 
5) includes a rail option which according to national Sierra Club Transportation 
Policy, is “most effective in stimulating compact development patterns, increasing public 
transit patronage and reducing motor vehicle use.” (policy from September 2018) 
6) results in the highest mode share for bicycle use. 
7) has the second lowest mode share for driving alone. 
8) results in the highest mode share for transit use. 
 
Scenario B is not perfect; special attention must be paid to the avoidance and mitigation of 
environmental impacts during the design phase of transportation projects. It can do a better job of 
implementing modern transportation design that protects the environment, sensitive habitat and 
wildlife, by including:  
- Continued use of the rail line for transport of goods by freight must be included. Every 
freight rail car removes three to four trucks from the highway improving safety for road 
users and reducing greenhouse gases. 
- Mission Street intersection improvements must be designed for increased safety for 
bicyclists and pedestrians, not just to improve automobile traffic flow. 
- We urge future upgrade of public transit modes to all electric as soon as possible. This 
conversion coupled with the County’s participation in Monterey Bay Community Power 
will further reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Transportation is the highest source of CO2 emissions in the United States. As the national Sierra Club 
Transportation Policy states, transportation strategies must “protect natural systems and open space, 
reduce vehicle miles traveled, and promote environmental and economic justice and access for all, 
including low-income communities and those most impacted by pollution.” Also national Sierra Club 
policy opposes the building or widening of limited access highways and states that HOV lanes should 
come from converting existing highway lanes rather than constructing new lanes. 
 
Please move forward with Scenario B and providing transit options for our County!  
 
Keresha J Durham  
Environmentalist, former Chair of the City of Santa Cruz Transportation Commission 
37 year resident of Santa Cruz, lifetime member of the Sierra Club  
 
 
From: Bill Rutherford 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 10:47 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Rail 
 
I just can't believe you will move forward with rail. The cost benefit ratio is glaringly ridiculous. This 
project is a boondoggle. Stop it! You are moving on this way too fast. There is no crisis that will be fixed 
by going forward with commuter rail now. Your ideas and plans today will be obsolete before they can 
be implemented. Please wake up before its too late. Since I have not had the chance to have my opinion 
counted in at the poles, this is my NO vote on a rail option at this time. 
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From: Ed Porter  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 10:22 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: Sandy Brown  
Subject: Report on PRT in Santa Cruz County for the UCS 

To:   George Dondero 

Dear Mr. Dondero, 

I'm attaching the report from a study of the potential of Automated Transportation Networks in Santa 
Cruz  (ATNs, aka PRT).    This study was commissioned by Santa Cruz PRT Inc. member Brett Garrett 
with a supplemental stipend FROM Santa Cruz PRT Inc.,  and is intended to support and inform the 
Unified Corridor Investment Study. 

The consultant performing this study is Peter Muller from PRT Consulting, 
Inc.(http://prtconsulting.com/)  This is the same consultant who performed the recently published 
study for the Greenville-Pickens Area Transportation Study (GPATS)  Long-Range 
Transportation Plan (LRTP) process.*     

In my opinion, Santa Cruz RTC is fortunate to have this consultant draw upon his recent work 
experience and prepare this study for Santa Cruz.  

I am attaching the PDF file of the Santa Cruz study for your use and for any distribution you may wish 
to make.    

I'm writing to make a specific request.  That is, we would like to present this study to the Commission 
with the hope that there would be a motion from a Commission member to accept the study. Our 
thinking is that this could happen at the meeting 2 weeks from now. 

You will notice that I have cc'd Commissioner Sandy Brown so that she will be informed of my 
request. 

I'd also like to comment at this time that we think ATN/PRT should be considered withing the broad 
catagory of "Rail Transit"  since there are a wide variety of rail possibilities in size of vehicle and other 
specifications. 

Best Regards, 

Ed Porter        

*GPATS is the MPO, for the Greenville, South Carolina Urbanized Area.    Here is a link to that working
group:

 http://www.gpats.org/about-gpats/gpats-101  
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From: Janie Soito 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 9:49 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Support Profession staff recommendation of Scenario B 

I’m a Watsonville native and am writing to let you know that I support the professional staff’s 
recommendation for Scenario B with modifications. My biggest concern now is that quick action is 
needed to approve the plan and start moving forward with more trail construction and starting 
excursion service as soon as possible. I’m tired of the delay tactics of those who think they can 
circumvent the process. Now is the time to put the washout repairs on a fast track so that the rail line 
can be put back into use. With the rail line north of Watsonville out of service since February 2017, it 
gives some groups the false impression that the rail line is surplus and not needed. Watsonville needs 
the rail line for rail transit to jobs and recreation on the north side of the county. Santa Cruz needs that 
rail line for access to Pájaro and the rail transit opportunities that are coming. A trail only plan is 
insulting to the people of Watsonville. Seize the moment and let’s get the rail rolling! 

Sincerely, 
Janie Soito 

From: Dan Denevan 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 5:57 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: ucs study 

How did the UCS study arrive at their train ridership estimate of 7400 per day? The SMART train 
ridership is closer to 2000 per day for a population 3 times as large as Santa Cruz. Denton,TX and 
Beaverton, OR are both larger than Santa Cruz and have ridership under 2000 per day. It appears the 
UCS estimates are off by a factor of ten. 

From: Carey Pico  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 2:46 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org>; Patrick Mulhearn 
<patrick.mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us>; Andy Schiffrin <andy.schiffrin@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>; Ed 
Bottorff <ebottorff167@yahoo.com>; bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; Gine Johnson 
<gine.johnson@santacruzcounty.us>; trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; Jacques Bertrand 
<jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us>; Supervisor: Ryan Coonerty <ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us>; Randy 
Johnson <rlj12@comcast.net>; Cynthia Chase <cchase@cityofsantacruz.com>; Michael Rotkin 
<openup@ucsc.edu> 
Subject: Costs to taxpayers for UCIS topics - HOV: $0.38/trip; Train: $9.76/trip; BRT: $3.73; (Metro: 
$5.34) 

Please note the operating costs of programs stated in the UCIS: 
These are the "county cost"/trip (i.e., operating cost - fares). 

  Cost per Trip (based on UCIS numbers except METRO) 

UCS - Comments Received Public Comments | Page 449



METRO:   $5.34/trip (average fare of $1.52/trip, total cost: $6.86/trip) - included for comparison 
Train:    $9.76/trip (accounts for $2.50 fare/trip, total cost is $12.26/trip) 
HOV:   $0.38/trip (using Caltrans flow/speed data suggesting ~30% of trips are affected by 
congestion) 
Trail:  $0.07/trip 
BRT+Lite: $3.73/trip (note: this value seems too low; calculated as $24.3M/(Scen.C users-baseline)) 

From: Tom Fredericks  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 2:24 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: In Support of Rail Corridor 

My name is Tom Fredericks. I live in Felton and I will be attending the RTC Meeting November 15 in 
Watsonville. I support keeping the rails for future transit. I use Metro (including the 91X to Watsonville) 
and Jump Bike and hope I can include rail in my mix of transportation options in the years ahead. 

From: Molly Ording  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 12:13 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Our Support for the RTC's "Preferred Scenario! 

Good Day Very Valued and Appreciated RTC Members! 

I wish to state my husband’s and my long time support for all of your research and work and dedication 
of time and talents!  We are long time Capitola residents and have been interested in your studies for 
quite some time! 

We unequivocally support your selection of Scenario B, with agreed upon modifications.  We feel this is 
a regional issue and we all need to take a regional approach that will benefit the most in our area as a 
whole.  I might add that the “social equity” portion of the plan has long been of importance to me, as 
well as the future development of some sort of transportation mode along the rail corridor and an 
adjacent walking and bike trail!  Being retired, we try to stay off Hwy 1 whenever possible…for so many 
reasons... time, pollution, frustration, etc. etc! 

Thanks to each of you, most sincerely,  for your very hard and long work and study of the many options!  
We will look forward to hearing the results of your meeting and very much look forward to some 
tangible improvements for all of us throughout our coastal region! 

Most sincerely, 

Molly & Mickey Ording 
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