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Response to Public Comments

This Volume 3 of 3 accompanies the Final EIR/EA with FONSI (Volume 1 of 3 and Volume 2 of 3). Volume 3 addresses the
comments received on the Draft EIR/EA during the public review period between November 4, 2015, and February 28, 2016, and the
open forum public hearing on December 3, 2015.

Comments received during the public review period are summarized below.

Number
Type of Comment Received
Written comments from agencies 4
Written comments from organizations 6
Written comments from individuals (representing the general public) 255

Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans Responses

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciate all comments
and input provided by stakeholders on this important transportation project. The project team would like to thank everyone who took
the time to inquire, provide viewpoints and comments, and express concerns. Several approaches have been used to respond to the
comments that were received. Responses to each comment are organized and presented in three sections: Responses to Comments
from Agencies, Responses to Comments from Organizations, and Responses to Comments from Individuals. The comments are
summarized below. Responses are numbered to correspond to the specific comment presented. Comments and responses are presented
in the order stated in the tables below.

Agencies
Co&rgeent Agency Commenter Name DF\?éieLlsggr NE;gbeer
A-1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife Melissa A. Farinha 1/20/16 11
A-2 Central Fire Protection District Jeff Maxwell 12/1/15 12
A-3 California Transportation Commission Will Kempton 11/13/15 13
A-4 Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District David Frisby 11/15/16 15
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Response to Public Comments

Organizations

SOl Organization Commenter Name BEUS I__etter PR
Code Received Number
O-1 Santa Cruz County, Regional Transportation Commission David Casterson 1/22/16 21
0-2 The Campaign for Sensible Transportation Jack Nelson 1/25/16 27
0-3 Center for Biological Diversity Eginoéissgvggprgfﬁe.lrenny Loda, 1/19/16 49
O-4 Save the Frogs! Kerry Kriger 1/15/16 72
0O-5 Sierra Club, Santa Cruz County Group Greg McPheeters 1/25/16 74
0-6 \_I/_\:gtr\]/l%rézgigg on behalf of The Campaign for Sensible William P. Parkin 1/25/16 83
Individuals
Comment Individual Comment | Page Comment Individual Comment | Page
Code : Number Code . Number
Received Received
-1 Dr. Dirt 12/3/15 103 [-12 Roland Saher 12/3/15 115
[-2 Torri Donohue 12/3/15 104 I-13 Robert Schneider 12/3/15 116
-3 Gene Fischer 12/3/15 105 I-14 Robert Schneider 12/3/15 118
-4 Anonymous 12/3/15 106 [-15 Erica Stanojevic 12/3/15 121
I-5 David Van Brink 12/3/15 108 I-16 Fred Molnar 12/3/15 123
I-6 Rajan Khokhar 12/3/15 109 -17 Bridget Binko 12/3/15 124
[-7 Pauline Seales 12/3/15 110 [-18 Ryan Hoffrman 12/3/15 125
-8 Pam Stearns 12/3/15 111 I-19 Sean Dineen 12/3/15 126
-9 Marshall Ballard 12/3/15 112 I-20 Laura Caldwell 12/3/15 129
[-10 Vasant Sharma 12/3/15 113 [-21 Jean Anderson 1/11/16 131
I-11 Roland Saher 12/3/15 114 122 ;izlivigd Ricard 1/19/16 132
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Response to Public Comments

Comment . DEHE Page
Code Individual Comment Number
Received
I-23 Peter Andrews 1/19/16 133
I-24 Becky Bach 1/11/16 136
[-25 Dana Bagshaw 1/8/16 137
I-26 Cyn Baskin 1/16/16 138
[-27 David Green Baskin 1/16/16 139
[-28 Susan Becker 1/19/16 141
[-29 Barbara Bentley No date 142
I-30 Stefan Berlinski 11/18/15 144
[-31 Jim Blain 1/16/16 145
[-32 Bob Bosso 1/16/16 146
I-33 Jack Bowers 1/15/16 147
I-34 Maryellen Boyle 1/16/16 148
I-35 Derek Brown 1/8/16 149
I-36 Norman Nelson 1/15/16 151
[-37 Richard Bruce 1/10/16 153
[-38 Helen Bryce 1/25/16 154
-39 Ted Burke 1/19/16 157
[-40 Rebecca Byron Kleis 1/14/16 158
[-41 Patricia Canepa 1/10/16 159
[-42 Charles M. Carlson 1/11/16 161
1-43 g'j‘r';eeﬁt”e‘: Kim 11/18/15 162
[-44 James Carpenter 1/17/16 163
[-45 Sheila Carrillo 1/11/16 165
I-46 Mike Carroll 1/11/16 167

Comment . DEHE Page
Code Individual Comment Number
Received
[-47 Kyle Carter 1/8/16 168
I-48 Carl Casey 1/13/16 169
[-49 Judy Cassada 1/25/16 170
I-50 Susan Cavalieri 12/4/15 171
I-51 Mark Chandler 1/12/16 172
[-52 Juliana Cheng 1/19/16 173
[-53 Leslie Chow 1/13/16 174
[-54 Janice M. Cockren 1/19/16 176
[-55 Lou Cole 1/13/16 177
I-56 Renee Coletta 1/12/16 179
I-57 Trician Comings 1/20/16 180
I-58 Trician Comings 1/22/16 182
I-59 Bill Comfort 1/17/16 183
I-60 Lydia Corser 1/8/16 188
I-61 Doug Crawford 1/17/16 189
[-62 Jim Cumming 1/20/16 191
1-63 Gina Cunningham 1/12/16 192
I-64 Scott Cunningham 1/21/16 193
I-65 Dan Davis 1/25/16 195
I-66 Michael DeArmond 1/8/16 196
I-67 William W. Delaney 1/18/16 197
I-68 Lynne Ann DeSpelder 1/19/16 199
1-69 Scott Dillingham 1/18/16 200
1-70 James Dixson and 1/17/16 201

Patricia McGlynn
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Response to Public Comments

Comment . DEHE Page
Code Individual Comment Number
Received
I-71 Casey Douglas 1/13/16 204
I-72 H. Dowling 1/17/16 206
I-73 Dianne Dryer 1/25/16 207
I-74 John Dunn 1/20/16 208
I-75 Martha Mee Dunn 1/21/16 209
I-76 Rick Duquette 1/16/16 210
I-77 Justin Eatinger 12/15/15 211
I-78 Larry Ellis 1/17/16 212
I-79 Teren Ellison 11/18/15 213
1-80 Skip Ely 1/13/16 215
1-81 David Eselius 12/8/15 216
1-82 Steven Fannell 1/16/16 217
1-83 Nancy Faulstich 1/19/16 218
-84 Ed Fields 1/14/16 222
[-85 Margo Fisher 1/10/16 223
1-86 Paolo Flansburg 1/9/16 224
I-87 Cathy Gamble 1/16/16 225
1-88 Danielle Garland 1/9/16 227
1-89 Veronica Garrett 1/12/16 228
1-90 Jan Gentes 1/13/16 230
1-91 Catharine and Jim Gill 11/8/15 231
1-93 Teresa J. Green 1/19/16 233
[-94 Alexander Grillo 1/12/16 235

Comment . DEHE Page
Code Individual Comment Number
Received
[-95 Judith Grunstra 1/10/16 238
[-96 Marciano Gutierrez 1/19/16 240
1-97 Z. Haas 1/16/16 241
198 | Dt ke and 1/23/16 242
1-99 Karen Hall 1/13/16 243
1-100 Pat Hamb 1/11/16 244
1-101 Grace Hammond 1/15/16 245
1-102 Kevin Hanks 1/8/16 246
1-103 Cody Harris 1/17/16 247
1-104 Steve Hartley 1/18/16 248
1-105 Steve Hartley 1/19/16 249
1-106 Tom and Becky Hart 1/18/16 250
1-107 Lee Heathorn 1/15/16 251
-108 '\H"'e‘fgg'nerggg Derek 1/18/16 252
1-109 Karl Heiman 1/15/16 254
1-110 Will Hendricks 1/20/16 255
-111 Bill Henry 1/26/16 256
1-112 Jo and Sam Hernandez | 1/20/16 257
1-113 Crystal Nelson 1/18/16 259
1-114 Jeff Hill 11/5/15 261
I-115 Michael Hobbs M.Sc. 1/16/16 263
1-116 Ted Hoff 1/10/16 265
1-117 Michael Holler 1/8/16 266
1-118 Don Honda 1/9/16 267
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Comment . DEHE Page Comment . DEHE Page
Code Individual Comment Number Code Individual Comment Number
Received Received
1-119 Karleen Horobin 1/23/16 269 1-144 David Laughlin 1/21/16 306
1-120 Kris Houser 11/29/15 271 I-145 Don Lauritson 1/18/16 307
1-121 Thomas P. House 1/16/16 274 I-146 Jascha Lee 1/16/16 310
1-122 Greg Howerton 1/12/16 275 1-147 Mark Lilley 1/19/16 311
1-123 Deborah Howey 1/21/16 276 1-148 Greg Lindholm 1/8/16 312
1-124 Robert Hull 11/8/15 277 1-149 Gordon Lion 1/20/16 313
1-125 John Hunt 1/16/16 278 1-150 Linda Locatelli 1/25/16 314
1-126 Lowell Hurst 1/17/16 280 I-151 Matthew Lockridge 1/15/16 315
1-127 Hal Hyde 1/14/16 281 1-152 Rick Longinotti 1/25/16 316
1-128 Richard James 1/15/16 282 1-153 Bruce Lorenzen 11/20/15 324
1-129 Bruno Kaiser 1/16/16 288 I-154 Bill Malone 1/19/16 325
1-130 Michael Kaping 1/16/16 289 I-155 Christopher Mann 1/19/16 332
1-131 Jan Karwin 1/16/16 290 1-156 Dolores Manning 1/19/16 333
1-132 Liz Karzag 1/18/16 291 I-157 Pilar Marien 1/15/16 335
1-133 Betty Kayton 1/18/16 292 1-158 Ron Marquez 1/14/16 336
1-134 Maura Kelsea 1/22/16 293 1-159 Christy Martin 1/19/16 337
1-135 Carol Kent 11/18/15 295 1-160 Ellen Martinez 1/9/16 338
1-136 Danial Kent 11/18/15 296 1-161 Joe Martinez 1/9/16 340
1-137 John S. Kent 11/17/15 297 1-162 Clint Mattacola 1/18/16 341
1-138 Myles H. Kitchen 1/18/16 298 1-163 Charles May 1/15/16 342
1-139 Joy Koch 1/16/16 301 1-164 Todd Mayer 1/7/16 343
1-140 Jeff Kordik 1/15/16 302 I-165 John E. McCombs 1/20/16 344
1-141 Robert Kuhn 1/11/16 303 1-166 Melinda McEvoy 11/18/15 345
1-142 Mark Lang 1/8/16 304 1-167 Marcus Melander 1/11/16 347
1-143 Diane Landy 1/8/16 305 1-168 Brian Miller 1/8/16 348
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Response to Public Comments

Date Date
Comment . Page Comment . Page
Individual Comment Individual Comment
Code . Number Code . Number
Received Received

1-169 Marshall Miller 1/14/16 350 |-192 Frank Rimicci, Jr. 1/9/16 385
1-170 Rick Moe 1/16/16 351 1-193 Barbara Riverwoman 1/18/16 386
-171 Martin Mogaard 1/10/16 352 1-194 Lani Roberts 11/20/15 387
1-172 Robert Morgan No date 353 1-195 Lois Robin 1/20/16 388
11173 Marsha and Keith 11/30/15 357 1-196 Ed Rodden 1/17/16 390

unger 1-197 Elaine Rohlfes 1/18/16 392
I-174 | Ron Nance 1/18/16 358 1-198 Mike Rotkin 12/22/15 394
I-176 Jack Nelson 1/25/16 364 1-200 Sandra Russell 1/16/16 397
I-177 André Neu 1/24/16 365 201 Raymond J. and 118116 208
1-178 Nicola 1/25/16 366 Anna Dale Sasser
1179 B!alne and Walter 1/15/16 368 1-202 Lynn Scally 1/13/16 399

lelsen 1-203 Andrew Schiffrin 1/24/16 400
1-180 | Graham Orndorff 1/18/16 369 1204 | Rebecca Schiffrin 1/16/16 407
I-181 | Joe Palandrani 1/10/16 370 1-205 Robert S. Schneider 10/10/15 409
1-182 Charles Paulden 1/17/16 371 1-206 Barry Scott 1/18/16 412
1-183 Charles Paulden 11/13/15 373 1-207 Barry Scott 1/25/16 414
I-184 | Brian Peoples 1/9/16 375 1-208 Isabelle Scott 1/19/16 417
I-185 Carey Pico 1/23/16 376 1-209 Pauline Seales 1/12/16 419
I-186 | Steve Piercy 1/25/16 377 1-210 Pauline Seales 1/15/16 420
I-187 Micah Posner No date 379 1211 | Vasant Sharma 1/25/16 425
|1-188 Janet Reedy 1/10/16 380 1-212 Erin Sheva 1/20/16 429
I-189 Michael Regan 1/18/16 381 1-213 Patti Shimokawa 1/23/16 430
191 | Michele and Alan 11/18/15 383 I-215 | Colin Smith 1/16/16 433

Replogle
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Response to Public Comments

Comment . DEHE Page
Code Individual Comment Number
Received
1-216 Louise Smith 1/16/16 434
1-217 Daryl Snedigar 1/8/16 435
1-218 Carol Souza 1/16/16 436
1-219 Ed Spurr 1/18/16 437
1-220 Carolyn Stallard 1/15/16 440
1-221 Peter Stanger 1/16/16 441
1-222 Anonymous No date 442
1-223 Alicia Stanton 1/11/16 443
1-224 Phil and Pam Stearns 1/19/16 445
1-225 Woutje Swets 1/12/16 446
1-226 Joan DJ Timpany 1/17/16 447
1-227 Steve Truijillo 1/19/16 449
1-228 Eugene Tsuiji 1/22/16 451
1-229 James Turk Dess 1/17/16 452
1-230 Tom Valiante 1/12/16 453
1-231 Louis Van Buren 1/13/16 454
1-232 \C;‘:;a;%\?gg Barbara 1/11/16 455
1-233 Elissa Wagner 1/18/16 456
1-234 Jeff Wagner 1/18/16 459
1-235 Steve Walker 1/22/16 460

Comment . DEHE Page
Code Individual Comment Number
Received
1-236 Steven Walker 1/15/16 461
1-237 lan Walton 1/11/16 462
1-238 Frederick Ward 1/15/16 463
1-239 Joe Ward No date 465
1-240 Oliver Warren No date 466
1-241 Barry Weavers 11/18/15 467
1-242 Jim and Pat Weber 1/15/16 468
1-243 Mary Lou Weidlich 1/17/16 469
1-244 Alice Weigel 1/16/16 470
1-245 Patrick White 1/21/16 472
1-246 Ann Whitlock 1/16/16 473
1-247 John Wilkes 1/12/16 474
1-248 Lenora Wrightsman 1/20/16 475
1-249 Susan Wright 1/17/16 476
1-250 Kurt Yeager 1/8/16 479
I-251 Kelley Youmans 1/10/16 480
1-252 Tim Youmans 1/16/16 481
I-253 Glenn Zimmermann 1/8/16 482
I-254 Andrea Ratto 1/11/16 483
I-255 Alan J. Hiromura 1/12/16 485
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Agencies
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Comment A-1

Response to Public Comments

Response to Comment Letter A-1

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Comment A-1

During preparation of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI, additional
studies were conducted to address potential impacts to Santa Cruz
long-toed salamander, a State fully protected species. The additional
study that was conducted was a Habitat Assessment for Santa Cruz
long-toed salamander and California tiger salamander by known
species expert Mr. Bryan Mori. The results of this survey identified
suitable habitat for Santa Cruz long-toed salamander within the
proposed project impact area. The project has been modified to avoid
these potentially suitable habitat areas to ensure that there would be
no effect to this species, as described in the Final EIR/EA with
FONSI in Section 2.3.5, Threatened and Endangered Species. The
study results were documented within the Natural Environment
Study Addendum (2018) and summarized in Section 2.3.5 of the
Final EIR/EA with FONSI.

Santa Cruz Route 1
Tier | and Tier Il Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment with FONSI
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Comment Letter A-2 Response to Comment Letter A-2

Central Fire Protection District

Comment A-2a

Section 2.1.4, Utilities and Emergency Services, has been revised to
include Live Oak as serviced by the Santa Cruz Water Department.

In addition, the reference regarding the existence of an Aptos Police
Department has been removed, and a change has been made to more
explicitly state that police protection and traffic enforcement in the
study area are serviced by the entities listed.

Central Fire Protection District

Comment A-2b

Continued coordination with the Central Fire Protection District will
occur through project construction to avoid or minimize disruptions
to emergency services to the greatest extent practicable.

Santa Cruz Route 1
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Comment Letter A-3
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Response to Public Comments

Response to Comment Letter A-3

California Transportation Commission

Comment A-3a

Projections of available future funding for transportation projects are
very difficult to make given uncertainties associated with State and
federal legislation and economic conditions. The Santa Cruz Route 1
HOV Lane Project is included in the 2040 Regional Transportation
Plan as a financially unconstrained project, reflecting the Santa Cruz
County Regional Transportation Commission’s long-term
commitment to Tier | of the project, while also indicating that the
project cannot be implemented unless there are significant changes in
the amount of local, State, and federal funding available for
transportation. The passage of Santa Cruz County Measure D in
2016 provides revenue from a half-cent sales tax, which will help
fund the project. The Tier Il Auxiliary Lane Alternative is now fully
funded with the addition of the Measure D funds, and Measure D
also will provide funding for some subsequent projects that are part
of the Tier | project. However, even with this new source of revenue,
additional funding is needed to complete the Tier I project. The Final
EIR/EA with FONSI has been prepared under the assumption that
additional funding to complete the Tier I project will occur over a
multiyear time frame. As portions of the Tier | project are ultimately
programmed for design and construction, they will become Tier Il
projects and will be analyzed in separate Tier Il environmental
documents.

California Transportation Commission

Comment A-3b

Upon completion of the environmental process, Caltrans, as the
California Environmental Quality Act lead agency, will provide the
Final EIR/EA with FONSI to the Commission for future
consideration of funding.

California Transportation Commission

Comment A-3c

The Santa Cruz Route 1 HOV Lane Project is included in the 2040
Regional Transportation Plan as a financially unconstrained project,
reflecting the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission’s long-term commitment to the project. The Tier |
Corridor HOV Lane Alternative has been identified as the preferred
alternative. Written assurance will be provided to the Commission
indicating that the project will be consistent with the project
programmed by the Commission and included in the Regional
Transportation Plan. In addition, Measure D, the 2016 Transportation
Expenditure Plan for Santa Cruz County, was approved in November
2016 after garnering more than two-thirds of the vote required for
approval from Santa Cruz County voters. One quarter of funds from
Measure D will be allocated to improving highway corridors,
including Route 1 improvements.

Final December 2018 14
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Comment Letter A-4
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Response to Public Comments

Response to Comment Letter A-4

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District

Comment A-4a

The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District has
established guidance that may be used to assess projects within its
jurisdiction, but the guidance does not establish air quality standards.
In regard to considering the project in relation to the Monterey Bay
Unified Air Pollution Control District California Environmental
Quiality Act Guidelines, Caltrans is the Lead Agency and has full
discretion to establish the criteria for determining significance under
the California Environmental Quality Act. For informational
purposes, the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
significance thresholds are presented on page 72 of the Air Quality
Study Report, which was publically circulated with the Draft
EIR/EA.

The air quality analysis has been prepared in accordance with the
requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act and
California Environmental Quality Act, as well as those by the federal
Clean Air Act, Transportation Conformity Regulations, and policies
and guidance by the United States Environmental Protection Agency,
Federal Highway Administration, and Caltrans as appropriate. A
mobile source air toxics analysis has been prepared following the
latest Federal Highway Administration Mobile Source Air Toxics
Interim Guidance. A carbon monoxide analysis has been prepared
based on the United States Environmental Protection Agency-
approved Carbon Monoxide Protocol developed by the Institute of
Transportation Studies at the University of California, Davis, in
cooperation with Caltrans.

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District

Comment A-4b

Construction emissions are discussed, quantified, and disclosed in
Section 2.4.4, Construction Phase Impacts, Air Quality, of the Final

EIR/EA with FONSI. As described in Section 2.4.4, the contractor
will be required to comply with Caltrans’ Standard Specifications
and with the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
rules, ordinances, and regulations in regard to air quality restrictions.
However, Caltrans does not have the authority to require use of
specific equipment or to apply other direct restrictions on contractor
equipment fleet emissions in excess of federal and State
requirements.

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District

Comment A-4c

Construction Emission Minimization Measure 16 requires the
construction contractor to comply with Monterey Bay Unified Air
Pollution Control District rules, ordinances, and regulations in regard
to air quality restrictions. This measure will be implemented under
Caltrans oversight and will ensure that the project complies with
legal requirements regarding building demolitions. The project
would fully comply with Rules 424 and 439.

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District

Comment A-4d

The greenhouse gas analysis for the project was updated, resulting in
revised greenhouse gas emissions, which are presented in

Section 3.2.5, Climate Change under the California Environmental
Quiality Act, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI. More detail regarding
the revised analysis is provided in the Air Quality Study Report
Addendum (Caltrans 2018). The update of the analysis used the latest
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-approved emissions factor
model (EMFAC2014) and a revised method for converting peak-
hour vehicle miles traveled to annual vehicle miles traveled. The
peak-period vehicle miles traveled and average speeds were obtained
from data presented in Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, of the Draft EIR/EA. These data
have been supplemented in the Final EIR/EA with FONSI by 2016
vehicle miles traveled and average speeds contained in the
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Addendum to the Traffic Operations Report (July 2017). The peak-
hour vehicle miles traveled was converted to annual vehicle miles
traveled using the following steps.

1. Obtain average weekday peak-hour vehicle miles traveled from
the traffic study (vehicle miles traveled/weekdaypeakHour)-

2. Multiply the average weekday AM and PM peak-hour vehicle
miles traveled by 6 hours to obtain the total peak-period vehicle
miles traveled (vehicle miles traveled/weekdaypeakperios = 6 *
vehicle miles traveled/weekdaypeaktour)-

3. Multiply each peak-period vehicle miles traveled value by
260 days to obtain the annual weekday peak-period vehicle miles
traveled (vehicle miles traveledanua/Weekdaypeakperiod = 260 *
vehicle miles traveled/weekdaypeakperiod)-

4. Estimate weekend and holiday vehicle miles traveled assuming
traffic averages 66 percent of weekday vehicle miles traveled
over the course of a year. This is a best faith estimate, and it is
acknowledged that some weekends would have a higher
percentage and some weekends would have a lower percentage.
(vehicle miles traveled/weekendpeakperioa = 0.66 * vehicle miles
traveled/weekdaypeakperiod)

5. Multiply the total daily weekend and holiday peak-period vehicle
miles traveled by 105 days to obtain the total annual peak period
vehicle miles traveled (vehicle miles traveledannual/
weekendpeakperiod = 105 * vehicle miles traveled/weekendpeakperiod).

6. Estimate off-peak period vehicle miles traveled assuming a
northbound vehicle miles traveled ratio of 74 percent peak
period and 26 percent off-peak period. The southbound vehicle
miles traveled ratio is 73 percent peak period and 27 percent off-
peak period. This information was obtained from the regional
transportation model.

Annual vehicle miles traveled is summarized in the table below for
each alternative. Please refer to Appendix A of the Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Addendum for calculation sheets that show the step-

by-step process to obtain the annual vehicle miles traveled. Overall,
traffic conditions along the study corridor have generally
deteriorated from the 2003 to 2016 conditions—the extent and
duration of congestion have increased, the average level of service
values have worsened, average speeds have reduced, average delays
have increased, and vehicle throughputs have increased.
Nonetheless, vehicle-miles-traveled growth has been lower than the
growth observed in vehicle throughput; in fact, vehicle-miles-
traveled values reduced along northbound Highway 1 from 2003 to
2016. This suggests that there has been an increase in carpooling, as
well as transit use, and/or a reduction in average trip lengths along
the study corridor.

Source: Air Quality Study Report Addendum, Caltrans 2018

Greenhouse gas emissions were estimated using the vehicle miles
traveled and the California Air Resources Board's EMFAC2014
model (the latest U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-approved
emissions factor model). The table below compares annual metric
tons of greenhouse gas emissions between the scenarios and
alternatives. This table replaces Table 3-2 in the Draft EIR/EA
(Estimated Carbon Dioxide Emissions by Tier I Alternative—Annual
Emissions).

Santa Cruz Route 1
Tier | and Tier Il Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Assessment with FONSI

17

Final December 2018



Response to Public Comments

Table 3-1 in the Draft EIR/EA showing only peak-hour emissions
has been updated in the Final EIR/EA with FONSI with the results of
the updated analysis. Revised emissions are higher than those
presented in the Draft EIR/EA due to the revised annual vehicle
miles traveled. The analysis represents a best faith effort to describe
the potential greenhouse gas emissions related to the proposed
project.

While EMFAC has a rigorous scientific foundation and has been
vetted through multiple stakeholder reviews, its emission rates are
based on tailpipe emission test data. The numbers are estimates of
carbon dioxide emissions and not necessarily the actual carbon
dioxide emissions. The model does not account for factors such as
the rate of acceleration and the vehicles” aerodynamics, which would
influence carbon dioxide emissions. To account for carbon dioxide
emissions, California Air Resources Board’s Greenhouse Gas
Inventory follows the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
guideline by assuming complete fuel combustion, while still using
EMFAC data to calculate methane and nitrous oxide emissions.
Though EMFAC is currently the best available tool for use in
calculating greenhouse gas emissions, it is important to note that the

carbon dioxide numbers provided are only useful for a comparison of
alternatives.
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Organizations
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Response to Comments from Organizations
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Response to Comments from Organizations

Comment Letter O-1
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Response to Comments from Organizations

Response to Comment Letter O-1

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1a

The Bicycle Advisory Committee’s support of bicycle projects
planned under both the Tier I and Tier |1 alternatives has been noted
for the record.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1b

The current design provides for 12-foot-wide ramps and a 14-foot-
wide bridge over Route 1. Following approval of the Final EIR/EA
with FONSI, the design phase of the current Tier Il project, which
includes the bicycle/pedestrian crossing at Chanticleer Avenue, will
address design concerns. Caltrans and the Project Team will take into
account the recommended design elements provided in the comment
during the final design phase. The Bicycle Advisory Committee, as
well as other interested members of the community, will have the
opportunity to review and comment on proposed designs during the
final design phase.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1c

Following approval of the final environmental document, the final
design phase of the current Tier Il project will address concerns
discussed in this comment, such as pathway lighting, striping,
entrance designs, railing and structure design, pavement markings,
and signing. The information provided in this comment will be
considered during the final design phase. The Bicycle Advisory
Committee and other interested members of the community will have
an opportunity to review and comment on proposed designs during
the final design phase. Potential future bicycle facilities outside the
limits of the proposed project would need to be studied by others.
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Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1d

Following approval of the final environmental document, the final
design phase of the current Tier Il project will address concerns
discussed in this comment, such as coordinating design of the
pedestrian/bicycle overcrossing approaches with the pavement
marking and signing plans. The information provided in this
comment will be considered during the final design phase. The
Bicycle Advisory Committee and others in the community will have
the opportunity to review and comment on proposed designs during
the final design phase. Potential future bicycle facilities outside the
limits of the proposed project would need to be studied by others.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1e

Following approval of the final environmental document, the design
phase of the current Tier Il project will address design concerns,
including development of aesthetic treatments to the proposed
pedestrian/bicycle overcrossing, consistent with the Measures for
Corridor Aesthetics described in Section 2.1.6, Visual/Aesthetics, of
the Final EIR/EA with FONSI, which discusses corridor aesthetic
guidelines and the incorporation of community input. It is anticipated
that the aesthetic treatments for this bridge would be coordinated
with the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
and the community at-large.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1f

The current Tier 1l build alternative was developed as part of an
alternatives analysis that incorporated public input; adding the Mar
Vista overcrossing to the current Tier Il project would result in
delays and added cost for the current Tier 1l project to update
existing environmental studies and coordinate with affected
stakeholders. However, the Mar Vista overcrossing will proceed as a

stand-alone project after approval of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI
for the Tier I/ Tier Il project.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1g

Caltrans and the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission anticipate coordinating with the Bicycle Advisory
Committee in further developing future Tier Il projects, including the
Morrissey Boulevard Overcrossing and Trevethan Avenue
Pedestrian and Bicycle Overcrossing.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1h

The proposed project focuses on State Route 1, which is under
Caltrans jurisdiction; therefore, Caltrans is the California
Environmental Quality Act lead agency. Due to the focus on this
State highway, the project does not include bicycle facilities on
adjacent roadways. Local government agencies could potentially
consider developing bicycle facility projects for such roadways.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1i

The Bicycle Advisory Committee’s suggestion has been incorporated
into Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities, Affected Environment, Bicycle Facilities, Tier | Corridor
Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1j

The Bicycle Advisory Committee’s suggestion has been incorporated
into Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities, Affected Environment, Bicycle Facilities, Tier | Corridor
Alternatives, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI.
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Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1k

Based on the Bicycle Advisory Committee’s suggestion, the
following discussion has been added to Section 2.1.5, Traffic and
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, Affected
Environment, Bicycle Facilities, Tier | Corridor Alternatives, of the
Final EIR/EA with FONSI:

“While there are many existing bicycle facilities in the study area,
there are also interchange crossing issues. At times, bicyclists’ and
motorists’ movements conflict with one another, particularly at the
intersection of surface streets and highway interchanges. This can
cause safety hazards for bicycles due to free right turns, vehicle
movements, and ingress and egress speeds; issues which could
become more problematic as highway traffic increases.”

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1I

Based on the Bicycle Advisory Committee’s suggestion, a statement
has been added to the TSM and HOV Pedestrian and Bicycle
Overcrossings sections to acknowledge that the project would not
improve east-west bicycle travel along Route 1. However, neither
build alternative would affect bicycle travel on the streets parallel to
Route 1.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1m

Based on the Bicycle Advisory Committee’s suggestion, a similar
revision was added to the Pedestrian and Bicycle Conditions
discussion for the Tier Il Auxiliary Lane Alternative in Section 2.1.5,
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, of the
Final EIR/EA with FONSI.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1n

The Class | bicycle facility on the Morrissey Boulevard overpass of
Route 1 is listed as a constrained project in the 2014 Regional
Transportation Plan for Santa Cruz County (see SC-P29). This
means that it is a project that could be funded by 2035 with
reasonably foreseeable transportation revenues, including dedicated
and already programmed funds. For this reason, the Final EIR/EA
with FONSI assumes that the project will be implemented with or
without approval of the proposed project and includes the facility as
part of the No Build Alternative.

Based on the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan, it can be assumed
that the Class I bicycle facility on the Morrissey Boulevard overpass
will be constructed by 2035 with some of the $2.8 billion in local,
State, and federal funds that was reasonably expected to be available
through 2035 in the Regional Transportation Plan. Because the
Morrissey Boulevard bike lane project is outside the scope of the
proposed project, it is not believed that the commenter’s suggested
revisions to the EIR/EA regarding inadequate conditions for
bicyclists and pedestrians at Morrissey Boulevard, and the history of
proposals for bicycle facilities at Morrissey Boulevard, are
necessary.

The bicycle/pedestrian overcrossing at Trevethan Avenue is included
as part of both Tier I alternatives. The Tier | Corridor HOV Lane
Alternative was selected as the preferred alternative for the Tier |
project. The commenter is correct that the Trevethan Avenue
overcrossing has not been specifically identified by the Santa Cruz
County Regional Transportation Commission as being funded by
Measure D revenues. Rather, the Trevethan Avenue improvements
may be funded through a variety of sources, including local, State,
and federal funding sources. The Tier | project is evaluated at a high
level with less specificity because it includes phases that are not
currently funded. In the future, as funding becomes available,
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segments of the Tier I project will be evaluated with greater
specificity at the project level in future Tier Il environmental
documents, at which point there will be additional opportunities for
public comment.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-10

Based on the Bicycle Advisory Committee’s suggestion, three of the
four suggested revisions have been included in Section 2.1.5, Traffic
and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, as avoidance
and minimization measures. Suggestion #1 has been included in the
Tier 11 section, while Suggestions #3 and #4 have been included in
the Tier | section. Regarding Suggestion #2, the build alternatives
would not affect bicycle travel on parallel roadways.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1p

Based on the Bicycle Advisory Committee’s Suggestion #5, similar
revisions have been made to Section 2.4.1, Construction Phase
Impacts, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1q

Sheet HOV-4 in Appendix G was revised to show that the design of
the Chanticleer pedestrian/bicycle overcrossing provided on Sheet
T2-L2 of Appendix | is the proposed design for this overcrossing.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
Comment O-1r

The Tier I plans presented in Appendix G are conceptual. More
specific information regarding the design of these overcrossings will
be developed during environmental review of the future Tier Il
projects that will include the Mar Vista and Trevethan overcrossings.
The Bicycle Advisory Committee will have opportunities to provide

input on overcrossing design during the future environmental review
of these projects.
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Comment Letter O-2
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Response to Comment Letter O-2

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2a

The development of project alternatives took into consideration the
need to provide alternatives to driving, as well as input from
stakeholders during public information meetings and meetings with
local agency staff and elected officials, to meet the identified project
purpose. The purpose of the Tier | Project is to (1) reduce
congestion; (2) promote the use of alternative transportation modes
as means to increase transportation system capacity; and (3)
encourage carpooling and ridesharing. By establishing an HOV lane,
thereby improving bus mobility and reducing congestion along
Highway 1, and by including bicycle/pedestrian overcrossings, the
Tier | Project would achieve the project purpose.

Further, by reducing congestion, the Tier | Project would reduce
greenhouse gas emissions compared to the No Build Alternative.
Caltrans has taken an active role in addressing greenhouse gas
emission reduction and climate change. One of the main strategies in
the Caltrans’s Climate Action Program to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions is to make California’s transportation system more
efficient. The highest levels of carbon dioxide from mobile sources,
such as automobiles, occur at stop-and-go speeds (zero to 25 miles
per hour) and speeds over 55 miles per hour; the most severe
emissions occur from zero to 25 miles per hour. To the extent that a
project relieves congestion by enhancing operations and improving
travel times in high-congestion travel corridors, greenhouse gas
emissions, particularly carbon dioxide, may be reduced. The
proposed project is designed to decrease congestion and increase
vehicle speeds on Route 1 during the heavily congested peak hours.
As shown in Section 3.2.5, Climate Change under the California
Environmental Quality Act, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI, the
Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative would reduce carbon dioxide

emissions compared to the No Build Alternative and Tier | Corridor
TSM Alternative.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2b

The 2008 Transit Market Analysis of Freeway-Oriented Express
Buses for the Route 1 project, prepared by Caltrans, the Santa Cruz
County Regional Transportation Commission, and the Federal
Highway Administration, found that the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane
Alternative would significantly improve travel times for public
transit and is capable of capturing the projected future transit
ridership and more. In contrast, with the exception of southbound
traffic during the evening peak hour, the Tier | Corridor TSM
Alternative would improve travel times through the corridor but not
enough to support the projected future transit ridership. Additionally,
the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative would encourage
carpooling and ridesharing. These findings are supported by the
Update to the Transit Market Analysis of Freeway-Oriented Express
Buses (2018). The potential operation of buses on the shoulders of
Route 1 is under consideration and would not be precluded by the
proposed Tier I and Tier Il project.

The EIR/EA did consider the potential for additional capacity to
encourage more drivers to use the highway (a phenomenon referred
to as “induced demand”). As described in Section 2.1.5, Traffic and
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, of the Final
EIR/EA with FONSI, elasticity calculations indicate that induced
demand would result in a less than 1 percent increase in vehicle
miles traveled for both Tier | build alternatives. In other words, while
the proposed improvements would result in some additional induced
traffic, these effects would be minimal. More information is
available in Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI. Section 2.1.5
summarized the detailed information that is provided in the
Estimation of Induced Traffic Demand and Congestion-Related
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Costs Memorandum (2017), which is included as an addendum to the
Traffic Operations Report.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2¢

The Tier I project would promote the use of alternative
transportation modes and encourage carpooling and ridesharing. As
described in Section 1.4, Project Description, of the Final EIR/EA
with FONSI, both the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative and the
Tier I Corridor TSM Alternative would construct pedestrian/bicycle
overcrossings (at Mar Vista Drive, Chanticleer Avenue, and
Trevethan Avenue) to address identified deficiencies in the ability of
pedestrians and bicyclists to get across Highway 1. These
improvements would promote increased use of these alternative
transportation modes, as bicyclists and pedestrians would have
improved and safer travel routes. Additionally, both the Tier |
Corridor HOV Lane Alternative and the Tier | Corridor TSM
Alternative would include HOV bypass lanes on interchange on-
ramps; however, only the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative
would provide dedicated HOV lanes. Although both Tier I build
alternatives would encourage carpooling and ridesharing, the Tier |
Corridor HOV Lane Alternative’s superior performance in this
respect contributed to its selection as the preferred alternative.

As described in Section 1.1.2, Project Funding, of the Final EIR/EA
with FONSI, the proposed project is included in the 2040 Regional
Transportation Plan as a financially unconstrained project, reflecting
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission’s long-
term commitment to this project. Although funding sources are not
currently identified for this project, several future funding scenarios
exist, and Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
and Caltrans remain fully committed to implementing the project.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2d

Please refer to Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian
and Bicycle Facilities, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI, as this
section has been updated since publication of the Draft EIR/EA.
Although the Tier | Corridor TSM Alternative would not solve all
congestion problems on Route 1, as shown in Section 2.1.5, Traffic
and Transportation/ Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, and shown in
Table 2.1.5-10, the Tier I Corridor TSM Alternative would
substantially improve peak-hour average travel time, average speed,
and other measures of effectiveness on Highway 1 in the northbound
direction under 2035 conditions compared to the No Build
Alternative. Improvements would be more modest in the southbound
direction, and during the peak PM travel period, average travel time
and travel speed would slightly worsen. Overall, the Tier | Corridor
TSM Alternative would improve traffic operations and accommodate
greater vehicle throughput on Highway 1; however, it may result in
some adverse traffic effects on local streets near the highway (e.g.,
delays/backup from metering).

For many of the reasons that the commenter notes, Caltrans/Federal
Highway Administration have selected the Tier I Corridor HOV
Lane Alternative as the preferred alternative for the Tier | project, as
it would substantially outperform the Tier | Corridor TSM
Alternative in terms of reducing congestion and improving traffic
conditions.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2e

In addition to improving multimodal connectivity along the Route 1
corridor by constructing new pedestrian and bicycle overcrossings,
the Tier | Corridor TSM Alternative also includes several roadway
capacity improvements (e.g., HOV bypass lane on-ramps) and
Intelligent Transportation Systems technologies (e.g., vehicle
detection systems) that would benefit public transit operations along
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Route 1; however, these improvements would not result in increased
transit service or transit ridership (see Final EIR/EA with FONSI
Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities).

As discussed in Chapter 1, Proposed Project, of the Final EIR/EA
with FONSI, the Project Development Team did not recommend the
Tier | Corridor TSM Alternative as the preferred alternative due to
its limitations in addressing the project purpose and need.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2f

The EIR/EA evaluated several different alternatives. As described in
Section 1.5, Alternatives, many of these were considered but
eliminated from further discussion because they either failed to avoid
or substantially lessen any significant environmental impacts of the
proposed project or would not feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project.

As described in Section 1.1.2, Project Funding, of the Final EIR/EA
with FONSI, the Santa Cruz Route 1 HOV Lane Project is included
in the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan as a financially
unconstrained project, reflecting Santa Cruz County Regional
Transportation Commission’s long-term commitment to this project.
As noted in the Regional Transportation Plan, “unconstrained”
projects are those that cannot be implemented over the next 22 years
unless there are significant changes in the amount of local, State, and
federal funding available for transportation.

While specific funding sources have not yet been identified for all of
the Tier | project components (the recently passed Measure D ¥ cent
sales tax will provide funds for the Tier Il project and some portions
of the Tier | project), the Regional Transportation Plan allows for a
phased implementation approach to allow Santa Cruz County
Regional Transportation Commission to make incremental
improvements in the corridor as future funding opportunities allow.

This approach is consistent with Federal Highway Administration
policy, which allows States and their regional or local partners to
begin the environmental review process without having “dollars in
the bank” to construct the project (Federal Highway Administration,
2017). Rather, States and/or their partners may start the
environmental review process for a project without demonstrating
fiscal constraint provided funding for subsequent phases of the
project is shown in the applicable transportation plan (Federal
Highway Administration, 2017).

The Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative was selected as the
preferred alternative by the Project Development Team. The Project
Development Team is essentially the steering committee for the
project. Its members include individuals from a wide range of
disciplines and representatives from outside agencies that have a
stake in the outcome of the project. The Project Development Team
for the environmental phase of the proposed project includes
Caltrans, the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission, Santa Cruz County and all cities in the county, the
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District, and the California
Highway Patrol.

The Project Development Team used a comparative matrix of
various project attributes and performance measures to evaluate the
merits of the different alternatives considered in the EIR/EA. In
selecting the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative as the preferred
Tier | project and the Build Alternative as the preferred Tier Il
project, the Project Development Team cited the following reasons
for making its recommendations:

e The Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative and Tier Il Build
Alternative best meet the stated purposes and needs of the
respective projects;

e The Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative provides more
options for future Tier 11 projects than would be provided by the
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Tier | Corridor TSM Alternative to better respond to any changes
in future travel patterns;

e The Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative would reduce cut-
through traffic on local streets and roads, which is important to
the community, and which in turn is expected to further reduce
the production of greenhouse gases beyond the Highway 1
Corridor as measured in the environmental studies;

e The Tier I Corridor HOV Lane Alternative provides more
incentives for carpooling and travel time savings and efficiencies
in providing transit services, as well as improved bike and
pedestrian facilities; and

e The Tier 1l Build Alternative is consistent with the Measure D
transportation sales tax measure recently approved by the voters.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2g

As described in Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian
and Bicycle Facilities, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI, additional
traffic data were collected in 2016, and an analysis was conducted to
evaluate the validity of the analysis of traffic impacts presented in
the Draft EIR/EA. Other sections of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI
present the findings of similar evaluations conducted since
circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, including air quality (Section 2.2.6,
Air Quality), greenhouse gases (Section 3.2.5, Climate Change under
the California Environmental Quality Act,), growth (Section 2.1.2,
Growth), and cumulative impacts (Section 2.5, Cumulative Impacts).
Please see Section 3.2.5, Climate Change under the California
Environmental Quality Act, for current information regarding the
California Air Resources Board’s greenhouse gas reduction targets.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2h

The Final EIR/EA with FONSI and the technical study addenda have
been edited for corrections, updates, and readability. Any updates to
the technical studies prepared prior to circulation of the Draft

EIR/EA have been provided in the form of stand-alone addenda. The
reason for this is that the technical studies prepared prior to
circulation of the Draft EIR/EA are part of the administrative record
for the Draft EIR/EA. The full list of technical studies and technical
study addenda, including the date on which each of the documents
was completed, is provided after Appendix N. The list of technical
studies and technical study addenda is bookmarked in the electronic
PDF file of the Appendices to the Final EIR/EA with FONSI.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2i

Additional traffic counts were conducted in late 2016 to identify
more current traffic conditions. The results have been incorporated
into Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI and are included in the
2017 Traffic Analysis Update Technical Memorandum, which
provides an update to the 2012 Traffic Operations Report. A
comparison of the existing conditions in 2001/2003 reported in the
2012 Traffic Operations Report and current (2016) conditions shows
that traffic operations have generally deteriorated along the study
corridor. The extent and duration of traffic congestion have increased
from 2001/2003 conditions, especially in the peak directions of
travel (i.e., northbound during the AM peak period and southbound
during the PM peak period). Currently, the study corridor is
congested for most of the 6-hour peak period in the peak directions;
whereas, in 2001/03, it was congested for approximately 4 hours.
This information is included in the 2017 Traffic Analysis Update
Technical Memorandum on pages 9 through 13.

The reason for continuing to use the 2004 Association of Monterey
Bay Area Governments Model rather than the recent 2014
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments Model for traffic
forecasting is that the 2004 Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments Model forecasts were found to be closer to the 2016
field volumes than the 2014 Association of Monterey Bay Area
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Governments Model forecasts would predict for 2016, suggesting
that the 2016 projections obtained from the 2004 Association of
Monterey Bay Area Governments Model are more accurate than
those obtained from the 2014 Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments Model in terms of the ability of the model to replicate
current 2016 conditions. Additionally, the following two key factors
support the decision to continue using the 2012 Traffic Operations
Report results from the 2004 Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments Model for the Final EIR/EA with FONSI of this
project instead of using the recent 2014 Association of Monterey
Bay Area Governments Model:

1. The economies in both Santa Clara and Santa Cruz counties have
recovered more quickly from the 2008 recession than was
expected in the population and employment forecasts used in the
2014 Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments model.

2. While employment growth in Santa Cruz County has been robust
since 2011, it has not been enough to slow the growth in demand
for out-commuting to Silicon Valley and the greater Bay Area.
This type of growth results in increased demand for peak-
direction travel on Highway 1.

Traffic forecasts obtained from the 2004 Association of Monterey
Bay Area Governments Travel Demand Model and traffic
operational analysis results reported in the 2012 Traffic Operations
Report appear to be low-end estimates and do not overstate traffic
growth in the corridor. The actual performance of the study corridor
in the future could be worse than the estimates provided in the 2012
Traffic Operations Report. Similarly, the use of the 2014 Association
of Monterey Bay Area Governments Model suggests that traffic
forecasts in the peak directions of travel under 2030/2035 conditions
could be worse than those reported in the 2012 Traffic Operations
Report, thereby further strengthening the need for the proposed
project. However, looking at the recent, post-recession growth trend
in traffic and employment levels in and around the study corridor

(Silicon Valley and Santa Cruz County), the slow-growth
assumptions of the 2014 Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments Model may not accurately represent future traffic
conditions along the study corridor. Therefore, using the 2004
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments Model is the most
suitable approach for this project.

The 2012 Traffic Operations Report included 2015 projections for
Build and No Build conditions; however, as noted by the comment,
that date has now passed. Nevertheless, those 2015 projections were
extrapolated from the 2004 Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments Travel Demand Model, as well as to develop the 2016
projections that were compared to field volumes in the 2017 Traffic
Analysis Update Technical Memorandum.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2j

As stated in Section 1.3, Purpose and Need, of the Final EIR/EA
with FONSI, the purpose of the Tier | project is to:

¢ Reduce congestion.

e Promote the use of alternative transportation modes as means to
increase transportation system capacity.

e Encourage carpooling and ridesharing.

Reducing congestion and increasing the use of public transit and
other alternative modes of transportation are key priorities for
reducing transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions. The
highest levels of carbon dioxide from mobile sources such as
automobiles occur at stop-and-go speeds (zero to 25 miles per hour)
and speeds over 55 miles per hour; the most severe emissions occur
from zero to 25 miles per hour. To the extent that a project relieves
congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel times in
high-congestion travel corridors, greenhouse gas emissions,
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particularly carbon dioxide, may be reduced. For more information,
please see response to Comment O-2Kk.

Caltrans’ Strategic Management Plan, released in 2015, creates a
performance-based framework to preserve the environment and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, among other goals. This plan
includes specific performance targets to increase the percentage of
non-auto modes of transportation, which will help reduce greenhouse
gas emissions. The 2008 Transit Market Analysis of Freeway-
Oriented Express Buses for the Route 1 project, prepared by
Caltrans, the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission, and the Federal Highway Administration, indicates that
public transit ridership, specifically express bus ridership, along the
Route 1 corridor is highly sensitive to travel time changes. The
analysis found that the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative would
significantly improve travel times for public transit and is capable of
capturing the projected future transit ridership and more. In contrast,
with the exception of southbound traffic during the evening peak
hour, the Tier | Corridor TSM Alternative would improve travel
times through the corridor but not enough to support the projected
future transit ridership. These findings were supported by the Update
to the Transit Market Analysis of Freeway-Oriented Express Buses
(2018).

The Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative would reduce greenhouse
gas emissions compared with the No Build Alternative.

Section 3.2.5, Climate Change under the California Environmental
Quiality Act, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI presents the results of
the updated quantitative analysis of greenhouse gas emissions
provided in the Air Quality Study Report Addendum (Caltrans, 2018),
which shows that, in year 2035 the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane
Alternative would reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 505 metric
tons per year compared to the No Build Alternative; whereas the Tier
I Corridor TSM Alternative would increase greenhouse gas
emissions by 2,405 metric tons per year compared with the No Build

Alternative. For more information, please see response to Comment
A-4d.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2k

California State law and Governor’s executive orders regarding
greenhouse gas emissions are discussed in Section 3.2.5, Climate
Change under the California Environmental Quality Act, of the Final
EIR/EA with FONSI, which also describes Caltrans activities to help
achieve the greenhouse gas reduction targets set forth in Assembly
Bill 32. Executive Order B-30-15, issued in April 2015, and Senate
Bill 32 (2016), set a new interim target to cut greenhouse gas
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. In addition to the
major initiatives underway at Caltrans to help meet these targets,
Section 3.2.5, Climate Change under the California Environmental
Quality Act, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI describes the project-
level strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that are
incorporated in the Route 1 Tier | and Tier Il projects. The purpose
of the Tier | Project (reduce congestion, promote the use of
alternative transportation modes as means to increase transportation
system capacity, and encourage carpooling and ridesharing) supports
the implementation of Caltrans’ strategies to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions described in Section 3.2.5, Climate Change under the
California Environmental Quality Act, of the Final EIR/EA with
FONSI.

According to the figure shown below, the highest levels of carbon
dioxide from mobile sources, such as automobiles, occur at stop-and-
go speeds (zero to 25 miles per hour) and speeds over 55 miles per
hour; the most severe emissions occur from zero to 25 miles per hour
(see the figure below). To the extent that a project relieves
congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel times in
high-congestion travel corridors, greenhouse gas emissions,
particularly carbon dioxide, may be reduced.
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FIGURE O-2K: Possible Use of Traffic Operation Strategies in
Reducing On-Road CO; Emissions

Source: Matthew Barth and Kanok Boriboonsomsin, University of California,
Riverside, May 2010 (http://uctc.berkeley.edu/research/papers/846.pdf)

Projects can individually emit carbon dioxide emissions without
significantly contributing to the statewide carbon dioxide emissions
impact. Caltrans has adopted plans, programs, and policies consistent
with State goals to reduce emissions. In 2018, the Santa Cruz County
Regional Transportation Commission approved the 2040 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, which
selected projects that support sustainability goals including access,
greenhouse gas emission reduction, economic vitality, health, safety,
travel time reliability, equity, and maintenance of the existing
transportation network. The inclusion of the Tier | and Tier Il
Projects in this plan recognizes the role of these projects as part of a
sustainable transportation system that supports the attainment of the
region’s goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The Santa
Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan is also incorporated into
the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments’ tri-county

Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
that covers the counties of Santa Cruz, Monterey, and San Benito.
The Santa Cruz County RTP must be consistent with and plan for a
transportation system that supports the California Senate Bill 375-
mandated Sustainable Communities Strategy for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions, which is included in the Association of
Monterey Bay Area Governments’ tri-county Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.

Carbon dioxide emissions associated with the Tier | Corridor HOV
Lane Alternative or the Tier | Corridor TSM Alternative are not
individually inconsistent with statewide goals. As demonstrated
above, Caltrans as a State agency has developed and continues to
develop plans, policies, and programs to contribute to the attainment
of statewide targets.

With regard to the potential for freeway expansions to induce new
travel, an induced demand study was conducted as described in
Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI. The results of the study
showed that an increase in vehicle miles traveled due to induced
demand generated by the project is expected to be minimal (less than
1 percent) for the project alternatives. For more information, please
see response to Comment O-2s. Detailed information regarding the
induced demand analysis is provided in the Estimation of Induced
Traffic Demand and Congestion-Related Costs Memorandum (2017),
which is included as an addendum to the Traffic Operations Report.

Under the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative, traffic volumes on
the surface street network would decrease relative to the No Build
Alternative, while traffic volumes on the freeway would increase.
This would improve access to facilities and regional circulation. The
regional traffic model does not provide vehicle miles traveled and
speeds for the surface street network, which is needed to estimate
greenhouse gas emissions. However, as described in response to
Comment 1-145b, the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative would
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substantially reduce cut-through traffic. Depending on the location,
average daily cut-through traffic would decrease by 18,200 to 30,500
vehicles on Soquel Drive; 3,900 to 4,600 vehicles on Capitola Road;
and approximately 4,100 vehicles for Park Avenue. One location on
Soquel Avenue directly adjacent to Highway 1 has been identified as
potentially experiencing an increase of 2,900 daily vehicles.

As noted above, the highest levels of carbon dioxide from mobile
sources such as automobiles occur at stop-and-go speeds (zero to 25
miles per hour) and speeds over 55 miles per hour; the most severe
emissions occur from zero to 25 miles per hour. To the extent that a
project relieves congestion by enhancing operations and improving
travel times in high-congestion travel corridors, greenhouse gas
emissions, particularly carbon dioxide, may be reduced. Traffic
volumes on local streets often operate in stop-and-go conditions
(e.g., stop lights) and low speeds that generate highest emissions.
Based on the reduction of cut-through traffic on local streets
discussed above, the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative would
reduce carbon dioxide emissions on local streets compared to the No
Build Alternative by shifting daily traffic away from stop-and-go
conditions onto Highway 1.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2I

The commenter is correct that the addition of highway capacity will
not permanently alleviate congestion problems. However, adding
capacity is an effective means of alleviating congestion over a
defined time period. Caltrans projects are developed with
consideration of the 20-year design horizon. The proposed project
improvements would address transportation and traffic deficiencies
over this time frame.

Additionally, while the proposed project would add capacity to the
Highway 1 corridor, it would do so through a measured approach
that would encourage multi-occupant forms of transportation. In
general, carpoolers, vanpoolers, and transit users are the direct

beneficiaries of an HOV lane, while vehicles using the adjoining
general-purpose lanes are indirect beneficiaries, due to the shift of
carpoolers, vanpoolers, etc. from general purpose lanes to the HOV
lane. Experience with HOV lanes from around the country has
shown a positive relationship between ridership and travel time
savings, suggesting that as congestion grows, the travelers’
willingness to carpool or ride a bus that uses the HOV lane also
grows. For more information, please see response to

Comment [-205c.

The EIR/EA also considered the potential for the additional capacity
to be provided on Highway 1 to result in “induced demand.” As
described in Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI, and in the
Estimation of Induced Traffic Demand and Congestion-Related
Costs Memorandum (2017), included as an addendum to the Traffic
Operations Report, induced demand associated with the proposed
project would be approximately 0.8 percent and 0.3 percent for the
Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative and Tier | Corridor TSM
Alternative under 2035 conditions, respectively. In other words,
vehicle miles traveled would increase by less than 1 percent as a
result of induced demand from the proposed project.

The California Transportation Plan is a statewide, long-range
transportation plan to meet our future mobility needs and reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. The California Transportation Plan
defines performance-based goals, policies, and strategies to achieve
our collective vision for California’s future statewide, integrated,
multimodal transportation system. It serves as an umbrella document
for all of the other statewide transportation planning documents. The
California Transportation Plan identifies the statewide transportation
system needed to achieve maximum feasible greenhouse gas
emission reductions while meeting the state’s transportation needs.
Implementation of the California Transportation Plan 2040 includes
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improving highways and roads, as well as public transit, and bicycle
and pedestrian facilities, and other improvements.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2m

State law requires the Metropolitan Planning Organization for each
region to develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy that integrates
transportation, land-use, and housing policies to plan how it will
achieve the emissions target for its region. The Association of
Monterey Bay Area Governments, as the Metropolitan Planning
Organization for Santa Cruz, Monterey, and San Benito counties,
prepared the 2014 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy for its three-county region. The plan’s overall
land use development pattern provides for transit-oriented, compact
development, and sustainable communities. This land use
development pattern complements the proposed transportation
network, which was designed to provide a strategic expansion of the
transportation system, targeting this expansion around mutually
supportive bus transit, rail, active transportation, and key roadway
projects, including Tier | and Tier Il project.

The interactions between freeway expansion and related travel
patterns, land use patterns, population shifts, and economic activity
are built into travel demand models that are used in the development
of regional transportation plans. Senate Bill 375 assures the
California Transportation Commission’s oversight of guidelines for
these models, including the Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments Model that was used to prepare the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. Thus, the
Tier | and Tier Il project is an integral part of the Sustainable
Communities Strategy, which seeks to develop and enhance transit-
oriented, compact development, and sustainable communities.

By creating a dedicated HOV lane and improving travel speeds on
Route 1, the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane Alternative, which was
identified as the preferred alternative for the Tier | project, would

have a beneficial effect on travel times for express buses. As
described in Section 2.1.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI, the Transit
Market Analysis of Freeway-Oriented Express Buses that was
commissioned for the proposed project found that the Tier | Corridor
HOV Lane Alternative would increase transit ridership by capturing
a portion of latent demand through improved travel times. By
contrast, the analysis found that the No Build Alternative may
decrease transit ridership because of worsening travel times for
transit vehicles, while the Tier | Corridor TSM Alternative would
likely not be able to realize the projected growth in transit ridership
or capture any latent demand because it would not substantially
improve travel times. These findings were supported by the Update
to the Transit Market Analysis of Freeway-Oriented Express Buses
(2018).

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2n

The California Transportation Plan is a statewide, long-range
transportation plan to meet our future mobility needs and reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. The California Transportation Plan 2040
identifies the statewide transportation system needed to achieve
maximum feasible greenhouse gas emission reductions while
meeting the state’s transportation needs. Implementation of the
California Transportation Plan 2040 includes improving highways
and roads, as well as public transit and bicycle and pedestrian
facilities, and other improvements.

As described in response to Comment 1-198b, the Santa Cruz
METRO and Monterey-Salinas Transit have evaluated the feasibility
of bus on shoulder operations along SR-1 located in Santa Cruz and
Monterey counties as part of the “Monterey Bay Area Feasibility
Study of Bus on Shoulder Operations on State Route 1 and the
Monterey Branch Line.” The potential operation of buses on the
shoulder of Route 1 is under consideration and would not be
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precluded by the proposed project. Please refer to response to
Comment 1-198b for additional information.

The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission has
included the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line in the Expenditure Plan,
which would create incentives for alternative modes of transportation
by expanding the transit and bicycle facility network. However, the
most recent traffic analysis showed that the increase in traffic was
due to job market growth in, and commuting to, Silicon Valley; a
route that is not connected/served by rail. The existing and projected
congestion in the peak direction on Route 1 would not be addressed
with rail improvements.

The addition of an HOV lane under the Tier I Corridor HOV Lane
Alternative would help encourage public transportation and reduce
cut through traffic. Without capacity improvements, increased future
congestion will restrict the demand for express bus service on

Route 1. The Tier | project seeks capacity improvements that will
encourage alternative modes, while providing time-saving incentives
for users of ridesharing and express transit. Please see response to
Comment I-15b for additional detail.

The analysis conducted for the proposed project shows that not
widening the highway would not necessarily reduce or cap vehicle
miles traveled. Data show that from 2005 to 2016, a period in which
widening did not occur, vehicle miles traveled increased on
Highway 1 during the peak commute hours (with the exception of
the northbound PM traffic direction, where vehicle miles traveled
decreased due to reduction in vehicle throughput and travel demand).
See Table 3 of the Santa Cruz Highway 1 Widening/HOV Lane
Project — Final 2017 Traffic Analysis Update memorandum, which
is included in Appendix K to the Traffic Operations Report, for
additional information. Likewise, Table 2.1.5-19 in Section 2.1.5,
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, of the
Final EIR/EA with FONSI shows that vehicle miles traveled is
projected to increase under the No Build Alternative in 2035: in the

northbound direction, vehicle miles traveled is projected to increase
by 3 percent in the AM peak period and 13 percent in the PM peak
period (although vehicle miles traveled would decrease during the
AM and PM peak hours due to increase in traffic congestion); in the
southbound direction, vehicle miles traveled would increase by

31 percent in the AM peak hour and 27 percent in the AM peak
period (although vehicle miles traveled would decrease during the
PM hours). In short, the commenter’s implication that not widening
the highway will limit or halt vehicle miles traveled increases is not
necessarily accurate.

The EIR/EA analysis further shows that the Tier | Corridor HOV
Lane Alternative would reduce greenhouse gas emissions compared
with the No Build Alternative. As shown in Table 3-2 of the Final
EIR/EA with FONSI, in year 2035 the Tier | Corridor HOV Lane
Alternative would reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 505 metric
tons per year compared to the No Build Alternative; whereas the Tier
I Corridor TSM Alternative would increase greenhouse gas
emissions by 2,405 metric tons per year compared with the No Build
Alternative. This reduction is largely due to the Tier | Corridor HOV
Lane Alternative’s improvements in congestion and travel speeds.
The highest levels of carbon dioxide from mobile sources, such as
automobiles, occur at stop-and-go speeds (zero to 25 miles per hour)
and speeds over 55 miles per hour; the most severe emissions occur
from zero to 25 miles per hour. Therefore, to the extent that a project
relieves congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel
times in high-congestion travel corridors, greenhouse gas emissions,
particularly carbon dioxide, may be reduced. Please refer to response
to Comment A-4d and Section 3.2.5, Climate Change under the
California Environmental Quality Act, of the Final EIR/EA with
FONSI for additional information.
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The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-20

An updated analysis of greenhouse gas emissions has been prepared
with revised carbon dioxide emissions using the latest U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency-approved emissions factor model
(EMFAC2014) and new annual conversion factors. Refer to response
to Comment A-4d from the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control for results and detailed methodology. Refer to Section 3.2.5,
Climate Change under the California Environmental Quality Act, of
the Final EIR/EA with FONSI, for a description of the updated
analysis of greenhouse gas emissions, including the projected annual
greenhouse gas emissions. More information about the analysis can
be found in the Air Quality Study Report Addendum, Appendix F.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2p

An individual project does not generate enough greenhouse gas
emissions to significantly influence global climate change. Rather,
global climate change is a cumulative impact. This means that a
project may contribute to a potential impact through its incremental
change in emissions when combined with the contributions of all
other sources of greenhouse gas.! Under the California
Environmental Quality Act, an assessment of cumulative impacts
must determine if a project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively
considerable” (California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
Sections 15064 (h)(1) and 15130). To make this determination, the
incremental impacts of the project must be compared with the effects
of past, current, and probable future projects. The greenhouse gas
analysis described in Section 3.2.5, Climate Change under the
California Environmental Quality Act, of the Final EIR/EA with
FONSI, and presented in greater detail in the Air Quality Study
Report Addendum, is based on modeling that was conducted for the

L This approach is supported by the AEP: Recommendations by the Association of
Environmental Professionals on How to Analyze GHG Emissions and Global
Climate Change in CEQA Documents (March 5, 2007), as well as the South

project’s design year of 2035 and accounts for anticipated future
development and growth in the region, California vehicle fuel
specifications and emissions standards, and requirements for
achieving and maintaining federal and State ambient air quality
standards. Thus, the estimated operational emissions of the Route 1
project are inherently cumulative, and additional modeling and
analysis is not necessary to characterize cumulative emissions.
Section 3.2.5, Climate Change under the California Environmental
Quality Act, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI presents a best faith
effort to evaluate the potential greenhouse gas emissions related to
the proposed project. The Air Quality Study Addendum was prepared
using the latest U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-approved
emissions factor model (EMFAC2014) and new annual conversion
factors.

Regarding National Environmental Policy Act, neither the United
States Environmental Protection Agency nor the Federal Highway
Administration has issued explicit guidance or methods to conduct
project-level greenhouse gas analysis. The Federal Highway
Administration emphasizes concepts of resilience and sustainability
in highway planning, project development, design, operations, and
maintenance. Because there have been requirements set forth in
California legislation and executive orders on climate change, the
issue is addressed within the California Environmental Quality Act
analysis in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI. The
California Environmental Quality Act analysis is used to inform the
National Environmental Policy Act determination for the project.

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2q

The environmentally superior alternative is identified in the Final
EIR/EA with FONSI, which follows the Draft EIR/EA that was

Coast Air Quality Management District (Chapter 6: The CEQA Guide, April
2011) and the US Forest Service (Climate Change Considerations in Project
Level NEPA Analysis, July 13, 2009).
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circulated and its associated public comment period, as required by
the California Environmental Quality Act. The identification of the
environmentally superior alternative would not preclude the other
alternatives from being selected for implementation, including the
No Build Alternative, as described in more detail in response to
Comment O-6c¢.

With regard to bus-on-the-shoulder, transit on the rail corridor, and
bus rapid transit, please see response to Comment O-2n, above.

With regard to new safer routes for bicycles and pedestrians,
including rail-trail, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission has included widening Route 1, while also including
alternative modes of transportation, such as pedestrian and bicycle
improvements and development of a rail line, in the Expenditure
Plan. This plan includes the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line and the
Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail Network, which would create
incentives for alternative modes of transportation by expanding the
transit and bicycle facility network. Santa Cruz County Regional
Transportation Commission will continue to promote a variety of
transportation options to best serve the residents and workers of
Santa Cruz.

Transportation demand management and location efficient
mortgages are outside the scope of this project and are outside the
purview of Caltrans; however, these suggestions could be brought to
the appropriate local jurisdictions

The Campaign for Sensible Transportation

Comment O-2r

Chapter 1, Proposed Project, of the Final EIR/EA with FONSI
identifies two Tier | Build Alternatives that are evaluated in this
environmental document. Each of the Tier | Build Alternatives
encompasses five segments of highway in which auxiliary lanes may
be added. The three auxiliary lane projects that are planned to be
constructed next, as proposed in the Measure D, Transportation

Improvement Plan, are part of the Tier | Build Alternatives, and the
results of the analysis presented in the Tier | document include these
auxiliary lane projects. The Tier | Build Alternatives were developed
to consider the impacts resulting from the whole Tier | project and
avoid the problem of “segmentation,” in which a project is divided
into smaller bits, which when considered in isolation, may not
include the full range and intensity o