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 Introductions
 Project Overview 
 Environmental Review Process 
 Public Engagement 
 Summary of Final EIR

Following Presentation
 Commissioner Questions

 Public Hearing 

 RTC Consideration of FEIR Certification and Selection of 
Preferred Alternative 

Presentation Outline



 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
Cory Caletti, Sr Transportation Planner/Program Manager
Grace Blakeslee, Sr Transportation Planner

 FHWA Central Lands Division (CFL)
Wendy Longley, Project Manager
Timberley Belish, Environmental Specialist

Steve Short, Design Engineer

 Rincon Consultants / Harris & Associates 
Kate Giberson, Harris, Project Manager

Megan Jones, Rincon, Asst Project Manger/Senior Analyst

 Subconsultants
EcoSystems West, Biological Resources

Kimley-Horn, Transportation and Traffic

Pacific Crest Engineering, Geology

 Legal Team
Jim Moose, Remy Moose Manley LLP

Brooke Miller, County Counsel 
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 Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail (MBSST) Network
 Trail along Santa Cruz County coast

 Primarily aligns with the RTC-owned rail corridor

 MBSST Master Plan and programmatic Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) completed 2013

 20 trail “segments” 

 Several segments in design/subsequent environmental stages 

 Will receive approx. $120M in voter approved Measure D 
funding over 30 years 

Background & Context
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 Portion of Segment 5 of the Master Plan

 Davenport to Wilder Ranch 

 7.5-mile multi-use bicycle & pedestrian trail

 20 feet wide: 12 feet paved, 8 feet unpaved

 Parking improvements, restrooms, trash & recycling 
receptacles, and Davenport Crossing

 “Rail-with-trail” alignment: coastal side of railroad tracks

 Federal and local funding: Phase I and II (construction 
for Phase II still to be secured)

 Stakeholders and funding partners: Coastal Conservancy, 
Land Trust of SC County, State Parks, Coastal Commission, County of SC 

Proposed Project
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Environmental 
Review Process



 Inform decision making

 Disclose potentially significant environmental impacts 

 Identify mitigation measures 

 Foster public participation and interagency 
coordination

CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act

Purpose & Requirements of CEQA
En

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l 

Re
vi

ew
 P

ro
ce

ss



FINAL EIR

September 2018 - January 2019
Available February 7, 2019

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

August 9 – September 24, 2018 

DRAFT EIR

November 2017 – July 2018

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

September 13 – October 16, 2017

WE ARE HERE

PUBLIC HEARINGDECISION ON THE PROJECT

March 7, 2019

RTC SOLICITS INPUT                        
ON SCOPE OF DRAFT EIR

Scoping Meetings September 2017

RTC SOLICITS COMMENTS 
ON DRAFT EIR

EIR = Environmental Impact Report

The EIR Process
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 Receive comments on the Final 
EIR and merits of the Project

 Certify the Final EIR

 Make a decision on the Project

Purpose of Today’s Meeting
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Summary of     
Draft EIR



 Proposed Project (Coastal Side)

 Alternative 1 (Trail Only)

 Alternative 2 (Inland Side)

 Alternative 3 (Farmers’ Alternative)

 Alternative 4 (No Project) 

Proposed Project & 
Alternatives Evaluated
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 Aesthetics

 Agricultural Resources

 Air Quality

 Biological Resources

 Cultural Resources

 Geology/Soils

 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials

Environmental Topics Analyzed

 Hydrology &Water 
Quality

 Land Use & Planning
 Noise
 Public Safety and 

Services 
 Recreation
 Transportation/ 

Circulation
 Tribal Cultural 

Resources
 Utilities & Service 

Systems
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Environmental Impact Analysis

Project 
Impact

Baseline Conditions

Significant Impact

Threshold of Significance

Less-than-Significant Impact

Project 
Impact
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 Impacts - Potential impacts identified based on 
CEQA Guidelines and regulations

 Mitigation - Specific measure(s) to avoid or reduce  
impacts to below the significance threshold 



 Impact Determinations
 Less than significant (LTS)

 Less than significant with mitigation (LTSM) 

 Significant and unavoidable (SU) 

Environmental Impact Analysis
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Project 
Impact

Baseline Conditions

SU

Threshold of Significance

LTS or LTSM

Project 
Impact



 Draft EIR Table ES-1 lists all the potential impacts

 65 environmental impacts identified 
 32 less than significant  (LTS)

 31 less than significant with mitigation (LTSM)

 2 significant and unavoidable (SU)

Cumulative traffic (Proposed Project and Alts 1-3)

Cultural resources – historic (Alts 1 and 3 only)

Summary of Project Impacts
Su

m
m

ar
y 

of
 D

ra
ft 

EI
R



 Aesthetics

 Agricultural Resources

 Biological Resources

 Cultural Resources

 Recreation

 Transportation/Circulation

Key Resource Topics
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 Impact: Convert designated Important Farmland to non-
agricultural use
 Converts 7.0 to 7.6 acres of “Important Farmland” to trail use; 

1.4 to 1.5 acres of which is farmed actively 

 Not a substantial conversion = LTS impact 

 Optional mitigation to preserve off-site farmland 

Agricultural Resources
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 Impact: Trail users adversely affect ag operations
 Construction, trespassing, littering, food safety concerns, 

nuisance complaints
 Conflicts would not result in conversion of farmland

 Mitigation: Staging area locations and construction timing; no 
trespassing signs and other food safety notices; solid 
waste/litter removal; interpretive exhibits

 Impact: Ag operations adversely affect trail users
 Despite warning signs and proper application, trail users could 

be exposed

 Mitigation: Establish pesticide spray notification procedures; 
install temporary warning signage = LTSM

 Additional recommended mitigation to amend agricultural 
leases to provide pesticide spraying limitations

Agricultural Resources
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 Impact: Adversely affect historical resources
 Davenport Branch Line identified as historic-era built-

environment resource 

 Historic Resource Evaluation determined the resource eligible 
for National and CA Registers of Historic Resources, County 
landmark, and a historical resource under CEQA

 Mitigation: historic interpretive exhibits

Cultural Resources
Su

m
m

ar
y 

of
 D

ra
ft 

EI
R



 Impacts: Disturb listed wildlife 
species and sensitive habitats 
(e.g., California red-legged frog, SF 
dusky-footed woodrat, wetlands)

 Mitigation: 
 Minimize construction 

activities in sensitive habitat 

 Conduct surveys before 
construction and monitor 
during

 Compensate for lost wetlands

 Develop project-specific bio 
res management plan

Biological Resources
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 Impact: Conflicts between trail users and vehicles/
ag equipment at roadway crossings
 Mitigation: Design roadway crossings to minimize safety 

hazards, install agricultural vehicle and trail warning signs, 
install pedestrian signage at Davenport Lot: South to minimize 
jaywalking and promote use of formalized crossing

Transportation/Traffic
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 Impact: Addition of vehicle trips to cumulative traffic 
conditions (2040)
 Cumulative traffic conditions (without project): unacceptable 

delay at approach to three parking lots

 Based on applicable threshold, any worsening of this condition 
would be an impact; no mitigation is feasible to eliminate trips

 Conclusion: Significant and Unavoidable (SU)

Transportation/Traffic
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 Project Alternatives Evaluated
 Alternative 1 (Trail Only)

 Alternative 2 (Inland Side)

 Alternative 3 (Farmers’ Alternative)

 Alternative 4 (No Project) 

 Impacts of Alternatives 1-3 similar to Proposed Project

 Primary Differences:
 Agricultural Resources – LESS for Alternatives 1 and 3 for 

conversion of farmland and conflict with agricultural use

 Cultural Resources - MORE for Alternatives 1 and 3 for adverse 
affect to historical resources (Davenport Branch Line)

Project Alternatives
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 Environmentally Superior Alternative
 CEQA requires Lead Agency to identify an alternative other 

than the No Project alternative

 Discussion summarized in Table 5-5 of Draft EIR 

 No clear environmentally superior alternative 

Project Alternatives
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Project Alternatives
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Environmentally Superior Alternative
1. Superior for Most of the 16 Resource Topics 

Proposed Project – 7 topics

Alternative 1 – 7 topics

Alternative 2 – 1 topic

Alternative 3 – 1 topic

2. Superior for 6 Key Resource Topics* 
Proposed Project – superior for 4 of 6 topics

Alternative 1 – superior for 2 of 6 topics 

Alts 2 and 3 – superior for 0 of 6 topics

3. No Significant & Unavoidable Impacts
Proposed Project and Alternative 2 – no SU impacts

* Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources,                                 
Recreation, and Transportation/Circulation

Project Alternatives
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Proposed Project identified environmentally superior alternative



Summary of     
Final EIR



 Volume 1 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR

 Volume 2 Draft EIR 

 Volume 3 Draft EIR Appendices

Final EIR
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 Written Comments
 10 Public Agencies

 11 Organizations and Businesses

 46 Individuals

 Verbal Comments
 3 Individuals (August 22, 2018 meeting)

 4 Individuals (August 23, 2018 meeting)

Comments Received on Draft EIR
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 10 Public Agencies
 State Clearinghouse

 California Coastal Commission

 California Coastal Conservancy

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife

 California State Parks

 Caltrans

 Monterey Bay Air Resources District

 Santa Cruz County Office of the Agricultural Commissioner

 Santa Cruz County Health Services, Environmental Health Div

 City of Santa Cruz Water Dept

Comments Received on Draft EIR
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 11 Organizations and Businesses
 Bike Santa Cruz
 Davenport/North Coast Association

 Ecology Action

 Friends of Rail Trail
 Friends of Santa Cruz State Parks

 Horan Lloyd (Attorneys at Law)

 Land Trust of Santa Cruz County (Conservation Director)
 Land Trust of Santa Cruz County (Executive Director)

 Santa Cruz County Greenway

 Sierra Club
 Trail Now

Comments Received on Draft EIR
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Master Responses address similar comments CEQA 

 CEQA Compliance and Adequacy of the EIR

 Ownership/Right-of-Way

 Parking Evaluation, Gates, Hours and Closures

 Project Schedule/Timeframe

 Rail Use and Project Segmenting

 Maintenance and Funding

Comments Received on Draft EIR
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 CEQA Compliance and Adequacy of the EIR
Comments include broad statements and specific criticisms 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR

 The comments do not demonstrate that the Draft EIR failed to 
comply with express legal requirements or case law

 The RTC legal counsel did not find the specific arguments 
which cited case law to be persuasive

 The RTC expended great effort to fully comply with CEQA and 
believes the EIR is legally adequate under CEQA

Common Comments and Master Responses
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 Ownership/Right-of-Way
Comments suggest that Project may not be feasible due to 
concerns about ownership and ROW, and that Draft EIR is  
deficient for not including extensive analysis on feasibility 

 RTC is confident that the Project can be implemented with 
varying degrees of difficulty 

 CEQA does not require EIRs to include detailed analyses of 
feasibility. EIRs are prepared on assumption that a Project, at a 
minimum, is potentially feasible

Common Comments and Master Responses
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 Parking Evaluation, Gates, Hours and Closures
Comments concerning whether the trail and parking areas should 
be open or closed at night

 Project does not include gates, just signage indicating the trail 
is closed at night

 Description revised to provide clarification and more detail

 RTC does not have authority to prohibit night time parking

 Issue to be resolved in coordination with agencies and 
stakeholders

Common Comments and Master Responses
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 Project Schedule/Timeframe
Comments suggest Alternatives 1 and 3 could be constructed 
much sooner than the Proposed Project

 The project description stated could start by 2020 for 
Proposed Project and by 2028 for Alternatives 1 and 3 

 EIR revised to clarify Proposed Project could start by 2021 

 Alternatives 1 and 3 would take longer because:

 Contractual and regulatory obligations related to rail ROW

 Surface Transportation Board must approve abandoning freight

 Time needed to amass reimbursement funds ($11-29 million)

Common Comments and Master Responses
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 Rail Use and Project Segmenting
Comments state RTC is biased in favor of Proposed Project and 
inappropriately divided it into small pieces by signing rail 
operation agreement

 No rail service or changes to rail line are proposed, nor is rail 
service precluded, on the North Coast segment

 Proposed Project and rail operation agreement are separate 
and distinct actions, one not dependent on the other

Common Comments and Master Responses
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 Maintenance and Funding
Comments inquired about funding and responsibility for 
maintenance of the trail, parking areas, and mitigation

 Funding would be provided by using Measure D funds and may 
include other sources

 Trail, parking areas, and restrooms to be maintained by RTC, 
likely through contract with private firm or other agencies

 Trail Manager to be identified

 Operations and Maintenance Plan to be developed

Common Comments and Master Responses
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Next Steps



 “Findings” for significant impacts and alternatives
1. Changes have been required or incorporated into the project 

to mitigate or avoid significant effects (i.e., mitigation 
measures reduce impact to less than significant)

2. Those changes are responsibility of another public agency and 
can or should be adopted by that agency

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other 
considerations make the mitigation or alternatives infeasible

 Statement of Overriding Considerations 
 Required for significant and unavoidable impacts

 Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program (MMRP)
 Must be adopted before approving a project to ensure the 

required mitigation measure are implemented

Requirements After the Final EIR



 Agreements for right-of-way needs

 Complete design and federal environmental process

 Seek funding for Phase II construction 

 Agreement with FHWA/CFL for mitigation measures 

 Agreement for long term maintenance and operations 

 Construction: 2021

Work to be Completed 
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 Hold a public hearing to receive comments
 Adopt a resolution certifying Final EIR as being compliant 

with CEQA*
 Select the Proposed Project as the preferred alternative 
 Adopt the CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding 

Considerations* 
 Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program*

* With errata containing minor changes as proposed in the   
handout 

Today’s Actions - Staff Recommendations 



Questions

www. SCCRTC.ORG/TRAIL
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