


June 16, 2016 TPW Meeting  Handout: Item 6 – Updated Ballot Question  

 

Replaces text in Attachment 2: Ordinance, Section 14 (p. 6-20)  
UPDATED BALLOT QUESTION 

and Attachment 3: Resolution (p. 6-30) 

Safety, Pothole Repair, Traffic Relief, Transit Improvement Measure. In order to: 
improve children’s safety around schools; repair potholes; repave streets; improve traffic 
flow on Highway 1; maintain senior/disabled transit; reduce global warming pollution by 
providing transportation options like sidewalks, buses, bike lanes, trails; preserve rail 
options; shall Santa Cruz County voters adopt an ordinance establishing a half-cent sales 
tax for 30 years, raising approximately $17 million annually, requiring citizen oversight, 
independent audits, and funds spent locally? 
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Handout: Item 6 

 

“When Will My Road Be Fixed?”        By Bruce McPherson, Santa Cruz County Supervisor 5th District 

 
I hear that question more than any other and I wish I had an answer. 
 
Funding for both our local roads and statewide 
transportation system continues to be a critical 
need. State and federal gas taxes haven’t increased 
in 20 years. Inflation, increased construction costs, 
improved fuel efficiency and non-gasoline vehicles – 
while we appreciate them – have eroded funding for 
transportation. Santa Cruz County has seen an 
approximate 20 percent cut in revenue from gas 
taxes over the past two years, and we expect to see 
another 25 percent cut in fiscal year 2016-17. This 
equates to $5.4 million that is not available for basic 
pavement management work on County roadways. 
 
Counties throughout the state are working together on new transportation funding measures – as they 
have in previous years. Unfortunately, I have little confidence that the state is ready to address the 
issue again this election year. I expect that, that by pushing it into a special session, the Legislature will 
once again delay a decision by the June 15 budget deadline. 
 

That leaves Santa Cruz County in the position of helping 
ourselves. A local sales tax measure proposed by the Regional 
Transportation Commission will be on the November ballot that 
would make us a “self-help” County. The proposed 
Transportation Improvement Plan would be supported through a 
half-cent sales tax, should voters approved the ballot measure. 
 
The 30-year plan would invest in repairs in neighborhood and 
rural streets, new projects for cyclists and pedestrians, Highway 
9 safety projects and Highway 1 congestion relief projects.  

 
Here are some of the key benefits: 

 Local street repair: The largest part of revenue from the sales 
tax would go to “neighborhood projects” for our local streets 
and roads, as well as bike and pedestrian projects. 

 Mobility projects: It’s likely that nearly 20 percent of the 
revenue would go to “mobility access” for the 
elderly/disabled/veterans paratransit services provided by the 
Metro and Community Bridges. 
 

http://www.tpgonlinedaily.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/5thDistrict_rough-road-ahead-sign.jpg
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 Improvements to Highways 1, 9 and 17: 
o HWY 1: Traffic relief for South County and Mid-County commuters, small businesses, transit 

buses and first responders through the addition of auxiliary lanes. 
o HWY 17: Protection for wildlife by building an undercrossing at Laurel Curve and funding the 

Safe-on-17 Freeway Service Patrol. 
o HWY 9: Safety improvements in the San Lorenzo Valley. 

 New bridges for cyclists and pedestrians: Cyclist- and pedestrian-only bridges to be built over Highway 
1 at Chanticleer St. and Mar Vista Dr. 

 Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail: Continued expansion of the Coastal Rail Trail spine of the 
Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail for cyclists and pedestrians along the rail corridor in Watsonville, 
Santa Cruz and Capitola, and connecting to Monterey County. 

 Investigation of rail transit as a future option: Holding open the option of transit in the future by 
maintaining the tracks in the coastal rail corridor and researching future technologies through an open 
public process; the plan does not include funding for any new commuter or visitor rail service. 

 Safety for kids: New funding for Safe Routes to Schools. 

 Help for seniors, veterans and residents with disabilities: Sustain an effective paratransit system. 
 
I hope you will join me in supporting this measure to fill our potholes and pave our roads. 
 
 

 
Posted by Michael Oppenheimer on June 7, 2016.  

http://www.tpgonlinedaily.com/will-road-fixed/ 
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Handout: Item 6 Attachment 4 – Public Comments 
 

COMMENTS RECEIVED JUNE 8TH – JUNE 15TH OR NOT ALREADY 
INCLUDED IN ATTACHMENT 4 

 

From: joe martinez 
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 7:12 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org; 
Subject: RE: Care about your local streets and roads? 
 

Commissioners, 
Tell the whole story. How much are you planning to spend on each line item. You must 

think we are oblivious to your tactic. You want to waste 65 million dollars on the rail 
corridor. I will be voting No on the tax measure. 
Joe Martinez 

 

 
From: Glenn D Smith  

Sent: Saturday, June 04, 2016 2:49 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Let's Move 

 
Hi Karena: 

  
In today's mail was the "Improving Transportation Options for Santa Cruz County".   
  

The piece describes a number of improvements, costing $450 million, that is being 
considered as a ballot measure for the November 2016 ballot.   

The improvements are summarized in the six item bulleted list, which seem reasonable 
and maybe even essential -with the glaring exception to reasonableness regarding rail 
service to ??? Davenport?!.  

  
Although the last item's listing states "No funding is included in the Plan for passenger rail 

service."    
Does this statement mean that the EIR will not cover the environmental impacts of 
anything related to passenger rail service?  or, If the EIR will cover rail service, how much 

will that portion cost? 
Although the majority of the projects being considered suggest a "yes" vote from me, the 

inclusion of funding for even an EIR for rail service would cause me to vote "No".  I 
suspect that I'm not alone in that regard?  A year 'round "Christmas train" service to the 
North Coast, running through residential neighborhoods, is in many respects a bad idea. 

  
Thanks for getting back to me, 

  
Glenn Smith 
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From: Contact Request Form [mailto:admin@sccrtc.org]  
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 10:39 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: New submission from Contact Form 

 

Name  

  Dan Denevan  

Subject  

  passenger train funding  

Your Message  

  
Is there anyone at the RTC who honestly believes that 2/3 of voters will, in the 
future, approve a tax measure to fund passenger rail in Santa Cruz County, on top of 

the current proposed transportation measure?  
 

 

 
From: Nathaniel James  
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 11:52 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: TRIP 

 
Karena, you can tell Don 'Rolling In The Wrong' Lane and John LIARpold that we will not 

pass the funding measure in November if the RTC loads in $68 mil. for the rail corridor 
and does not fully fund Metro. We probably won't pass it anyway with rail corridor $$$ 
that high but for sure if Metro goes underfunded. You have the 'NO' on Hwy widening 

paired with 'NO' on rail votes and you WILL NOT get the 2/3 you need. If Lane and 
LIARpold are smart, they would come out with Plan B at the June 16th meeting and not 

waste time waiting to be embarrassed in November. 
 
Nathaniel James 

 

 
 
From: Judy Nielsen 

Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 5:13 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: RE: Care about your local streets and roads? 
 

You have asked for input, please see the following comments: 
I am absolutely opposed to spending only $2.4 million for our county roads and $68 
million for the rail trail.  Sitting in daily gridlock during commute hours, as well as, 

weekends on Highway 1 between Freedom Blvd. and Santa Cruz is crazy.  Additionally, 
county roads are in such disrepair it is hard to drive on them.  The patching of the same 

pot holes, over and over again is not fixing the problem.  $68 million should be spent on 
the roads and $2.4 million on the rail trail.  The bicycle community and hikers are more 
vocal, but the majority of the population in Santa Cruz County that has to get from “here 

to there” can’t do it on a rail trail.  For the majority of the population it won’t take them to 
the dentist or doctor’s office, or the grocery store or to work.  The rail trail is 

mailto:admin@sccrtc.org
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“recreational”, work is “mandatory”, doctors are “mandatory”.  It is absolutely crazy, but 
then I could say the same thing about the purchase of a rail line in the first place.  We, 

Santa Cruz County, cannot afford to support a running rail line, fix the trestles, keep the 
tracks in good working order, etc.  A recreational train at Christmas Time is not going to 

pay the bills for a rail line and that is what we have, as “Passenger Rail Bond Funds” were 
used, we are stuck with “Passenger Rail”.  Where on earth were the members of the so 
called “Bond Oversight Committee” when this boondoggle went through in the first place?  

I am 100% opposed to a sales tax increase that does not solve the “transportation 
problem” in Santa Cruz County. 

Judy Doering Nielsen 
 

 
From: Jean Brocklebank 

Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 8:11 PM 
To: SCCRTC Commission 

Subject: Comment on proposed Sales Tax 
 
            Dear Commissioners and Staff ~ 

 
            The County of Santa Cruz is holding budget hearings this month.  All departments 

are trying to be responsive to the knowledge that we are due for yet another recession.   
            In a growth economy, boom and bust is a given.  Therefore, it makes no sense 
to me to pass a 30 year sales tax measure, with the idea that we can generate the 

money we need to do everything that is included in the current proposal, because there 
will be at least two or three recessions within those 30 years.   

            Additionally, predicating our transportation budget on the continued growth in 
consumption of stuff seems the wrong way to finance any endeavour.  Consumption of 
stuff takes fossil fuel energy (can't use wind generators or solar panels to mine, 

manufacture and transport stuff to market, nor to dispose of the waste and tossed old 
stuff).   

            Santa Cruz County is already way over its head in terms of being able to maintain 
existing infrastructure.  Building more and more infrastructure that will require more and 
more maintenance, when we cannot take care of what we already have, makes no sense. 

 I think the sales tax initiative should be limited - to begin with - to only two things:   
   1.  "Fix it First" for roadways, sidewalks and bike lanes (not new separate bike paths).   

   2.  Funding our existing bus system, instead of allowing the proposed cuts to its service. 
             I suggest a sales tax initially for 10 or 15 years -- not 30.  At the end of 10 

years, if the County can show that it can do these two things and do them well, then 
make the sales tax permanent in another election and add another project to the list: 
 extra funding on the Rail/Trail corridor for pedestrians and bicyclists, to create a grand 

thoroughfare through town for those two forms of transportation!  Let the rail portion of 
the corridor be put on hold.  Give the corridor a chance to prove its mettle as a quiet, 

non-motorized transportation option for travel throughout Santa Cruz's residential 
neighborhoods and commercial zones.   
            If providing for pedestrians, bicyclists and a fully functioning bus system proves 

to be successful in getting people out of their cars and off the streets and Hwy. 1, then we 
won't have to waste money doing what CalTrans now wisely refuses to do:  build more 

lanes for more congestion. 
Sincerely, 
Jean Brocklebank 

Santa Cruz, CA 



From: Dan Stevenson 
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 9:24 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Bond Measure 

 
The logic to widen the highway is really nuts. 
They say that auxiliary lanes could help. 

But they don't know and more studies should be done. 
So they are going to throw a huge amount of money at something without knowing if it 

helps. 
Meanwhile they are completely ignoring that a moveable wall like they have on the Golden 
Gate Bridge could alleviate congestion for a fraction of the cost. 

They are also ignoring the potential of adding a HOT lane which could elevate the status 
of the buses and could raise funds, something they would sorely need if they wanted to 

properly fund a widening project. 
In other words, they aren't even doing the best widening plan out there. 
All of this just to become a "self help" community.   

Apparently the self help will allow Santa Cruz to be more competitive for funds that are 
unreliable even with the self help status. 

State and federal funding needs to give way to more creative and/or local funding ideas 
because the political will in government doesn't exist to fund transit.    This isn't my idea, 

it is what many industry experts say.   
Also matching local investment can be achieved in other ways.  Paratransit, labor and 
other local funding can provide stimulus for matching grants from Federal and state 

sources.   
You have an existing infrastructure that can meet many needs of the county for 

transportation.  Instead you want to ignore it in favor of building costly new 
infrastructure.  These priorities are like letting planting fruit trees in the spring knowing 
people will starve in the fall. 

The RTC has an obligation to do what is environmentally just.  Building expensive projects 
for the relatively wealthy car and train riders while letter the poorer Metro riders suffer is 

a very questionable way to be "self helping".  
 

 
From: Contact Request Form [mailto:admin@sccrtc.org]  

Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 11:38 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: New submission from Contact Form 
 

Name  

  Gail Michaelis-Ow  

Subject  

  Widen Highway 1 now!  

Your Message  

  
Do not remove the proposed Highway 1 improvements from the sales tax proposal. 

Widening Highway 1 should be your top priority. I work with people who have to 
commute from Salinas, Morgan Hill or Watsonville to Santa Cruz and are on the 
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Highway for 60-90 minutes twice a day because they cannot afford to live near 
where they work. This is wrong. Bike trails are great, but not at the expense of 
working people who have to make a living. Widen Highway 1 now! Thank you, Gail 

Michaelis-Ow  
 

 

 
From: Zav Hershfiel  
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2016 9:30 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: highway widening vs under threat bus system 

 
Dear Commissioners,  
 

I understand your intention to do something for commuters who are stuck in traffic on 
Highway 1. However, experience with other highway expansion projects across the nation 

and the world leads to the conclusion that widening the highway will not reduce 
congestion. Rather, it will result in increased number of cars on the expanded highway. 
According to your own environmental impact report, increased traffic on Highway 1 will 

result in a "breakdown" in traffic flow by year 2035 and significant increases in 
greenhouse gases.  

The Commission's proposal for widening the highway would consume precious tax dollars 
at a time when our METRO bus system is forced to make deep cuts in service. This is 
unacceptable.  

 
Thanks for consideration, 

Zav Hershfiel 
 

 
-----Original Message----- 

From: Barbara Wooldridge 
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 12:30 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: 1/2 cent tax measure 
 

I will be unable to attend the June 16 meeting, but did want to submit my input for what 
it's worth.   

 
1.  We are already overtaxed. 
2.  There is no way a bike trail is going to lessen commute traffic...it is strictly 

recreational.  Fine if you can do it without raising taxes. 
3.  Bus service is more important than a recreational bike trail that will serve only a very 

small percentage of the population, but will overtax the entire population.   
4.  Road widening is more important than the trail. 
 

For these reasons, I will vote no on this plan. 
 

Barbara Wooldridge 
Santa Cruz 
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From:                              TRIP Support Form [admin@sccrtc.org] 
Sent:                               Saturday, June 11, 2016 3:31 PM 

To:                                   info@sccrtc.org 
Subject:                          New submission from TRIP Support 

  

Name 

  Donna Murphy 

Area of the County 

  West Side Santa Cruz 

I support the TRIP because... 

  

RTC:  
 

This letter is in support of the Transportation Measure, including all five of its 
investment areas.  

 
The transportation systems throughout Santa Cruz County are in great need; yet to 
be effective, a balanced, comprehensive plan is needed to improve local roads that 

are increasingly in disrepair; to provide mass transportation to those who are old, 
infirm, poor or who choose to minimize environmental impacts of their commute; to 

make bike and pedestrian transit safer; and to address the growing congestion both 
on the highway and ancillary city streets. 

 
I strongly support continued study of passenger rail service. Few — rather I’d say, no 
other — options exist that offer meaningful, measurable improvements in people’s 

ability to get around. Serious study to explore modern modes of rail transportation 
would address three important qualities of a transportation system: Equity, Efficiency 

& Environment.  
 
I also support the improvements to Highway 1. Even with modern rail and more bike-

friendly streets, countless people, businesses and travelers must use cars or trucks 
to traverse the county. We need a highway that serves those needs by easing 

bottlenecks and is safer.  
 
As the body responsible for assuring a functioning regional transportation system, 

you must look at a comprehensive system that provides safe, reliable transportation 
— not recreation — options for all people (young, old, handicapped, poor) to move 

effectively in our communities and throughout the region.  
 
Donna Murphy 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

  



From: Liz Levy 
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 2:30 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Questions and comments on RTC June 16th Potential Funding Meeting 

 
Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
 

1.  I understand that the RTC’s Tier I project is a high-level, long-range master plan and 
that the Tier II project area is defined as the Soquel to 41st space only.  RTC staff has 

confirmed that the RTC’s TRIP plan proposes the addition of lanes on both sides of the 
highway for three project areas: 
 

            - Soquel Avenue to 41st Avenue 
            - Bay/Porter to Park Avenue 

            - Park Avenue to State Park Drive 
 
I am concerned that the RTC hasn’t posted any details of the proposed six auxiliary lanes 

on its website.  If you are proposing that voters of this county approve $100 Million for a 
project that will add about six miles of non-through lanes to the highway, requiring the 

removal of nearly all of the existing landscaping, why are there no documents describing 
the details?  Or is this “public hearing” simply your way of saying to the public, “Come 

listen to what we’ve already decided to do, and we’ll fill in the details later.” 
A: There was a public process associated with the Highway 1 Tier 1 and Tier 2 Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  Responses to comments will be incorporated into the 

final EIR.   In addition, there was an extensive public process associated with the 2014 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and EIR.  The Highway 1 projects proposed in the 

Transportation Improvement Plan were included in both documents. There will be a 
separate project level environmental evaluation of the other two auxiliary lane segments 
(Park to Bay/Porter and State Park to Park) before those projects can advance to final 

design and construction (similar to the Tier 2 Soquel to 41st Ave project currently under 
review).  

2.  What evidence has the RTC collected that adding six exit/merge lanes between Soquel 
Drive and State Park Drive will lessen congestion for the south county drivers you claim to 
be satisfying?  Is there data to suggest that a large number of south county drivers are 

exiting at State Park, Park Avenue, Bay/Porter, or Soquel Avenue?  I assume some of 
them are exiting for jobs in the 41st Avenue business corridor, but there’s already an 

auxiliary lane between Bay/Porter and 41st Avenue.   
A: Auxiliary Lanes are operational improvements  that extend the weaving and merging 
distance for motorists entering and existing the highway – as such they tend to smooth 

out traffic flow. The Highway 1 Draft Tiered Environmental Document reports that the 
Soquel to 41st Auxiliary lane will increase vehicle and person throughputs on the Highway 

during the evening peak period. The Traffic Operations Report, Table 8-5 reports that the 
other auxiliary lane projects (Bay/Porter to Park and Park to State Park) will increase 
vehicle and person trips on the Highway in the southbound evening peak hour and 6 hour 

peak period (2:00 pm to 8:00 pm). Moreover, the Highway 1 Tiered Environmental 
Document reports that actual fatal and injury collision are 40% greater within the Tier 2 

project limits (Soquel to 41st Avenue) and 44% greater on the southbound off-ramp then 
the statewide average (Tables 2.1.5-5 and 2.1.5-6). Reducing congestion related collisions 
will not only have the benefit of reducing personal and property damage, but also reduce 

congestion caused by the high rate of incidents on the highway.  

mailto:info@sccrtc.org


3.  Auxiliary lanes, as defined by the Federal Transportation Administration are supposed 
to be built where "interchanges are closely spaced...and local frontage roads do not 

exist."  Each of these 3 segments is roughly a mile long.  That is not closely spaced.   
Two of the proposed mile-long lanes would be adjacent to existing frontage roads, namely 

Soquel Avenue and McGregor Drive, both on the south side of the highway.  This project 
is not following FTA guidelines, and therefore could introduce unintended consequences 
and problems.  

A: As presented in the introduction of Chapter 5 – Roadway Improvements section of the 
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Freeway Management and Operations 

Handbook, “…practitioners must view the overall performance of the transportation 
network as a whole… means looking beyond the typical freeway management and 
operations alternatives…” Traffic Engineers engaged by the RTC and working with State 

and Federal Traffic Engineers have recommended the auxiliary lane projects as presented 
in the Highway 1 Tiered Environmental Document and included in the Transportation 

Improvement Plan (TRIP).  
 
4.  Auxiliary lanes are not through lanes, they are designed only for entering and exiting 

the highway between interchanges.  But if you make them a mile long each, you are 
either turning a blind eye to illegal use, or you are knowingly tempting drivers to pull into 

and out of these lanes as they try to position themselves further down the road through 
the traffic, thereby perhaps “lessening congestion,” but also increasing the risk of side-

swipe and tailgate crashes.   
A: As cited above, the auxiliary lanes are proposed based on analysis of Highway 1’s 
performance characteristics and designed specifically to address the existing high rate of 

congestion related collisions, well in excess of the statewide average on similar facilities. 
The constraints of our county (ocean, greenbelt, agriculture lands) equate to reduced 

number of available transportation facilities. Highway 1 is designed to serve longer 
distance intra and inter county travel and reduce the number of cars seeking alternatives 
of cutting through neighborhoods.  

 
5.  The RTC has provided no evidence that the proposed six auxiliary lanes will “reduce 

congestion” or “shorten commute times”, as you have claimed in your mass-mailed 
brochure that announced the June 16, 2016 meeting date.  Further, your staffer Mr. 
Shultz has confirmed with me that the Draft EIR does not directly address the 

environmental impacts of these six miles of lanes.  Rather, it states, “"Future Tier II 
projects will be subject to separate project level environmental analysis..."    

A: Please see response to Question #2 above.  
 
6.  What evidence do you have that adding these six auxiliary lanes will reduce 

neighborhood cut-through traffic?  What specific neighborhood cut-through traffic are you 
referring to?   

A: This is an extrapolation from previous analysis based on the measures of effectiveness 
of the full Transportation System Management (TSM) Build Alternative applied to the 
projected reduction in neighborhood traffic attributed to the High Occupancy Vehicle 

(HOV) Build Alternative reported at the Open House Public Meeting in November 2015 for 
the Highway 1 Draft Tiered Environmental Document.  See attached.   

 
You are asking the public to comment on a proposal that has no substantive data, 
evidence, documentation, or environmental analysis. 

 



Everyone agrees that Highway 1 is congested, but it is also one of the most wasteful 
forms of transportation in the county.  For about 70% of the vehicles on the road, there 

are one (for trucks) to six (for large SUVs) empty seats being hauled every morning and 
evening from home to workplace and back.  This unused capacity is what makes the 

highway so inefficient, and accounts for 60 percent of the greenhouse gases produced in 
Santa Cruz County.  Adding more lanes will only produce more carbon emissions.  The 
fact that the RTC has collaborated with the Santa Cruz Business Council on a poll gauging 

voters’ opinions on highway widening suggests that it is the Business Council, not south 
county commuters, that is lobbying for highway expansion.  This is ironic, since business 

owners and other employers hold the key to solving commute-hour traffic congestion.  
Employers are in the best position to encourage carpooling or offer incentives to modify 
workers’ habits, through ride-matching, subsidized transit, vanpools, flex-time, 

telecommuting, bike lockers, showers, guaranteed rides home for emergencies, pre-tax 
benefits for transit and vanpools, or even cash for no-drive days.  If the employers in 

Santa Cruz County all agreed to aim for an average of 2-3 employees per vehicle in their 
parking lots, or actively supported alternate forms of transportation, it would relieve 
congestion and reduce commute times faster and at a far lower cost than a multimillion 

dollar highway construction project.   
A: Increasing capacity via vehicle occupancy will increase efficiency of the highway and 

decrease congestion, and there are now a multitude of different ways for people to take 
action to “buddy up.” The RTC has for many years and continues to support Cruz 511 and 

Carpool/Vanpool programs as a method to increase vehicle occupancy  
 
What’s in it for employers?  Real business benefits!  More parking for paying customers, 

reduced delivery times for incoming and outgoing goods, and extra money in workers’ 
pockets formerly spent on fuel.  A recent study in Massachusetts has shown that a one-

percent decrease in vehicle miles driven would result in $20 Billion savings statewide 
(previously attributed to fuel purchases, vehicle and road repairs, and traffic collisions), 
and savings of  23 million metric tons of carbon emissions over 15 years: 

http://www.masspirg.org/news/maf/new-report-finds-small-decrease-driving-would-save-
bay-staters-more-20-billion-2030 

 
People, not asphalt, can solve this problem, but it requires that employers recognize the 
benefits for both themselves and the community, and to make the commitment.  

Widening the highway with six additional miles of asphalt will increase noise, pollution, 
and health risks, and serves only to perpetuate the wasteful habit of solo-driving to work.  

I cannot support this project, and will continue to work for its removal from or defeat at 
the November ballot. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Liz Levy 
Soquel, CA  
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From: gary milburn  
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 3:00 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Proposed Sales Tax Measure 

 
Dear Commissioners, 
   I am writing today to strongly urge you to reformulate the proposed sales tax. It is my 

understanding that 20% of the funds raised by this tax would be used to create merge 
lanes on Highway 1. I would like to see NO funds spent on highway widening. I think that 

widening the highway would result in environmental damage with little or no benefit to 
the public. Highway widening does not work. Those monies would be far better spent 
bolstering our Metro system. 

   The last proposed sales tax increase for transportation had even more money for 
highway widening and I actively campaigned against the measure. I will again work to 

defeat any tax measure to widen the highway. 
   Please make this measure one that I can work for rather than fight against. 
Thank you. 

Gary Milburn 
 

 

From: Doug Deaver   
Sent: Saturday, June 11, 2016 3:16 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: Transportation Plan 
  

Hi, 
 
My name is Doug Deaver and I am a resident of Aptos.  I have a couple of question 

regarding the Transportation Plan that is being considered by the RTC.  At least one of the 
proposed uses of money will likely be contested legally - widening highway 1.    If a tax is 

passed 1) can the proceeds be used to cover litigation expenses, and 2) what happens to 
the money allocated if the highway 1 portion of the plan is significantly delayed or 
stopped? 

 
Voters will probably like some aspects of the plan and not like other aspects of it.  My 

biggest fear is that I will pay for what I don't want and not get what I do want. 
 

Thanks for your response. 
 
Doug 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

mailto:info@sccrtc.org


From: Contact Request Form [mailto:admin@sccrtc.org]  
Sent: Sunday, June 12, 2016 8:09 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: New submission from Contact Form 

 

Name  

  Cheryl Butterton  

Subject  

  Upcoming Bond  

Your Message  

  

I will not support any bond measure that does not consider widening highway one as 
the top priority. The recent articles indicate less than 1/3 of the bond would go to 

widening highway one. Traffic on highway one is horrible and this needs to be 
addressed with a comprehensive plan to widen it from the fish hook all the way to 

Watsonville. I will not support any bond that asks for money for train service, as this 
is just a waste of money and will not assist with the daily commute that travels to 
San Jose. I am disappointed that this council continues to fail to consider the real 

needs of the working people in this county. Bike paths and neighborhood security are 
nice, but if people cannot get to their jobs safely and in a timely manner, they will 

live somewhere else.  
 

 

 
From: Kristin Tosello  
Sent: Sunday, June 12, 2016 8:17 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Tax measure 

 
Dear RTC,  
 

I agree with many of my neighbors that we need to do further analysis before going 
forward with the plans for the rail corridor.  

 
Please consider the long term impact of this plan before passing it. There have been far 
too many things that have happened in our community without the necessary 

forethought. 
 

I agree with the suggestions of the group Trail Now who believe the following should 
happen:  
 

Trail Now believes the following adjustments are needed:   
1.      Perform a Rail Corridor analysis to determine the best use (cost/benefit) of the rail 

corridor and rail bed (i.e. passenger train vs. trail only). Although we feel such a study 
should have been done before the Passenger Train Feasibility Study, better late than 
never. 

2.      Acknowledge that the current rail tracks need to be removed regardless of the 
future of the rail corridor. The Passenger Train Feasibility Study—and even a cursory stroll 

along the tracks—makes it clear that the tracks need to be replaced to safely support a 
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passenger train. 
3.      Discontinue investments in the existing railroad system infrastructure until it has 

been determined that a passenger train is the best use of the rail corridor. Such 
investments are clearly a waste of taxpayer money if a passenger train never comes to 

fruition. 
4.      Discontinue construction of sections of the rail-trail that are parallel to existing 
tracks or that detour from the rail corridor if such construction would not be required with 

a full rail-trail. Without knowing which is best, passenger train or full rail-trail, such 
construction may be a waste of taxpayer money. 

5.      Investigate, with the intent to implement, a plan where the tracks are pulled and a 
temporary rail-trail is installed on the rail bed. We strongly believe that such a plan is cost 
effective, can be implemented relatively quickly, and will provide great benefit to our 

community while the rail corridor analysis is performed. 
 

 

From: Hal & Jody Stanger 
Sent: Sunday, June 12, 2016 8:18 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: Rail trail boondoggle ad nauseom 
 

Folks,  
In the name of sanity and reality, kill this ad nauseom boondoggle. Huge waste of finite 
tax resources. It's a train to nowhere. It will be a trail corridor for criminal activity.  

This is being advanced for and by desperate people whose careers are dependent on 
pursuing this boon doggie and making it a career. More government dependent jobs and 

services that create an endless bureaucracy and tax funding demands. 
It will, of course, fall on the over taxed property tax/homeowners to subsidize this 
fantasy. They just passed more propositions/measures on the backs of property owners. 

Buses and bus ridership is already in place, under patronized, and a burden on tax payers.  
Stop believing in this fantasy, along with unicorns and fairies. Pull the plug now and save 

the public more tax funding grief. 
 
Regards, 

Hal 

 

 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Robert Hull 
Sent: Sunday, June 12, 2016 9:43 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Feedback for Transportation tax measure 

 
Please adjust the plan to include High Occupancy Toll lanes for 17 & 1.  Santa Clara 
County VTA has started planning for a high occupancy tunnel from Los Gatos.  Santa Cruz 

County needs to plan High Occupancy lanes for CA1, CA17 and tunnel. 
 

Robert Hull 
Scotts Valley 
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From: CYNTHIA DZENDZEL 
Sent: Sunday, June 12, 2016 10:05 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail Trail 

 
Please do not implement any of the suggestions of the Rail Trail Now group.   
 

Do Not remove existing tracks without having a plan to replace them with a new rail 
system.   

 
Do Not build a trail on the existing rail bed. 
 

We have seen this movie before.  Once the rails are removed, the right of way will be lost 
forever, and it will be cost prohibitive to buy it back. 

 
Hikers and bikers can easily detour around sections that are not wide enough for both rail 
and trail.  A train cannot. 

 
The railroad bed exists because the federal government (US) subsidized the construction, 

which involved making the grade and curves suitable for a train.  It is an invaluable 
community resource which should not be squandered.   

 
A trail next to the existing tracks will be a great asset, and is totally feasible without 
destroying the railroad.  When people really understand that the Trail Now people want to 

preclude any possibility of a rail system in the future, they are appalled. 
 

Please remind people that our future depends on reducing the number of gas-powered 
cars, and not everyone is able to ride a bicycle or hike.  Public transportation is necessary 
in any area where traffic is out of control, as is the case in Santa Cruz County.  It may not 

be built tomorrow or next year, but we need to provide for the next generation. 
 

Thank you for your service to the community. 
  
Cynthia Dzendzel 

resident of Felton 
 

 

From: Brian Peoples 

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 3:37 AM 

To: Regional Transportation Commission 

Cc: dlane@cityofsantacruz.com 

Subject: Proposed Tax Measure 

RTC, 

 
Trail Now believes the following adjustments are needed to the proposed transportation 

tax measure: 
 
1.      Perform a Rail Corridor analysis to determine the best use (cost/benefit) of the rail 

corridor and rail bed (i.e. passenger train vs. trail only). Although we feel such a study 
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should have been done before the Passenger Train Feasibility Study, better late than 
never. 

2.      Acknowledge that the current rail tracks need to be removed regardless of the 
future of the rail corridor. The Passenger Train Feasibility Study—and even a cursory stroll 

along the tracks—makes it clear that the tracks need to be replaced to safely support a 
passenger train. 
3.      Discontinue investments in the existing railroad system infrastructure until it has 

been determined that a passenger train is the best use of the rail corridor. Such 
investments are clearly a waste of taxpayer money if a passenger train never comes to 

fruition. 
4.      Discontinue construction of sections of the rail-trail that are parallel to existing 
tracks or that detour from the rail corridor if such construction would not be required with 

a full rail-trail. Without knowing which is best, passenger train or full rail-trail, such 
construction may be a waste of taxpayer money. 

5.      Investigate, with the intent to implement, a plan where the tracks are pulled and a 
temporary rail-trail is installed on the rail bed. We strongly believe that such a plan is cost 
effective, can be implemented relatively quickly, and will provide great benefit to our 

community while the rail corridor analysis is performed. 
 

Trail Now is very interesting in finding a win-win solution for the tax measure and are 
hopeful RTC supports moving it to a level we can support. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

Brian Peoples 
 

 
From: Peoples, Brian C  

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 5:43 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Cc: dlane@cityofsantacruz.com 
Subject: Tax Measure success 
 

RTC, 
 

Sales tax is truly a burden to our local retailers, not to mention the regressive burden to 
the residences.     We see from the Cabrillo College tax measure, Santa Cruz County 

taxpayers are very concerned about more added cost of living.   For RTC to be successful 
in their tax measure, you need to eliminate factors on why people would vote no. 
 

The WILDLIFE TUNNEL for Highway 17 will create more “no” votes than “yes” votes.    It 
should not be included in the tax measure.   If rich people or Land Trust want a tunnel to 

protect loins, deer and other wildlife, they can pay for it themselves.   Metro is cutting 
services and the cost of living in Santa Cruz County is going through the roof.   Please 
remove this from the tax allocation plan. 

 
The cost to build a trail from Boardwalk to 17th Ave is estimated at more than $8M per 

mile.    This is another example of a factor that will make someone vote “no” for the tax 
measure.   The idea that you are spending tax payer money to build a new bridge over 
the Harbor because you may need the train trestle for a future train is wrong.    Please 
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stop all construction of trail parallel to the tracks if it is more than 50% of cost to build 
with removal of tracks. 

 
$10M to the Monterey County Train Station is another item that will create more “no” 

votes than “yes” votes and should not be included in the tax allocation plan.    The fact 
that Monterey County RTC has its own 3/8% tax measure and ARE NOT FUNDING RAIL is 
a big red flag and will result in more “no” votes than “yes” votes.     Please remove this 

item from the tax allocation plan. 
 

By November 2016, there is a likelihood that the US economy is in a recession based on 
leading indicators (chart).    If our economy is in a recession, there will be an increase in 
the number of people who vote “no” on the tax measure.   RTC should be very cautious 

on wasting or giving the impression of wasting tax payer money on special projects. 
 

 

 
Thanks, 
 
Brian Peoples 

 

 
From: Chris Krohn  

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 8:02 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Thurs. Meeting Sales tax decision 

 
Dear George Dondero and member of the Regional Transportation Board, 

 
I urge you to drop the part of the initiative that spends money to widen Highway 1, and 
instead put it towards the following: 
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 Expansion of public transit 

 Employer support for transit passes, carpooling and vanpooling. 

 Supporting employers to reduce the demand for travel through 

telecommuting and satellite work stations. Traffic engineer, Sam 

Schwartz notes, “It's 10 times more efficient, in economic terms, to 

shorten the distance separating home from work (or home from 

supermarket) than to increase the speed at which it's possible to 

travel from one to the other." 

 Creating safe routes for bicycles and pedestrians 

 Local governments and institutions can reverse the perverse 

subsidies for driving. For example, it costs twice as much for 

workers in Downtown Santa Cruz to get a monthly bus pass as a 

monthly parking permit. 

 In the long term the RTC needs to prioritize housing near job centers 

that's affordable to people who work in those centers. 

Widening has proved time and again that it will not work to  lessen 

congestion, but actually increase the volume of traffic by making it more 

convenient, but then fills up after more vehicles have been brought to the 

area. 

 

Best, 

Chris Krohn 
     

 

 

From: Mary Pat Musick  
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 8:21 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Please keep the rail 
 

I am reiterating the words of another Santa Cruz County citizen, because I could not state 
it better: 

Please do not implement any of the suggestions of the Rail Trail Now group.   
Do Not remove existing tracks without having a (valid, studied) plan to replace them with 
a new rail system.   

Do Not build a trail on the existing rail bed. 
We have seen this movie before.  Once the rails are removed, the right of way will be lost 

forever, and it will be cost prohibitive to buy it back. 
Hikers and bikers can easily detour around sections that are not wide enough for both rail 
and trail.  A train cannot. 

The railroad bed exists because the federal government (US) subsidized the construction, 
which involved making the grade and curves suitable for a train.  It is an invaluable 

community resource which should not be squandered.   
A trail next to the existing tracks will be a great asset, and is totally feasible without 

destroying the railroad.  When people really understand that the Trail Now people want to 
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preclude any possibility of a rail system in the future, they are appalled. 
Please remind people that our future depends on reducing the number of gas-powered 

cars, and not everyone is able to ride a bicycle or hike. Public transportation is necessary 
in any area where traffic is out of control, as is the case in Santa Cruz County.  It may not 

be built tomorrow or next year, but we need to provide for the next generation. 
 
Thank you for your service to the community. 

 
Mary Pat Musick 

Santa Cruz 
 

 
From: Lisa Christensen 

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 8:34 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: rail trail 
 
Please do not implement any of the suggestions of the Rail Trail Now group.   

 
Do Not remove existing tracks without having a plan to replace them with a new rail 

system.   
 
Do Not build a trail on the existing rail bed. 

 
We have seen this movie before.  Once the rails are removed, the right of way will be lost 

forever, and it will be cost prohibitive to buy it back. 
 
Hikers and bikers can easily detour around sections that are not wide enough for both rail 

and trail.  A train cannot. 
 

The railroad bed exists because the federal government (US) subsidized the construction, 
which involved making the grade and curves suitable for a train.  It is an invaluable 
community resource which should not be squandered.   

 
A trail next to the existing tracks will be a great asset, and is totally feasible without 

destroying the railroad.  When people really understand that the Trail Now people want to 
preclude any possibility of a rail system in the future, they are appalled. 

 
Please remind people that our future depends on reducing the number of gas-powered 
cars, and not everyone is able to ride a bicycle or hike. Public transportation is necessary 

in any area where traffic is out of control, as is the case in Santa Cruz County.  It may not 
be built tomorrow or next year, but we need to provide for the next generation. 

 
Thank you for your service to the community. 
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From: Judith Kinst 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 9:06 AM 

To: Undisclosed recipients:  
Subject: Fr: Judith Kinst Re: Meeting - Transportation Tax Measure allocation plan 

 
Dear SCRCT, 
    I am unable to make it to the meeting on Thursday to discuss the transportation tax 

allocation plan. The following points outline the best way to proceed in my opinion. 
        Yours, Judith Kinst Capitola CA  

 

 

1.      Perform a Rail Corridor analysis to determine the best use (cost/benefit) of the 

rail corridor and rail bed (i.e. passenger train vs. trail only). Although we feel such a 

study should have been done before the Passenger Train Feasibility Study, better late 

than never. 

2.      Acknowledge that the current rail tracks need to be removed regardless of the 

future of the rail corridor. The Passenger Train Feasibility Study—and even a cursory 

stroll along the tracks—makes it clear that the tracks need to be replaced to safely 

support a passenger train. 

3.      Discontinue investments in the existing railroad system infrastructure until it 

has been determined that a passenger train is the best use of the rail corridor. Such 

investments are clearly a waste of taxpayer money if a passenger train never comes 

to fruition. 

4.      Discontinue construction of sections of the rail-trail that are parallel to existing 

tracks or that detour from the rail corridor if such construction would not be required 

with a full rail-trail. Without knowing which is best, passenger train or full rail-trail, 

such construction may be a waste of taxpayer money. 

5.      Investigate, with the intent to implement, a plan where the tracks are pulled 

and a temporary rail-trail is installed on the rail bed. We strongly believe that such a 

plan is cost effective, can be implemented relatively quickly, and will provide great 

benefit to our community while the rail corridor analysis is performed. 

  

 

 

 
 

 
 
 



From: Buzz & Jennie Anderson 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 9:57 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: More public input on rail trail 

Dear SCCRTC, 
Please consider my comments for your upcoming meeting: 
1.  Can you further analyze the cost/benefits of train vs trail only 

2.  Consider that the tracks need to be removed to accommodate any modern rail 
system.  Can we start to demo the tracks soon? 

3.  Please don't waste money investing in rail infrastructure at this time. 
4.  Investigate the benefits of a trail only corridor in the urban area of Santa Cruz by 
experimenting with a two or three mile section where the tracks have been removed and 

a trail only path has been installed. Thank you so much.    
Frank Anderson 

 

From: Nancy Faulstich  
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 12:23 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: letter re proposed sales tax measure 

 
Dear Commissioners, 
I urge you to consider this proverb, quoted in Gary Griggs' Our Ocean Backyard column in 

SC Sentinel, June 12:  
No matter how far you have gone down the wrong road, turn around. 

*** 
To preserve a livable environment, it's essential we reduce fossil fuel consumption as 
much as possible, as fast as possible. 

Over 50% of GHG emissions from our County come from transportation. 
Our County can seize this opportunity to help people turn away from cars. 

Please re-work the distribution of funds from proposed sales tax measure. 
 I cannot support  it when Metro services are about to be cut 20% while about 25% of 
sales tax revenue goes to widening sections of highway 1, despite prediction of little or no 

traffic congestion relief and substantial negative environmental impact. 
 

Please DO support: 
Metro 
vanpools 

carpools 
tele-commuting 

other incentives to eliminate so many single occupant vehicles 
I’ve heard from farmworkers in Watsonville that they would like buses to transport them 
to work in the fields (lettuce workers have this, but not berry pickers etc.) 

And please continue your support for repairs of existing roads, bike safety, rail trail. 
 

Thank you for serving our community. 
Sincerely, 
Nancy Faulstich 

Watsonville Climate Action Network 
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From: Bill Gray 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 12:39 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject:  

Please support the Trails Now (positions 1-4).  I do not believe any temporary fixes are in 
order. Stop work on the ridiculous train proposal and get on with the trail. 

Bill Gray 
Capitola 

 

From: Michelle Shippen 

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 12:50 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: RTC Transportation Sales Tax Measure: NO ON SUPPORT FOR RAIL 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners: 

 
I do not support the transportation sales tax measure and allocation plan as currently 

proposed. I am strongly opposed to investing tens of millions in local taxpayer dollars for 
train/railroad infrastructure.  The RTC’s very polished political fliers and other notices to 
the public about this huge 30 year tax measure have been disingenuous and misleading.  

You say there is no money in there for passenger trains.  There is clearly money there in 
support of a future train--$50 million! You also recently moved several million dollars from 

the “Rail” bucket to the “Trail” bucket, which makes it look like the trail is getting more 
support.  It isn’t.  You merely took funds that will be used for maintenance of the rail and 

now show them as more support for the trail.  Why didn’t you just leave these millions in 
the Rail bucket so the public can more clearly see what we will be paying for?   
There is tremendous local support for the concept of a bike and pedestrian trail in Santa 

Cruz County along the rail corridor.  A great many in our community would like to see a 
world class trail in place of the railroad tracks, not alongside a future active rail line.  

However, the RTC has consistently entangled support for a trail with its efforts to promote 
passenger rail.  Passenger rail will be a huge boondoggle.  It will be a costly, heavily 
taxpayer subsidized, intrusive, loud, and wasteful enterprise. I believe you will coming 

back to us taxpayers again and again for more money to pay for it.   
If this ½ cent sales tax passes as written, will you later tell us that we gave you a 

mandate for the train?!  I for one do not give you such a mandate. 
Included in the tax bucket for the rail/train are funds for an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) on passenger rail.   When the EIR inevitably shows no environmental impact that 

cannot be “mitigated,” you will once again tell us public that the passenger train plan 
passes muster, has our support and will be good for us.  As with past EIR’s', I doubt you 

will  make it clear to the public in advance that, by law, an EIR does not take into 
consideration the “economic and social” costs of the rail/train project, which will be huge.  
I believe this is all part of a step by step campaign to impose a passenger train on this 

community, whether we understand it or really want it or not.     
In the meantime, our essential Metro bus system is slowly being decimated for lack of 

funding.  Our streets and roads are dangerously under maintained.  Our potential to build 
a less costly, better designed world class bike and pedestrian trail NOW and WITHOUT A 
RAIL is being denied. 
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I ask that the RTC take the tens millions of dollars currently in the tax plan for rail and 
reallocate it to the Metro and/or in support of a trail without rail option.  Thank you for 

consideration of my comments. 
 

Michelle Shippen, Corralitos 

 

From: TRIP Support Form [mailto:admin@sccrtc.org]  

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 12:52 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: New submission from TRIP Support 

 

Name  

  Kira Ticus  

Organization  

  Ecology Action  

Area of the County  

  Other  

If you selected "Other" in the previous question, please provide your location 

in the county  

  Seabright  

I support the TRIP because...  

  I want to run and ride on our Coastal Rail Trail!  

Outreach materials  

  
 Yes, my comments can be used in outreach materials. 

 

 

From: Judith Kinst 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 6:51 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Re: Public Hearing Notice this Thursday 

 
I am completely in support of improving transportation in SC - with the exception of the 
train. There are so many other ways to spend our tax do dollars - for example frequent 

effectively routed low emission busses, good bike lanes/paths, on and on.....you have 
listed many.  

    I hope you think carefully, I will vote for the tax - without the train. Judith Kinst  
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From: Johanna Bowen 
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 4:18 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: I couldn't have said it better 

 
I am out of town, and cannot attend the next meeting, so... 
 

These are the needs and you have a responsibility to listen and respond: 
 

1.      Perform a Rail Corridor analysis to determine the best use (cost/benefit) of the rail 
corridor and rail bed (i.e. passenger train vs. trail only). Although we feel such a study 
should have been done before the Passenger Train Feasibility Study, better late than 

never. 
2.      Acknowledge that the current rail tracks need to be removed regardless of the 

future of the rail corridor. The Passenger Train Feasibility Study—and even a cursory stroll 
along the tracks—makes it clear that the tracks need to be replaced to safely support a 
passenger train. 

3.      Discontinue investments in the existing railroad system infrastructure until it has 
been determined that a passenger train is the best use of the rail corridor. Such 

investments are clearly a waste of taxpayer money if a passenger train never comes to 
fruition. 

4.      Discontinue construction of sections of the rail-trail that are parallel to existing 
tracks or that detour from the rail corridor if such construction would not be required with 
a full rail-trail. Without knowing which is best, passenger train or full rail-trail, such 

construction may be a waste of taxpayer money. 
5.      Investigate, with the intent to implement, a plan where the tracks are pulled and a 

temporary rail-trail is installed on the rail bed. We strongly believe that such a plan is cost 
effective, can be implemented relatively quickly, and will provide great benefit to our 
community while the rail corridor analysis is performed. 

Johanna Bowen 
Santa Cruz CA 

 

From: Ed Spurr 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 7:28 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Build Trail Only 
 

Dear RTC, 
We need a safe bike/pedestrian path across the county NOW!  Pay back the $16M and get 

it done- NOW! 
 
Ed Spurr 

American Dream Realty  
Santa Cruz, CA 
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From: Suzi Mahler  
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 7:55 AM 

To: General Info 
Subject: trail and no train 

 
Dear RTC, 
 

We are writing to express our support for a trail only option for the rail-trail corridor. We 
are adamantly opposed to dividing our neighborhoods with trains and the traffic/noise 

they create, fencing that divides us, all at the expense of what our County really needs - a 
world-class pedestrian/bike trail. 
 

The RTC's own analysis is that the cost of rail far exceeds any benefit, and would not bring 
people where they need to go. The RTC's own ridership estimates show that rail would not 

make a dent in Highway 1 traffic. There is inadequate space for the infrastructure required 
for rail, including parking, stations, etc. We do not buy the RTC and Land Trust argument 
that we can't have a trail without train. There are hundreds of communities across the 

country that have rail-banked rail and built amazing, environmentally sound, healthy 
tourist-attracting trails. 

 
We can have an amazing, safe, clean, vastly less expensive, tourist-attracting trail 

corridor wide enough to support children, families, disabled and seniors. What we do want 
is a trail only option, and we want it now. If the rail allocation in the RTC measure is on 
the November ballot we and our neighbors will vote NO. 

 
Please make the right, sensible, legacy decision for our community. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

Suzi Mahler 
Santa Cruz 

 

 

 
From:                              TRIP Support Form [admin@sccrtc.org] 

Sent:                               Tuesday, June 14, 2016 8:37 AM 
To:                                   info@sccrtc.org 

Subject:                          New submission from TRIP Support 
  

Name 

  Bruce Sawhill 

Organization 

  UCSC 

Organization 

   Affiliation included for identification purposes only. 

Area of the County 



  West Side Santa Cruz 

I support the TRIP because... 

  Local mobility is a key part of community and needs to be addressed on many fronts. 

Outreach materials 

   Yes, my comments can be used in outreach materials. 
 

  
 

 

 
From:                              TRIP Support Form [admin@sccrtc.org] 

Sent:                               Tuesday, June 14, 2016 8:39 AM 
To:                                   info@sccrtc.org 
Subject:                          New submission from TRIP Support 

  

Name 

  Bruce Sawhill 

Organization 

  WaterWatch, Inc. 

Organization 

   Yes, I'm representing this organization with my support. 

Area of the County 

  Downtown Santa Cruz 

I support the TRIP because... 

  
Our business plans to set up near the rail line, and it will increase our attractiveness 
if we are accessible by trail and future rail. 

Outreach materials 

   Yes, my comments can be used in outreach materials. 
 

  
 

 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Reverend Herb Schmidt 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 8:46 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Need for work on Highway one 

 
I fully support developing funding for express lanes on Highway one. We have only one 

major road going north and south and we should add express lanes make sure that 
emergency vehicles can reach their destination. 
Blessings Reverend Herb Schmidt S 
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From: William Kingsley 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 9:14 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: New submission from Contact Form 

 

Name  

  William Kingsley  

Subject  

  TRIP Plan Meeting 6/15  

Your Message  

  
I support all aspects of the TRIP Plan. RTC, good job balancing all the transportation 
needs of the county.  

 

 

From: Casey Carlson 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 9:43 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: Yes! Train ! 
 

Dear RTC, 
 
Yes, we want a train! My husband and I travel to cities in the U.S, Canada and Europe; 

they all have trains. 
I dream of the day I can get a train from Aptos, (I'd love to have a stop in La Selva, but I 

know you can't have stops everywhere), and  
ride that train downtown. 
I imagine not having to drive to work...I'm afraid I'll be retired before that happens. 

 
The folks that I hear complaining about trains, bought houses near the train tracks, 

knowing there was a potential for 
trains to someday use those tracks. 
To try to stop public transportation for all, because of their proximity to the track is 

wrong. 
 

I think of when my kids were teens, how wonderful it would have been for them to be 
able to get on the train to go 

downtown for a movie etc., and when they turned 21, how much better to be on a train 
after a few drinks downtown than 
on the highway! 

 
Please move forward with the trail, we are really excited about that, AND, the train! 

 
Thank you, 
 

Casey Carlson and Mike Cherry 
La Selva Beach 
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From: joe martinez  
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 10:28 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: RE: Public Hearing Notice this Thursday 

 
Commissioners, 
As much as I would like to vote in favor of the upcoming tax measure. I find that I must 

vote NO! The reason I will vote No is you continue to believe that spending my tax dollars 
on a train and train infrastructure is a sound decision. Consequently, I will vote No on the 

tax measure if any money allocated for the train.  
As well, I will be recommending to my Home Owners Association (125 Residents) to vote 
No too. 

 
Joe Martinez 

 

 
From: Tish & Jim 

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 4:13 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Cc: zach.friend@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
Subject: Subject: June 16th Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, 
Transportation Policy Workshop, Agenda Item 6. 

Importance: High 
 

Dear RTC Commissioners: 
Subject: June 16th Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, 
Transportation Policy Workshop, Agenda Item 6. 

My wife and I live in Aptos. 
We do support a ½ percent sales tax increase to provide funds to improve transportation, 

but only if NO FUNDS are to be used for a train. 
We do not support a train, and therefore do not want money allocated to that. Giving the 
$ 11 million back to the State will be a bargain compared to the final cost and public 

subsidy required of a commuter rail. Santa Cruz County does not have the population 
base to justify the need, nor the means to pay for the on-going cost of a commuter rail, 

so why put any more money into it now.   
With that said, we request a reallocation of funds as below: 

 Neighborhood Projects – 35 % 

 Highway Corridors – 30 % 

 Transit for Seniors & People with Disabilities – 20 % 

 Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail (using the existing rail right-of way) 15% 

As the RTC considers the Final Draft Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, please take our 
comments above into consideration and change the allocation plan accordingly.  Our vote 

for the sales tax increase is contingent upon that. 
Respectfully, 
James Dixson & Patricia McGlynn, Aptos 
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From: Dianne Dryer 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 2:22 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Preserve the RR tracks! 

 
Regional Transportation Commissioners: 
Please do not destroy the possibility of train service in the future.  We desperately need 

public transportation in this county.  The trail can be built near or next to the tracks. 
Dianne Dryer 

Santa Cruz 
 

From: kliger  
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 4:42 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: ballot measure 

 
I will vote against any measure that includes a tax to fund a rail trail.  I am not against a 
tax to improve transportation, but a rail trail will do nothing to improve transportation in 

Santa Cruz and will likely result in huge expenses in the future that will take money away 
from other transportation actions that could actually improve transportation conditions. 

 

From: Jascha Lee 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 4:59 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Transportation Improvement Plan comments 
 

While I laud the road improvement goals of the Transportation Improvement Plan, I do 
not support it for two reasons: 

1. It pushes our sales tax over 9%.  Living in this county as long as I have, I know the 
county doesn’t spend the 8.75% it gets now well.  There are simply too many 
country workers doing too little with too much and then retiring when they are in 

their fifties to justify throwing more money at them.  Experience shows that 
anything a government body does costs more and delivers less than that provided 

by a private organization.  If the county went through a procedure that New 
Zealand, Canada and some other U.S. municipalities have done and spun off county 
services better provided by private companies, then let’s talk. 

2. This includes money for the Rail Trail.  Rail projects are among the most extreme 
examples of politicians' vaingloriousness. Their pride in such projects seems in 

inverse proportion to the functionality of the project.  Witness the VTA light rail 
traveling 3 MPH on the sidewalk through downtown San Jose and Governor Brown’s 
train to nowhere.  Those 14 miles of rail line are a bottomless well that can suck up 

any amount of money.  Just as in mass transit, where vampire light rail projects 
suck the life out of viable bus based alternatives, the Rail Trail line will divert 

money from our roads and busses.  Since there’s no limit to the money that can be 
poured on those 14 miles, I won’t support any project that includes this parasitic 
component. 

Sincerely, 
Jascha Lee 
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From: Robert Strayer 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 5:17 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Widening Highway One 

 
I would like to encourage you NOT to include money for widening Highway 1 in the 
upcoming bond measure.  Your own review suggests that it will do little to relieve traffic 

congenstio and studies from other places confirms this observation.  Let's spend the 
money on enhanced public transportation and a trail.  I have reservations about the rail 

part of this as it seems highly unlikely that a passenger rail service can be economically 
viable. 
 

Cordially -- Robert Strayer 

 

From: Gina Bliss 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 5:21 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: Thursday morning meeting: tax and priorities 
 

Dear Regional Transportation Commissioners 
Thank you for your ceaseless work on our behalf 
I do not need more traffic lanes on Highway 1 and do not wish to pay for highway 

widening with a transportation tax. 
I strongly support the Rail Trail bike path and train, and I moderately support SCCRTC's 

other 3 categories of transportation services. 
Virginia Bliss 
Santa Cruz  

 

-----Original Message----- 
From: doree steinmann 

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 5:30 PM 
To: karena Pushniz 

Subject: railroad 
 
Please give this to all involved in decisions.  

 
I represent over 300 people who live along Park Avenue in Capitola who are worried about 

the noise of a train whistle every half hour as we sit on our decks to look at our wonderful 
view. But worse than that will the the fence in front of our Condos for the train that will go 
past our Coronado St. trail leading to the beach that we and many people who live in the 

houses behind us, use daily to access the beach with our chairs, boogie boards, coolers 
and blankets. We will then have to walk blocks around the fence or drive our cars to New 

Brighton Beach to reach the beach.  We love living here! Please don't spoil it for us all!  
However, we'd love to have a trail,and will pay for it!   Doree Steinmann 
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From: James Barrett 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 5:43 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail Trail 

 
I would like more information on the portion of the proposed tax measure that would 
maintain the rail corridor.  We are very interested in the trail/bike path, but do not want 

any tax dollars going toward maintaining tracks or investing in a train. 
  

Thank you, 
James Barrett 
 

 

From: Ken Maus 
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 5:41 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Bike Trail 
 

Bike Trail? 
Have read letters that keep reminding everyone how much money would be wasted 

saving the railroad tracks now in place from Davenport to Watsonville CA.   Some want to 
 improve our transportation by building a bike trail after removing track now in place on 
servicable right-of way. 

Many I know do not bike and would not even be able to ride from Santa Cruz, Aptos or 
Watsonville to shop, eat or do much else.  No improvement for us whatsoever.  

 
A working rail line should be lncluded in off highway transportation plans for this area.   
Once rail is removed, or banked, cost to replace the rail when our six lane freeways 

become parking lots will cost millions.       
 

K Maus 
Capitola 
Reference:  Trains Magazine July 2016 Commuter trains, pages 22-47. 

 

From: Ellen Martinez 

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 7:03 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: TRIP Input 

 
Including $65 million of taxpayer money, allocated to a possible train and train 

infrastructure, is forcing me to vote NO on the 1/2 cent sales tax measure.  
 
Please remove this train and train infrastructure planned allocation and instead apply 

those funds to fixing our surface streets, widening highway 1 and continuing Metro 
services. 

 
Thank you. 
Ellen Martinez 
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From: TRIP Support Form [mailto:admin@sccrtc.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 8:00 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: New submission from TRIP Support 

 

Name  

  Michael Pisano  

Area of the County  

  Live Oak  

I support the TRIP because...  

  

I like the idea of adding more alternative ways to travel such as the rail/trail and a 
more robust GPS enabled Metro system. I would like to see more frontage roads 

developed along side Hwy 1 to ease local driving for local area residence. For 
example: By 41st ave thru Auto Plaza Drive to Kennedy Drive. I am sure there are 

other frontage roads to extend to better serve the local residence, and not widen 
Hwy 1. Another would be Rooney St to Morrissey Blvd to Oak Way to Paul Sweet 
Road/Soquel Drive. Thank you.  

Outreach materials  

  
 Yes, my comments can be used in outreach materials. 

 

 
 

 

From: Mary Dixon  
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 8:10 PM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: RTC Tax 
 

I totally support a ballot for a tax that will improve transportation in Santa Cruz County. I 
am particularly concerned about public transportation for seniors and disabled. I would 
love to see a rail trail system to go round trip from Watsonville to Santa Cruz for 

commuters but there must be a system in place to be able to transfer to buses to get 
around the cities or the train will be useless.  The traffic on Highway 1 is horrendous 

especially going north in the morning and south in the afternoon. 
Mary Dixon 
Aptos,CA  

 

From: Linda Locatelli  
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 10:38 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Proposed Ballot Measure 

Dear RTC members: 

I know there will be a large vocal contingency to press you for probably more funding for 

the rail trail and maybe for the rail. 
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Please consider my letter as if I was a person present at your meeting. 

Please don't decrease the proposed funding amounts for Highway 1.  The freeway is used 
by more people than use bikes.  As you may know Soquel Ave. in Santa Cruz is now 

known as "Highway 2" because it is packed daily with overflow Highway 1 traffic.  Traffic 
spills over onto our neighborhood streets.  To make matters worse, the Santa Cruz 

Planning Commission is planning to build several high density housing projects on already 
over crowded Soquel Ave. as well as Water St.  Somehow they disregard the fact that 

highway 1 is overflowing and they will be creating even more gridlock on Soquel Ave. and 
Water St. 

Additionally people from mid and south county also use Highway 1 and the bicycle people 
don't seem to acknowledge that either. 

I realize that the bicycle proponents claim that Caltrans states that if highway 1 is 

widened it will fill up with cars again.  Why is that surprising?  Cars are going to be 
coming off Soquel Ave. and the neighborhood streets as well as the from the high density 

housing that the City of Santa Cruz is proposing. People are not going to go out and buy 
cars so they can suddenly fill the highway. 

Please consider my request to maintain the funding for widening Highway 1. 

Linda Locatelli 

Santa Cruz 

 

From: Susan Reddington 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 5:00 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: November Transportation Tax Measure 

 
I will not vote for any transportation tax measure that includes any money for a diesel 
passenger train which would go 

through Santa Cruz west side. It is far too noisy and I think the tracks should be taken up 
for biking and walking trail. I'm willing to 

give up all highway improvements by voting against the tax measure in order to stop the 
train. 
 

Thank you, Susan Reddington 
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From: Sheila Carrillo  
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 7:45 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: sustainable future 

 
Dear SSSTRC 
If we are looking toward a sustainable future, we will not spend millions of dollars in the 

direction of widening highways. That is not a future that will support life on this planet 
earth that is on the brink of disaster. Rather we need to devote our funds and best 

thinking toward efficient and affordable public transportation through our rail and bus 
system while continuing to support walking and biking as viable options.  
Please, for the sake of our children and grandchildren and their children! 

 
Sheila Carrillo 40+ year resident of Santa Cruz County 

 

From: Madeline Crews 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 8:08 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject:  

 
I strongly support a trail project!  NO TRAIN! Let's move on bicycle and pedestrian lanes. 
They will be eagerly used. 

 

 
From: Catherine O'Kelly 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 8:25 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Don't say "no" to the highway improvements 

 
Dear Members of the Regional Transportation Commission, 
 

The bike advocates are warning against adding an extra lane on Highway 1, but don't 
listen to them.  They think everyone can ride a bike to work, or to get groceries, or to 

drop the kids off at daycare.  This is not an option for many of us.   I have to use Highway 
1 in the evening—when I can't avoid it—and it is the worst gridlock, and getting worse by 

the day.   I have no experience driving from Watsonville to Santa Cruz in the morning, but 
I know it is a huge problem for those commuters, too. 
 

Let's just blame the topography of our beautiful county!  Seriously, we have hills.  We 
have creeks that run down to the ocean!   We have a narrow little smidgen of land that 

runs from Santa Cruz to Aptos.   There is only so much that we can do to lessen the 
gridlock. 
 

We can't have metering lights for entrance onto the freeway, due to short lanes leading 
up to them—backups would cause more gridlock.  We can't have a commuter train, 

because we have NO connectivity from the rail line to the colleges, or to 41st Ave. 
shopping.  Nor do we have room for parking garages near the train stops.  No, a 
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commuter train is simply out of the question.  We can't expand bus service, since the 
buses are also subject to the highway and side street gridlock. 

 
The sooner we can widen the highway from the Soquel Avenue overpass to Freedom Blvd 

the better.   It will mean removing the train trestle near Rio Del Mar.   I would think that 
narrow section is one of the main impediments to the flow of traffic.   I often wonder if 
your commission has ever used aerial drone surveillance to actually observe and study the 

flow of traffic.  If you have not done that, it would certainly give you a clearer picture of 
exactly where the problem areas are. 

 
Forgive me, I have not studied the reams of material you must have on this subject.   Just 
want to add my two cents—please don't reject the proposed auxiliary lane, when you 

consider the tax proposal for November. 
Thank you, 

Catherine O'Kelly 
Scotts Valley, CA 
 

 

From: TRIP Support Form [mailto:admin@sccrtc.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 8:40 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: New submission from TRIP Support 
 

Name  

  Don Lauritson  

Organization  

  Mid county citizen  

Area of the County  

  East Side Santa Cruz  

I support the TRIP because...  

  
I want Hwy 1 widened to help smooth traffic and get some thru traffic off the local 
streets. I would like more of the funds put toward this.  

Outreach materials  

  
 Yes, my comments can be used in outreach materials. 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 



From: Mark Mesiti-Miller 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 8:37 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Letter of Support for the TRIP - item 6 on tomorrow's agenda 
 
Greetings, 
Please see attached letter of support for the trip. 
I will drop off an original of same at your offices downtown later today and trust 
you will forward a copy of the attached to all the commissioners. 
Thanks, 
Mark 
 
Mark Mesiti-Miller 
 



























From: Sam Pederson 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 9:13 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Trail please, no train 

 
Hello, 
 

I’m emailing to voice my support for a trail in place of the rail line we have. 
I live in Santa Cruz because of the natural beauty, the clean air, and the fact that I can 

hear the waves from my backyard.  
I don’t want a loud, diesel powered train running through Santa Cruz and degrading the 
quality of life here.  

A trail would be healthy, clean, and improve our quality of life. We need to look only to 
the rail trail in Pacific Grove as an example. 

Thank you, 
Sam Pederson 
Westside Santa Cruz 

 

From: Kent Thrasher 

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 9:26 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Rail to Trail 

 
   I would like to respectively advise you that in my opinion, spend money on a rail system 

of any kind in Santa Cruz county, is a waste.  
    A much better use of funds would be to remove the tracks altogether and replace them 
with a path/trail system that would actually benefit the community.  

 
 

Kent Thrasher 
 

 
From: Dan Miller 

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 9:32 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: DO NOT FUND THE TRAIN 
 
I own two homes in Aptos and have been a homeowner in Santa Cruz county since 2002.  

We need a trail NOT a train.  A train will be an outstanding waste of money and will 
disrupt and disturb our community irreparably.  Please vote against this funding. 

 
Sincerely, 
Dan Miller 

Aptos, CA  
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From: Karin Grobe 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 9:32 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: no money for freeway on November ballot measure 

 
Please remove the highway widening funding from the ballot measure.  I will not support 
it if it includes money for Highway One improvements/widening. 

Karin Grobe 
Santa Cruz, CA 

 

From: joe martinez 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 9:42 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: RE: Care about your local streets and roads?-Martinez,J 
 

Commissioner & RTC Staff, 
 
I believe the vast majority of projects are valid projects for the county. However, they 

should not be linked to the train or train infrastructure. Consequently, if the train is 
funded in any way I will vote No on the tax measure and encourage all household of my 

homeowner’s association to do the same… 
 
Joe Martinez 

 

From: phil rockey   
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 9:44 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Sales tax measure... 

We can not support a measure where widening of highway 1 is included. That money 
should go to alternate modes of transportation with incentives to get people out of their 
vehicles so they could  walk, bicycle, carpool or use public transportation. 

thank you, 

Phil and Marilyn Rockey 

 

From: Emily Susko 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 10:13 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Public Comment on TRIP 

 
Hi RTC, 
 

I am unable to attend the public hearing tomorrow, but I wanted to add in my support for 
the TRIP. I will be voting in support of this ballot measure in November. 

mailto:info@sccrtc.org
mailto:info@sccrtc.org
mailto:info@sccrtc.org
mailto:info@sccrtc.org


 
Given the uncertainty of state and federal budgets, and the ongoing need to invest in our 

local transportation system, I think it is very important for Santa Cruz to become a "self-
help" county. 

 
I am glad that the plan addresses a large variety of transportation categories. 
 

Personally, I particularly value improving bike infrastructure and (though I do not need it 
myself) ensuring mobility access for our disabled and aging populations. I am excited to 

support a proposed wildlife crossing for Hwy 17 and proposed bike/ped crossings for Hwy 
1. 
 

Finally, while I am sure there are a lot of roads that need repair and this level of decision 
will be made later, I would like to note that it would be *really nice* if we could repave 

King Street west of Bay. It's an important bike route (for many people! not just me!) and 
it's in terrible shape. 
 

Thank you, 
 

Emily Susko 

 

From: Heather E. Stiles 

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 10:15 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: Santa Cruz Rail Impractical 
 
I have watched this debate since the first meeting in Pacifica. At that meeting I spoke with 

a rail bed engineer who said the project was unfeasible due to the fractured narrow rail 
bed along the line proposed. The vote went ahead. The meeting was conducted at a small 

venue, not publicized and I was shocked at the secrecy and non-democratic manner in 
which the voting between the agencies involved was conducted. 
The truth is Santa Cruz is not San Jose. We do not have the mass population that can 

afford and would use a train. Our neighborhoods, unlike San Jose, do not have the set 
backs and space to protect neighborhoods from the danger of rail traffic literally a few feet 

from homes and foot traffic. 
Please consider the harm you would be doing to us. 
Please do not propose this measure which gullible uniformed citizens have agitated for, 

not realizing the damage that would be done. 

 

From: Mary Lou Weidlich 

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 10:20 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: November ballot issue 
 

It would be beneficial to all to float a bond on the November ballot which would support 
expansion of the bus system in Santa Cruz for everyone, not just seniors.  Increasing bus 
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service would reduce traffic on all roadways in the city and county, would reduce 
pollution, since the buses use natural gas which is 30% less polluting that most auto fuel.  

More bus service would reduce congestion on Hwy 1 and would reduce our dependence on 
automobiles and bikes, the latter which cannot be used for anything but single 

transportation and which are way more dangerous than a bus.  All the other items on the 
agenda are mostly money spending measures which will do little to improve the horrible 
traffic situation in our town. 

Thank you for your consideration of my suggestion. 
 

Mary Lou Weidlich 

 

From: GARY PLOMP 

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 10:44 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: RE: SCCRT Meeting tomorrow 
 
To whom it may concern: 

 
      Please......the historic Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line between Santa Cruz & Watsonville 

must be saved and preserved for future transportation use!  If it is allowed to be 
removed, it can never be replaced!   There are misguided folks who advocate removing it 
and that would be a big mistake!  Not only "tourist" trains (which I support) will 

use this but inter-city trains as well.  We need more transportation options!  
 

      Like the new SMART (Sonoma, Marin Regional Transit) the environmentally friendly 
trains that can be used in the future between Santa Cruz and Watsonville will connect with 
proposed Amtrak service at Watsonville Junction in Pajaro.  Considering 

traffic/highway congestion and growth in Santa Cruz County, the train is the most viable 
transit entity.   

 
      Thank you for your attention and please bring my point up at tomarrow's meeting. 
 

                                                         Gary V. Plomp 
                                                          Rail Advocate 

 

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Will Mayall 

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 10:50 AM 
To: Santa Cruz Regional Transportation Commision 

Cc: Santa Cruz Sentinel 
Subject: Regarding TRIP 
 

I appreciate that the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commision 
(SCCRTC/RTC) has worked hard to create a transportation plan for our county. But, 

although 4 of the 5 categories in the Transportation Improvement Plan (TRIP) are obvious 
and make sense, one part stands out like a sore thumb: the rail tracks. 
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Many years and much money spent by the RTC resulted in a Train Feasibility Study. The 
study strongly points towards the lack of viability of a passenger train for our county. 

 
Yet, even though a decision has still not been made on a train, the most recent version of 

TRIP seems to want to spend millions of dollars to maintain what is already an antiquated, 
dilapidated, and essentially useless rail infrastructure. 
 

If the RTC still cannot make a decision on a passenger train, some options seem obvious 
and would benefit the Santa Cruz communities relatively quickly: 

 
1. Get a train vs. trail study done and answer the question once and for all. Why in the 
world was such a study never done? 

 
2. While the study is being performed, yank the rails, pack down the rail bed to create a 

trail, and let the community use this incredible resource as soon as possible. Obviously 
train enthusiasts won't like this since other communities have found that such trails 
become very popular. 

 
3. Remove from TRIP even a hint that any taxpayer money would be used to maintain the 

train infrastructure. Why would anyone want to pay for a train that will most likely never 
exist? 

 
Although I am a strong supporter of the RTC and the work the commission does, I find the 
lack of transparency surrounding the train to be disconcerting. It is clear that, although 

funds for the train appear to still be part of TRIP, the RTC has been changing the way the 
plan is presented to the public in order to downplay the train to the point where it is 

sometimes not even mentioned. 
 
If, after all the evidence to the contrary, the RTC still believes the train is a viable option 

which the public should continue to fund, be honest and make that clear to the public so 
that the public can decide. 

 
Essentially all of the people I talk to about a train vs. trail do not want a train (some of 
my friends are train enthusiasts). People are often shocked to find out that a train is even 

being considered. 
 

I cannot support TRIP while it contains any hint of funding for the train infrastructure. 
 
Will Mayall 

 

 

 

 

 



From: Barry Scott 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 11:20 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Public comments regarding TRIP 

 
Dear commissioners, 
 

I enthusiastically support your efforts to craft a transportation sales tax measure that will 
pass with the required 2/3 voter support this November. Your strategy of addressing a 

broad range of current and future transportation needs and funding projects that will 
impact the greatest number of people across this county is commendable. 
 

Of particular importance is the need for us to become a self-help county and passage of 
this measure is consequently a means to create funding streams far greater in value than 

the millions raised by the measure directly.  While I'm confident that you all understand 
this dynamic, I'm not sure that many of the voters do.  Many seem willing to vote down 
the measure because they oppose the highway expenditures or support of rail transit 

without realizing that in voting no they are condemning progress on the projects they may 
favor like street repair and paratransit. 

 
Immediately after adoption of this current allocation schedule and in advance of election 

day, I sincerely hope that the Commission and others will make a concerted effort to 
explain to the communities the importance of local funding measures as a required 
strategy for realizing full funding of capital projects and maintenance and operations 

programs.   Without this information, I don't feel the chances are very good that the 
measure will pass. 

Toward this end, toward enlightening the public about modern funding streams and the 
importance of supporting mixed modes of mobility, and toward improving the chances 
that this measure will pass, I'm happy to help in the effort. 

 
Many thanks, 

Barry Scott 
State Program Director, The NEED Project 

 

From: Len Beyea  

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 11:27 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: 2016 Transportation Improvement Plan 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

I am a 45-year resident of the County, someone who commuted over Highway 17 from 
1980-94, currently a bike commuter, and make my living consulting on issues of 
sustainability.  
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Regarding the proposed sales tax measure to fund portions of the Transportation 
Improvement Plan, I understand and appreciate that the RTC is attempting to balance 

statutory obligations, existing adopted plan objectives, and current local issues. However, 
as always, the "devil is in the details". Some of the items selected for funding clearly need 

additional support, especially maintenance of existing roads, utilization of the purchased 
railroad corridor, and support of local transit. Of all the items in the proposed sales tax 
funding list, only the addition of auxiliary lanes is out of alignment with the long-range 

needs of the County.  

Let's be clear - this plan is for the next 30 years. During that time we are quite likely to 
see disruptions to fuel supplies, affecting all non-electrified motorized transport,fuel cost 

increases exceeding inflation rate, local impacts from climate change, shifts in commuting 
patterns, greater pressure for action to reverse and mitigate climate change, and new 

technologies affecting vehicle ownership, ridesharing, and the way that transit is provided, 
including a conversion of many transit vehicles to on-demand "smart" routing instead of 
fixed routes. (For more details on some of these new technologies, see 

https://www.navigantresearch.com/webinar/changing-models-for-urban-mobility). In 
planning for our current and future transportation needs, we can't afford to ignore or 

minimize these trends.  

Commuters who travel on Highway 1 between north county and mid- to south county 
need congestion relief. Politically, I expect that the tax measure will not pass unless a 
significant portion of voters believe that something in the plan will provide some relief. 

However, the auxiliary lanes proposed for funding will not, as far as my own research and 
evaluation can determine, provide any significant relief. Addition of continuous rideshare 

lanes would provide some relief, but only to multi-passenger vehicles. Addition of 
dedicated express lanes (or a single reversible express lane) could provide some short-
term relief, a single reversible lane probably at lower cost than other options. But auxiliary 

lanes, as described in your documents, don't appear to have much effect at all, except for 
drivers using a specific on-ramp or off-ramp, and then only for the distance between a 

given pair of adjacent ramps. This seems like a very poor use of funds. 

It seems that the current plan is reactive, not proactive, and is heavily reliant on 20th 
century approaches to 21st century issues.  

Ultimately, we know from an abundance of research and studies done in many countries 

that congestion cannot be relieved long term by providing more space for congestion. 
What does work longer term includes grade-separated transit, dedicated express lanes, 
and increased vehicle occupancy. Further, we know that transit that lacks coordination 

and integration with a comprehensive mobility system will never achieve the ridership that 
one sees in established well-integrated urban transit systems such as one finds in Berlin, 

Zurich, Paris, Tokyo, Singapore, or even New York.  

Regarding vehicle occupancy, there are currently some significant advances in ridesharing 
taking shape, including automated applications that work with smart phones and real time 

traffic monitoring. These advances should be implemented in the County to boost 
ridesharing, which has a direct and immediate effect on congestions.  

There are also new advances in demand-based transit routing, in transit guideways and 
vehicles, vehicle sharing, and electrical bicycle sharing. To base a 30-year plan going 

https://www.navigantresearch.com/webinar/changing-models-for-urban-mobility


forward on old approaches, at a time when we must address our disastrous dependence 
on fossil fuels, is short-sighted and wasteful.  

The existing rail corridor is established infrastructure that should be put to use, and 

integrated with other transit. Existing streets and roadways need maintenance. The 
SCCMTD needs to maintain as much service as feasible (although in short order it should 

be incorporating "smart" routing of more adaptable vehicles). All of these deserve support 
in the plan, and there are some targeted improvements to Highway 1 that may be cost-

effective in improving flow of traffic (such as upgrading the existing auxiliary lane and 
ramp designs at Bay/Porter and 41st Ave). But simply adding the auxiliary lanes 
highlighted in the current draft is, in my opinion, a waste of money, at a time when we 

need to be visionary in changing the face of transportation in our county to suit the needs 
of the 21st century. 

Thank you for your consideration.  

Len Beyea 

Santa Cruz, CA  

 

 

From: Batya Kagan  
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 11:40 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: tax measure 
 

Dear Members of the RTC, 
 

I am writing because I am concerned about the current version of the tax measure that 
will be voted on tomorrow morning.  I applaud you in the funding of such a wide range of 
projects:  the rail line, for the Metro for other bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and 

for improvements of our county roads.   
 

However I strongly oppose the 25% that is allocated to the highway and I am 
concerned that,  like the last tax measure in 2004,  this will, once again, go down in 
defeat. 

 
It is imperative at this juncture of our human race, that we do everything in our power 

to reduce climate change.  it sounds histrionic, but this is truly a matter of life or 
death, of the the ability of our planet to sustain human life even to the next generation.   
 

I know you all care about this but are faced with a lot of pressure from the business 
community and some of the public that faces the difficulty of transportation in this county. 

 However there are so many other creative and successful ways we can solve this problem 
without the need to widen the highway and create more greenhouse gasses.  
 

Please reconfigure the allocations in the following way and I think you will receive much 
more broad based support: 
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1.  Allocated $8.5  million a year to the Metro so that they could not only completely cover 
the budget shortfall that they are facing but even add more express buses to Watsonville 

and Cabrillo and increase Highway 17 service which is highly popular and could reduce 
commuter traffic and greenhouse gasses.  

 
2.  Increase allocations for the Rail Corridor to 15%  so that the connections to Amtrak 
and CalTrain can be more easily built and the coastal rail trail can move forward in it's 

entirety. 
 

3.  Increase the proportion of Highway 1 funding to go towards traveler information, and 
remove much of the funding to fund the above projects.   
 

4.  Allocate more funding to the Highway 17 wildlife crossing to both increase safety and 
preserve our precious wildlife that will be facing even more challenges as the climate 

changes.   
 
In order to appease the Highway 1 commuters, if you feel that it would be absolutely 

necessary to put something in for the widening of the highway, perhaps the one segment 
between Soquel and 41st.  I personally think this is shortsighted but may help pass the 

measure. 
 

Thank you for your hard work on this measure. 
 
I appreciate you taking the time to read these comments. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Batya Kagan 
Santa Cruz, CA 

 

From: Bruce Korb 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 11:46 AM 

To: Regional Transportation Commission 
Subject: Transportation Tax 

 
Mostly fine, but a few points: 
 

Wildlife crossings and SR (Hwy) 9 corridor improvements are not neighborhood projects.  
Also, since such projects are marked at 30% of total revenue, what percent of total 

revenue is $15 million (estimated over life of projects)?  Anyway, those are highway 
corridor projects. 
Put them where they belong and adjust numbers, please. 

 
Distribution of funds:  just do 50/50 for lane miles and population. 

*ALL* Santa Cruz County residents purchase their goods from stores that are within the 
boundaries of cities.  The city boundaries have been gerrymandered to capture sales tax 
revenue and avoid residential areas.  (I'm looking at you, Capitola.)  The revenue 

adjustments to accommodate for the extra services required of business districts is 



accommodated (and a lot more) by the distribution of the base sales taxes.  So, Capitola, 
Santa Cruz, Watsonville and Scotts Valley have their extra green for incorporating 

business districts into their boundaries.  County residents should not be funding city 
services beyond the base sales taxes already collected.  (Revenues are 

semi-fungible.)  SO:  50/50 on lane-miles and population.  Just for fairness, the actual 
result won't be hugely different anyway. 
 

Wildlife crossing:  CalTrans is, as you know, mumbling about over/under crossings for SR 
17.  These would serve as wildlife crossings as well.  Please consider coordination since 

wildlife crossings would never serve as a motor vehicle over/under crossing. 
 
Scotts Valley park and ride:  ever since the parking at Mt. Hermon and SR 17 was 

eliminated, it has been difficult for Scotts Valley residents to form carpools with Santa 
Cruz residents.  The detour required to get to the transit center discourages pooling to the 

point where it is next to impossible.  If you want to reduce SR 17 traffic via pooling, you 
have to make pooling feasible.  Feasibility requires some infrastructure expenditures 
either at Mt. Hermon/SR 17 re-establishing the parking somewhere (CalTrans storage lot 

on Green Hills?), or else at Granite Creek/SR 17 where the current configuration requires 
almost as much driving around as does the transit center parking.  I know I've been 

harping on this for more than a decade, but ignoring the issue doesn't make it go away. 
 

Rail corridor:  it is a waste of money.  Leastwise, at this time. 
Yes, maintain it so it doesn't become junk, but making connections from 
Watsonville/Pajaro Junction is pure waste, at this time.  Santa Cruz is a tiny county.  

Passenger rail service is a pipe dream that is unaffordable for the foreseeable future.  Yes, 
I've read the studies that say a trip to Watsonville can be had for a paltry $2.50.  It _is_ 

paltry.  Too paltry.  The actual cost is over $25.00, meaning a fare box recovery of under 
10%.  That is pretty poor.  And it is unaffordably poor for our small county.  So, forget the 
10 million dollar Pajaro Junction Rail Station.  Money can be more usefully spent 

elsewhere.  Like a Scotts Valley park and ride. 

 

From: Elaine Rohlfes 

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 11:50 AM 
To: info@sccrtc.org 

Subject: comments for tomorrow's meetinig 
 
Thank you for all your hard work.  I totally approve and am thrilled at the Rail and Trail 

efforts...especially the Rail.  Hope I am still alive when it is complete and functioning. I 
want to ride the train frequently, take visitors on it, etc.! 

  I am against the money being wasted on Hiway #1, which will just encourage more car 
traffic.  I am for more money/efforts toward Metro bus service improvements.  Mass 
transportation is better for all of us. 

 
Thanks! 

Elaine Rohlfes 
living in the unincorporated Santa Cruz County 

 

mailto:info@sccrtc.org


From: Michael Levy 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 11:54 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Transportation tax 

 
Dear Members of the RTC,  
 

 I am concerned about the current version of the tax measure that will be voted on 
tomorrow morning.  I applaud you in the funding of such a wide range of projects:  the 

rail line, for the Metro for other bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and for 
improvements of our county roads.  
 

However I strongly oppose the 25% that is allocated to the highway and I am 
concerned that,  like the last tax measure in 2004,  this will, once again, go down in 

defeat. 
 
It is imperative at this juncture of our human race, that we do everything in our power 

to reduce climate change. 
 

I know you all care about this but are faced with a lot of pressure from the business 
community and some of the public that faces the difficulty of transportation in this county. 

 However there are so many other creative and successful ways we can solve this problem 
without the need to widen the highway and create more greenhouse gasses.  
 

Please reconfigure the allocations in the following way and I think you will receive much 
more broad based support: 

 
1.  Allocated $8.5  million a year to the Metro so that they could not only completely cover 
the budget shortfall that they are facing but even add more express buses to Watsonville 

and Cabrillo and increase Highway 17 service which is highly popular and could reduce 
commuter traffic and greenhouse gasses.  

 
2.  Increase allocations for the Rail Corridor to 15%  so that the connections to Amtrak 
and CalTrain can be more easily built and the coastal rail trail can move forward in it's 

entirety. 
 

3.  Increase the proportion of Highway 1 funding to go towards traveler information, and 
remove much of the funding to fund the above projects.   
 

4.  Allocate more funding to the Highway 17 wildlife crossing to both increase safety and 
preserve our precious wildlife that will be facing even more challenges as the climate 

changes.   
 
Thank you for your hard work on this measure. 

 
I appreciate you taking the time to read these comments. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

Michael Levy 
Santa Cruz, CA 
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From: Sierra Club Santa Cruz 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 11:58 AM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Fwd: FW: Updated Comments on Proposed Regional Transportation Sales Tax 

Measure-McPheeters,G 
 
RTC -  

The Sierra Club would like to be sure that these comments are included as part of the 
public comment for tomorrow's discussions regarding the Proposed RTC Sales Tax 

Measure. 

Thanks -  
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From: Sierra Club Santa Cruz 
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 12:00 PM 

To: info@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Fwd: Sierra Club - Passenger Rail Study Comments 

 
RTC -  

The Sierra Club would like to have this letter included as part of the public comment 

regarding the proposed RTC Sales Tax measure ahead of tomorrow's meeting.   

Thanks –  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:info@sccrtc.org






From: Hart, Tom M.  

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 9:03 AM 

To: 'info@sccrtc.org'; Abangan, Donita L M.D. 

Subject: Today's RTC meeting 

 
Morning 

Please find attached letter sent to the SZ Board of Supervisor’s from Dominican, PMG, 
PAMF/SMSC and SCC Medical Society regarding its support for the multimodal TRIP ballot 
measure that includes improvements to HY 1.   

 
Sincerely, 

 
Tom Hart 
Vice President 

Facility Planning and Business Development 
Palo Alto Medical Foundation-Santa Cruz Division 

A Sutter Health Affiliate 
hartt@sutterhealth.org 
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